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This ·concise history of' the Middle East area since 1910 has 

been distilled from the best secondary sources immediately 

available to the Historical Section. The limited time available 

f'or the preparatlon of this study has precluded much investigation 

of' primary sources as well as the use of' some good ~econdary 

material that could not readily be procured~ Almost all of' the 

works cited herein may be found in the Army Library in the Pentagon. 

The Historical Section has previously produced two classified 

.studies on the same general area that may be consulted f'or more 

detailed information concerning certain phases of' Middle East 

history. One is a compilation of resolutions on the Middle East 

adopted by the United Nations from MaY· l947 to February 1957. 

The second is a detailed Chronology of' the World Crisis of 

1956-1957, from 2 October 1956 to 31 March 1957, with a supp~ement 

describing JCS actions relating to the crisis. 
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SECTION I 

THE ARAB STATES TO THE 

END OF 

WORLD WAR II 



1789 
Opening of' 
contacts 
with the 
West 

~ 
The ~odern era of Egypt is generally conceded to 

have·begun with the French invasion by Bonaparte in. 

1789. It marked the opening of Western imperial 

interest in Egypt, and with i~, the inevitable disloca

tion or the old order. The ancient land was caught up 

and swept into the orbit or contemporary world affairs. 

·The resulting impact of Western ideas and actions 

produced an ever-increasing momentum of' change. To 

England fell the role of chief protagonist in champion

ing and exploiting an awakening Egypt. 

The contact with the modern world created a new 

context for Egypt that brought external pressures 

calling for profound internal readjustments •. The 

established economic, political, social, and value 

patterns had become anachronistic. Thus, through the 

nineteenth century to the present time, Egypt has 

experienced a revolution or institutions and orienta

tion. It was Muhammed Ali, credited with being the 

rather of modern Egypt, who first met the challenge and 

seized the opportunity to usher in the new era. 

1805 Muhammed Ali was appointed Viceroy in 1805 by the 
Muhammed Ali 
and the Ottoman Porte, under whose suzerainty Egypt belonged, 
founding of 
Modern Egypt and thereby was rounded the last Egyptian dynasty, 

which ruled unti'l 1952. During his long reign, 

Muhammed Ali pursued an aggressive domestic program of 

modernization and progress and a policy o~ territorial 

expansion. As. a result of his enlightened reforms, as 
i 

well as his military successes against the Ottoman 

Empire, Egyp~ gained the prestige and status needed to 

establish it as a nat1~n-state in the eyes or the world! 
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Egypt's 
financial 
problems 
under 
Ismail 

\ \_,. 

1Royal Institute of International Affairs, The 
Mipdle §!!!, 2d ed, (London: 1954), pp, 174, 17s;--

Muhammed Ali's immediate successors did not follow 

the precedent or modernizing and reform policies to any . 

great extent. They were revived in part by Ismail, who 

ruled from 1863 to 1879, but his extravagances and. 

military adventures brought about state bankruptcy 

which eventually led to European intervention. It was 

during the latter 1s reign that the Suez Canal was 

completed in 1869.2 

2The Middle East 1957, 5th ed., Europa 
PUblicin"ona tta.--n:onaon: 1957) p. -84. 

1875 The Canal project had been financed by public 
British 
obtain an subscription in Europe, chiefly in France. Ismail 
interest in 
the Suez received a grant or 176,002 shares as his interest in 
Canal 

1879 
Franco
British 
Dual 
Control 

the undertaking, but because or personal financial 

difficulties, he sold them in 1875. They were purchased 

by the British Government, which thus made Britain the 

largest single stockholder in the company. Thereafter, 
\ 

the Egyptian state derived no direct benefit f~m the 

profitable operations or the canal until the S~ez Canal 

Agreement was revised in 1937.3 

3 . 
. RIIA, . .!.!:!! Middle East, pp, 171-173. 

By 1876 Ismail had ·brought Egypt to a state of 

financial and political chaos. The crisis forced him to 

accept foreign control or revenues and expenditures in 

order to protect foreign investments and satisfy t~e 

nation's creditors. On 2 May 1876, the Caisse de la 

Dette was established to s~pervise the reduction or the 
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national debtJ and toward·the end of the s~e year, on 

18 Nov, a partiai condominium was instituted wherein 

French and.British Ministers were appointed to the 

Egyptian Governme~t. Finally, on 25 JUne l879J Ismail 

was deposed as Khedive by the Turkish Sultan, under 

pressure from the Eur~pean powers, and the Franco-British 
. . 4 

ttnual Control" was established over the country. 

Continuing political and financial instability, 

and the reaction to foreign intervention brought the 

first definite expression of a nationalist feeling. It 

took the form of an uprising of Egyptian officers. The 

insurrection, led by Ahmed Arabi, himself an ar.my 

officer, provided the occasion for Britain to seize 

direct and exclusive control of Egypt. In the. process 

of suppressing the insurrection, which ended abruptly 

13 Sep 82 with the British victory at Tell el-Kebir on 13 September 
Beginning of 
British 1882, Egypt was occupied. Thus began the long period 
Military 
Occupation of British military occupation.5 

5Philip K. Hitti, History £! ~ ~~ 6th ed. 
(London: 1956), pp. 750, 751 •. 

Egypt remained nominally under Turkish suzeranity 

as an autonomous province-state within the Ottoman 

British Empire during the period of occupation prior to the 
methods 
of control · First World War. British control was concealed. It was 
before WWI 

exercised through a small group or ostensi~ly minor 

British officials who were technically only diplomatic 

representatives equal to the other consuls-generals. 

British policies and the autocratic methods employed by 
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the ~arious residEiH~ administrators served to st'imulate 

and· give focus tij l hascent nationalist moveMen~. It 

rapidly took on the form of opposition to British 

contro1.6 

6!2! Middle East 1257~ pp. 85, 86. 

From such amorphous beginnings, Egyptian nation~l

ism gradually developed into an organized political 

movement. As early as the turn or the century, a 

Nationalist Party had appeared and had become increasing

ly active in voicing Egyptian national aspirations. 

However, it was not until the First Nationalist Congress, 

7 Dec 07 which convened on 7-December 1907, that th~ Nationalist 
Beginning of 
the Egyptian Party was organized into a formal political organization 
Nationalist 
Movement .under the leadership of Mustapha Kamel. Once the move-

ment was underway as a political party, it progressively 

exerted greater and greater influence on the course of 

events in Egypt, and from then on, became the chief 

opposing force with which the British had to contend. 

As nationalism gained a broad base of popular support, 

the government tried to keep in check the intense 

passions and excesses that were loosened. various 

P?licies were adopted ~n an effort to stem the tide. 

At t~es repressive measures against violence and dis

orderly agitation were applied; at others, appeasement~ 

But repression proved only to intensify the strength of 

the movement, and appeasement only created further 

demands for greater refor.ms.7 

7 
RIIA, !2! Middle !!!!' pp. 178, 179. 
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By the eve of the First World war, the effective

ness of nation~list pressure forced the government to 

draft a new constitutional system and a new electoral 

Constitution law, both of which were introduced on 21 July 1913. 
of 1913 

18 Dec 14 
British 
Protectorate 
established 
over Egypt 

Among other concessions, a degree of limited popular 

authority was vested in a legislative assembly which was 

largely elective. However, the assembly met but once, 

in 1914, then was suspended for the duration of the war, 

for, on 6 November of that year, Britain proclaimed a 

state or war with TUrkey.8 

The entry of Ottoman Turl<ey into the war on the 

side of Germany was the occasion for Britain to abandon 

the tenuous diplomatic evasions by which she ruled Egypt 

and to regularize her·control by establishing ·a definit~ 
overt status to the relationship. Accordingly, on 

18 December 1914, the Government of Great Britain 

declared a British Protectorate over Egypt. The 

following day, the Khedive, Abbas Hilmi, was proclaimed 

Sultan of Egypt to replace the deposed Khedive.9 

9The Middle~ 1957, p. 86. 

During the course of the war the Nationalist Par.ty 

grew tremendously. While Egypt enjoyed material 

prosperity, brought on largely by the wartime price of 

cotton, nationalist propaganda was stirring up resent

ment against British domination and creating general 

discontent. With the termination of the War, unrest 

reached a point where it broke out into the Nationalist 

Revolt of 1919.10 
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10 Royal Institute of International Affairs, Great 
· Britain!!!£~ 1914-1951, (London: 1952) pp. 3-;:--

The event that precipit~ted the Revolt was the 

Nationalist deportation or Saad Zagh1u1 Pasha on 8 March 1919. 
Revolt of 
1919 Zaghlul had requested permission of the British to leave 

Zaghlul and · 
the rise of 
the ward 

~he country with a delegation to appear befo~e the Peace 

Conference. Permission was rerused1 and he, along with 

other nationalist leaders who were members or the 

delegation, was sent to Malta in order to prevent the 

presentation of the nationalist's case.11 

11Hitti, History .2f. the ~' p. 751. 

This act immediately made Zaghlul a national hero, 

and the Wafd (delegation) thereby was launched as a 

separate political party •. From then on the Wafd rapidly 

overshadowed the Nationalist Party as the dominant 

popular force in Egyptian politics. Domestic reaction 

to the deport~tion set orr a nationalist insurrection 

which was only subdued after military intervention by 

British troops under Field Marshal Allenby.l2 

12RIIA, ~Middle ~' PP• 178, 179. 

The severity of the disorders was such that the 

British Government was obliged to undertake a basic 

reconsideration of the entire Egyptian situation. ·The 

Milner Commission was appointed to inquire into the 

causes of the uprising and make recommendations for 

rectifying grievances to insure against any recurrence. 

At the same time, Egypt 1s legislative assembly, which 

- 6 -



28 Feb 21 
Milner 
Commission 
Report 

I was now back in f:1ession., pa~sed a_ resolution in favor 

of independence. To~ard the end of the year the 

Commission summoned Zaghlul, the most prominent spokes

man for Egyptian nationalism, to London for consulta

tions. On 28 February 1921., the findings and recommenda

tions of the Commission were published. Tne Milner 

Report proposed independenc·e for Egypt 1 but qualified 

it with provisions for guaranteeing certain British 

interests and for retaining a substantial degree or 

British control~l3 

The nationalists objected to the Milner recommenda-

Apr-Dec tions. With the return of Zaghlul from London on 
1922 
Nationalist 5 April 1921 1 a series or attacks on the government 
attacks on 
the govern- began. In the numerous outbreaks of violence against 
ment and 
violence foreigners that followed, many persons were. killed. 
against 
foreigners Negotiations were therefore reopened in London on 

12 July., conducted this time by the Egyptian premier., 

Adli Pasha. They broke down ·on the issue of retention 

of British troops in Egypt and were suspended on 

20 November. Internal strife continued, and on 

22 December 19211 Zaghlul and other nationalist leaders 

were again deported. As a counter-move., the ward 

instituted a campaign of passive resistance.14 

14RIIA, ~Middle East,· pp. 178., 179 •. 

In view of the mounting power of the nationalist 

movement and the increasing effectiveness of Wafd 

pressure., British policy became more conciliatory. On 
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28 Feb 22 28 February 1922, the British Government published a 
British 
Protectorate Declaration of Policy tor Eg¥Pt• Therein, by unilateral 
over Egypt 
ended action .on the part of Great Britain (the instrument 

was never formally accepted by Egypt), the British 

Protectorate over Egypt was terminated and Egypt 

declared independent. However, decisions on the ques

tions or defense, security of communications, protection 

ot foreigners and minorities, and the Sudan were re

served for future negotiation. Meanwhile, pending 

final disposition of the reserved problems, the ~tatus 

quo would remain in these areas, with Britain retaining 

her preferred position and enjoying the same deg~ee of 

control. Fuad resumed the title of King of Egypt on 

15 Maroh, and in the succeeding year, on 4 April, 

:Z~hlul and the other nationalist leaders who had been 

deported were released from exile and allowed to return 

to Egypt. From this period, until the overthrow of the 

monarchy in 1952, Egyptian politics were, characterized 

by a triangular struggle in which the contestants were 

the King, the ward, and the British Government.l5 

15 
~., p. 181; !!!! Middle ~ 1957, pp. 86, 87. 

19 Apr 23 The Egyptian Constitution was promulgated 19 April 
Constitution 
of 1923 1923. Relatively liberal and democratic, it provided 

tor. a bicameral parliamentary system consi'sting or a 

Senate and a Chamber. Three-fifths or the former, and 

the entire membership of the latteri were to be elected 

by universal suffrage; Cabinet Ministers were responsible 

to the Chamber alone. The Constitution also made Islam 

the state religion and Arabic the official language. 

It ~ater served as a model 4or the ~onatitutions or 

"!" 8 -
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28 Jan 24 
ward govern
ment comes 
into power 

l . 
'-" 

Iraq and Syria. In the el~ctions that .followed on 

27 September of the same year the Wafd won an over

whelming victory.16 

16 , . . 
· RIIA1 .!!':!! Middle ~' p. 181. 

Saaq Zaghlul, undisputed leader of the Wafd and 

champion of Egyptian nationalism, became premier on 

28 January 1924. With a sympathetic administration in 

power, popular discontent toward the still-exercised 

British authority over Egyptian affairs intensified and 

finally e~pted in violent civil disorder. Widespread 

anti-British rioting broke out on 24 and 25 JUne. 

Settlement of the reserved questions, defining British 

jurisdiction and the extent of Egyptian sovereignty, 

was imperative.17 

l7RIIA., Great Britain !!!2, ~ 1914-1951, pp. 9-11. 

A conference between Zaghlul and Ramsay MacDonald., 

from 25 September to 3 October, failed to produce 

20 Nov 24 agreement. On 20 November Sir Le~ Stacl<:1 the sirdar 
Assassination 
of Sir Lee ( conunander in chief) of the Egyptian Army and Governor
Stack 

General of the Sudan, was assassinated by a nationalist 

fanatic. The British issued an ultimatum demanding 

punishment of those responsible, apd official apology, 

indemnities, suppression of political· demonstrations, 

and withdrawal of Egyptian military forces from the su~ 

The last touched upon one of the most sensitive points 

or Egyptian nationalist feeling; Premier Zaghlul was 

prepared to accept all·the ter.ms except those relating 

to the Sudan. In the face of British insistence, he 
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12 Mar 25 
Wafd 
opposition 
to the 
government 

resigned in protest. His successor yielded to the 

demands on 24 November. 18 

18 . 
~Britain and~ 1914-1951, pp. 11-14. 

In the elections of 12 March 1925, the Wafd·was 

again victorious and Zaghlul became pres~dent of the 

Chamber. The nationalists then embarked on a program of 

blocking all measures of the government. Parliament 

was repeatedly dissolved, only to find on each new 

election a new nationalist majority ready to pursue the 

same tactics. This. posture of intransigence on the part 

of the Wafd came to be the normal situation for the next 

several years.l9 

l9RIIA 1 ~ Middle !!!!' pp. 184-185. 

In the meantime, in contrast to the lack of 

political cooperation, a measure of constructive Anglo

Egyptian progress was being achieved in the economic 

sphere. The Aswan Dam, the first of the great storage 

reservoirs on the upper Nile, had been built as early 

as 1902, and heightened in 1912.- The opening or the 

Makwar Dam on 21 January 1926, marked an important stage 

in the utilization of water from the Nile. Egypt was 

growing increasingly concerned over the diversion of 

Nile water for irrigation purposes in the Sudan, 

brought on by rapid development of agriculture, which 

threatened to. affect adversely Egypt•s main source of 

water. A satisfactory agreement on rights to water 

from the Nile was finally arrived at and signed by 

Egypt and Great Britain on 7 May 1929: The Sudan was to 

~se only the water from the Blue Nile, whereas that 
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18 Jul 27 
Reopening 
of Anglo
Egyptian 
negotia
tions 

from the White Nile was reserved for Egyptian use.20 

20Mekki Abbas, !!:!! ~ Question (Lond()n: 1952) 
pp. 73-88. 

Egypt's economy, under British tutelage, developed along 

lines largely complementary to that of the United King

dom; a monetary connection existed and preference was 

given to British capital and British enterprise. 

Qotton was the chief export product.21 Egypt's oil 

21RIIA, Great Britain and ~ 1914~1951, 
pp. 152-183. ----- ---

resourc~s, although comparatively small, were 

exploited since 1909, chiefly by Anglo-Egyptian Oil

fields Ltd. 22 

22stephen H. Longrigg, Oil in The Middle East 
(London: 1954) pp. 17, 22-2#-.--- -

As Anglo-Egyptian relations were progressively 

deteriorating rather than improving, the British 

government determined to seek a permanent settlement or 

the outstanding ·issues between the two countries. Dis

cussions were reopened on 18 July 1927, and draft 

treaties were prepared by both governments in an effort 

to find mutually acceptable compromises on the various 

.points in dispute. N~gotiations and exchanges of draft 

treaties continued_, despite the intense opposition of 

the nationalists, until early 19301 when further efforts 

were postponed until such time as the ward Party's 

hostility would not prevent reaching agreement. The 

ward Party then implemented an organized program of 

- 11 -
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non-cooperation with the government and encouraged 

non-payment or taxes. A new series of outbreaks swept 

the country. 23 

. 23RIIA, Great Britain and EgyPt 1914-1951, 
pp. 22"!'26. - -

To cope with the nationalists • defiance of govern

ment authority a new Constituti_on was ·introduced on 

22 October 1930. It provided for a great reduction or 

popular participation in government. The adoption of 

the new reactionary Constitution served to consolidate 

the various nationalist and democratic elements in 

c~mmon cause against the government. For the next five 

years nationalist opposition, spearheaded by ward 

agitation, continued to demand a return to the 

Constitution of 1923. Eventually, sustained nationalist. 

12 Dec 35 pressure proved succes~tul, and on 12 December 19351 the 
Restoration 
of the Constitution was restored. A few months later, in 
Constitu~ 
tion of April 1936, the young Farouk became king and his wide 
1923 

26 Aug 36 
Anglo
Egyptian 
Treaty of 
1936 

popularity as a personality immediately had a further 

ameliorating effect on the political situation. Shortly 

thereafter, on 2 May, the nationalists won a sweeping 

victory in the elections and a Wafd cabinet was formed 

under Nahas Pasha. 24 

24 
~·· pp. 27-38. 

In this generally favorable climate, the Wafd 

government or Nahas negotiated a .treaty between Egypt 

and Great Britain on. 26 August 1936, which was ratified 

on 22 December of the same year. By ita terms, the 

British &$reed to withdraw their military forces from 
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8 May 37 
Montreux 
Conference 
and aboli
tion of 
the capit-. 
ulations 

Egypt; with the exception or a force or 10,000 men 

restricted to the Suez Canal Zone which might be 

augmented in time of war. England would also maintain 

a naval base at Alexandria for a period or not more 

than eight years. Egyptian troops were to return·to the 

Sudan and unrestricted immigration of Egyptians.into 

the area was to be permitted. Egypt was also to become 

a member of the League or Nations. Finally, it provided 

for an Anglo-Egyptian treaty of alliance for twenty 

years, with provisions for renewal. 25 

25Ibid., pp. 39-42; RIIA, The Middle East, 
pp. 184::n15'. 

The following year a Conference was held at 

Montreux, in April and May, between the powers enjoying 

capitulation rights in Egypt. There on 8 May 1937, an 

agreement was signed to abolish the capitulations (the 

special privileges granted to foreign governments by 

formal conventions originally made by the Ottoman 

Porte). An exception was made of the mixed courts, 

which were to continue functioning with certain changes 

for an additional twelve years.26 

26RIIA, Great Britain and~ 1914-1951, 
pp. 42-46. - -

The settlement reached between Egypt and Great 

Britain in the Treaty or 1936 signalled the rapid 

decline or the political power of the ward, which had 

thrived on the Anglo-Egyptian antagonism. Although it 

retained considerable political strength as the best 

organized political machine, the Wafd had lost its 

mission and thereby lost its popular appeal. As 
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1937 -
1938 
Decline or 
Wafd Power 

'--! 

conflicting iht~~est·s a¥os~ among rival factions within 
I 

the party, opposition between a number· of its influen

tial leaders and Nahas appeared. At the same time, 

conside~able friction developed between the Nahas 

government and the King. On 30 December 1937, King 

Farouk took advantage or the situation by dismissing the 

Nahas ca~inet and appointing Mohammed Mahmud Pasha, 

leader of the Liberal Constitution Party, as premier. 

Then on 2 February 1938, the King dissolved the 

Parliament, in which the ward still held a substantial 

majority. In the elections that followed, from 

31 March to 2 April, the ward Party was completely 

eclipsed when the government party won an overwhelming 

victory.27 

27 
~., pp. 48-51. 

About this time the Moslem Brotherhood began to 

assert itself as a force in Egypt's affairs. Beginning 

Rise of in the provinces in 1930 as a religious reform movement, 
the Moslem 
Brotherhood it rapidly grew into a wealthy and powerful organization, 

having great influence on Egyptian politics. By 1940 

it was in open opposition to the Wafd. However, its 

activities were characterized by such fanaticism and 

xenophobic propaganda that it eventually had to be 

suppressed·in t~e interests or law and order. Its 

terrorism of the late 1940's approached anarchy.28 

28 RIIA, ~ Middle §!!!, pp. 182-183. 

Toward the end of 1938, in view of growing world 

tensions, Egypt began defense preparations to meet the 

threat of war. An extensive program of mobilization and 
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19 Nov 38 
Preparations 

. il' I . I 
armament build4u~ was ~tl~ted on 19 November. Universal 

for war military training, which had been intrQduced earlier in 

Feb, 1942 
Return of 
the Waf'd 
to power 

the year, was no\'1 stepped up to expand the armed forces. 

Egypt's role in the Second World War, however~ proved 

to.be largely a passive one.29 

29RIIA 1 ~Britain~~~ PP• 52-56. 

Prior to the outbreak or war, Egypt's favor had 

been curried by Axis propaganda, including visits to 

the country by Nazi and Fascist notables. But what 

little pro-German sentiment existed was either isolated 

opportunism or merely a reflection of' traditional anti

British feelings. On British advice, Egypt remained 

neutral throughout most of the war. By 1942, with the 

British Empire on the defensive, relations with King 

Farouk were. becoming uneasy, and increased terrorism, 

directed by the Moslem Brotherhood at all established 

authority, was threatening internal order.30 

30RIIA, The Middle~~ pp. 186-187. 

The only political party powerful enough and well 

enough organized to maintain control and to provide the 

internal stability that Britain needed was the ward. 

Therefore, in February 1942, the British Ambassador~ 

accompanied by an armed escort, entered the Palace and 

forced Farouk to f'or.m a Wafdist government headed by 

Nahas. The ward, despite its traditional anti~British 

stand, gave wholehearted support to the Allies under 

the wartime premiership of' Nahas. In 1944, when danger 

to Egypt had passed, the flourishing corruption, con

centration and abuse of wartime authority, and general 

- 15 -
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loss of Waftl ~~.e1stige (because of collaboration with 
\ i.' 

the British) 1 a1l contributed to the downfall of the 

Nahas government.31 

31 . 
~·· pp. 187-189. 

In the general election of 8 January 1945~ which 

was boycotted by the Wafd 1 Ahmed Pasha became premier. 

The new Premier was assassinated one month later1 on 

25 February1 after announcing Egypt's declaration of 

war against tpe Axis. He was succeeded by Nokrashy 

Pasha.32 

One of the most important acts performed by Nahas 

before leaving office, an event which was to prove of 

far-reaching significance, was in connection with the 

formation of the League of Arab States. The idea of an 

Arab League was inspired largely by hostility to the 

22 Mar 45 creation of a Jewish National State in Palestine.. It 
Founding of 
the Arab had originally been suggested by Nuri al-Said, Prime 
League 

Minister of Iraq. However, since the motives of Iraq 

were open to suspicion, Nahas was able to seize the 

initiative from Iraq and prevail upon the other Arab 

countries to hold a conference in Egypt under Egyptian 

sponsorship in 1944, from which was produced the 

Alexandria Protocol. ~1is formed the basis for the 

founding of the League or Arab States in the following 

year at the conclusion of the Cairo conference, ~e 

Pact (sometimes referred to as the Constitution) or the 

Arab League was signed 2~ March 1945 by Egypt, Iraq, 

Lebanon, Syria, Saudi Arabia, Jordan, and Yemen. To 
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these original signatory members were later added the 

Arabs of Palea~lrle, Libya, and the Sudan. The circum• 

stances of the founding of the Leaguej thus, was a 

blow to Iraq's ambitions and gave to Egypt the undisput• 

ed diplomatic and political leadership of the Arab 

world.33 

33RIIA 1 The Middle East, p. 87; The Middle East 
1957 ~ pp, 15-IB: -- -- ---

With the end of the war, ·attention again turned 

toward demands for a revision or the Anglo-Egyptian 

Treaty of·l936, and anti-British feeling flared. anew.34 

34RIIA, ~Britain~~ Middle~ 1914-1951, 
pp. 82ft. 

Syria ~ Lebanon 

As in Egypt, the modern era of Syria was a product 

of the impact of the West during the nineteenth century. 

Among the European powers, France had the most direct 

interest in the area. Traditional ties with the 

Early French Catholic population went back as far as the Crusades. 
interest in 
Syria Her commercial investments and other enterprises were 

based on long-held capitulatory rights granted by the 

ottoman government, under whose suzerainty Syria 

belonged. These cultural and economic interests were 

carefully cultivated as an important cornerstone of 

France's imperial position in the Mediterranean and in 

the Moslem world.35 

·35A.H. Hourani, Syria!!,!!! Lebanon (London: 1946), 
pp. 24-32; 41-42. 
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Massacre of 
1860 and 
French mili
tary inter
vention 

Western
ization and 
moderni
zation 

I 1. 

The event trttt precipitated entry into Syria and 

active participiitidn in Syrian affairs by France was 

the Mas:sa6re of i860. The Turkish goverru:nent had been 

encouraging strife between the Moslem Druzes and the 

Christian Maronites in an effort to vitiate the tra

ditional autonomous status of Lebanon and gain direct 

control. The resulting unrest culminated in a massacre 

or 11,000 Christians, which captured the world's 

attention and invited European intervention. Lebanon 

was occupied, with the qonsent of the great powers, by 

French troops in 1861 as a security measure to prevent 

the recurrence of further disorders. The international 

Commission that was convened to investigate the circum

stances of the massacre drew up a "Statute" 1 ratified 

in 1864, which formalized and defined the autonomy of 

Lebanon. Its terms provided the legal basis for the 

administration of the country until 1918. With formal 

political autono~, Lebanon and surrounding Syria were 

immediately thrown open to an influx of Western 
. 36 

influence. 

36Phili:g. K. Hitti4 Histo* of' the Arabs, 6th ed. 
(London: 1956), pp. 73 -'736; 1-:---

Westernization, manifesting itself in trade, 

religious and cultural missions, and especially edu

cational institutions, rapidly brought on modernization 

and intellectual awakening. It was largely the edu

cated Syrians and Lebanese, many of whom had migrated 

to Egypt, who pioneered Arab nationalism. On the eve 

of the First World War, Arab nationalism, widespread 

among professional men, army officers, and government 

officials, was already a vital force in Syria. Moreover, 
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Rise of 
nation
alism and 
European 
imperialism 

31 Oct 14 
Opening of 
British 
negotiations 
with the 
Arab nation
alists 

Syrian·nationalist societies, such as Al-Fatat, were 

in close contact with Arab nationalists in the other 

Arab-speaking regions outside Syria.37 

37The Middle East, 1957, 5th ed., Europa Publi
cations-rtd. (London: 1957}; p. 318; Hitti, History of 
~ Arabs, p. 755. 

The revival of political consciousness in Syria, 

as in other countries or the Ottoman Empire, took the 

form of opposition to the autocratic rule of the Turkish 

Sultan. Two main movements developed: one aimed at 

limiting the Sultan's authority; the other was a move

ment throughout the Arab provinces for Arab national 

unity and self-government, but within the framework of 

the Ottoman Empire. A more particularist movement 

existed in Lebanon, where the large Christian element 

of the population, although not hostile to Arab nation

alism, desired complete autonomy for itself. Soon, all 

of these movements began to incline toward complete 

independence and differed only in the scope of the 

political entities they wished to establish. In the 

mean~time, European powers saw in the impend+ng collapse 

of the ottoman Empire an opportunity for expanding 

their imperial interests in Syria.38 

38Hourani, Syria ~ Lebanon, pp. 35-42. 

Even prior to the outbreak or war, the British 

had been secretly conducting informal .talks with various 

Arab nationalist groups. ·As early as 31 October 1914, 

Lord K1tchener began making overtures to Hussein, Grand 

Sharif or Mecca, and tendered conditional guarantees of 

independence for the Arabs. After the entry of Turkey 
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into the war on the side of Germany, formal relati.ons 

were established in July 1915 between the Briti·sh 

authoritie~ and the Sharif, who acted on benalf of the 

nationalist organizations of Syria. In the ensuing 

negotiations Hussein agreed to undertake an Arab revolt 

against the Turks in exchange for British recognition 

of the sovereign integrity of a Greater Syria taking in 

a vast section of the Arab Middle East.39 

39aeorge Lepczowski, The Middle East in World 
Affairs (Ithaca, N.Y. : 195'2'}, · p. 75. --·- -. --

·.The original terms that Hussein submitted for 

entering the war on the British side demanded recognition 
-

of the independence of all the Arab countries south of 

37° North Latitude. The reply by Sir Henry McMahon, 

30 Jan 16 British High Commissioner in Egypt, took exception to 
British agree-
ment with certain territories claimed by Hussein as part of the 
Hussein 

future Arab state on grounds that they were non-Arab 

areas, and indicated the remaining boundaries were 

acceptable only insofar as they involved territories 

wherein Great Britain was free to act without detriment 

to her Ally, France. Hussein accepted the British pro

posals in part, by conceding the Turkish areas but 

retaining a claim on the disputed areas of western Syria 

and the Lebanon. At the same ·time the French Gov~rn

ment indicated its willingness to acknowledge Arab 

administration for western Syria only if under French . 

influence. On 30 January 1916, the British agreed with 

reservations to Hussein's general terms, but left the 

issue or the exact status of the disputed areas to be 

resolved in the future, and the definition or the French 
40 sphere of influence undetermined. 
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26 Apr 16 
Conflicting 
agreements 
of European 
powers 

9 May 16 
Sykes-Picot 
Agreement 

40 . 
. Hourani, Syria ~ Lebanon, pp. 43-44. 

Meanwhile, the Western Powers were making other 

agreements amo~ themselves that differed greatly in 

spirit· from the one concluded with the Grand Sharif, 

and conflicted with--if not directly contradicted--many 

of its specific terms. 

Beginni'ng with the Constantinople Agreement or 

8 March 1915, a series or understandings were negotiated 

by Britain, France, and Russia on the future partition 

of the Ottoman Empire. Decisions on the disposal of 

Asiatic Turkey were formalize·d in the Anglo-Russian

French Agreements of 26 April 1916., which anticipated 

the creati·on of an Arab state and provided for spheres 
41 or influence divided among the three powers. 

41Lenczowski, ~ Middle East in ~ Affairs, 
pp. 67-70. 

These understandings culminated in the Sykes-Picot 

Agreement of 9 May 1916, which was secretly negotiated 

between England and France, but with the cognizance and 

acquiescence of Russia. By the terms or this agreement · 

the territories formerly assigned to Britain and France 

as spheres or influence were to become British and 

French administrative zones, while the remainder of 

Turkish Arabia was to be divided into British an4 French 

spheres or influence, though organized as an Arab state 

or federation of states.42 

42
The Middle !!!!, 1221• p. 318. 
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2 Nov 17 
Balfour 
Declaration 

26 Dec 15 
India-Saudi 
Agreement 

5 Jun 16 
Opening or 
Arab Revolt 
against 
TUrkey 

"--·· 

Among the other instruments that contravened the 

British agreement with Hussein was the Balfour Decla

ration of 2 November 1917, which embodied the results 

or negotiations conducted between Great Britain and the 

Zionist organization. Therein, British policy was 

committed to support the establishment or a Jewish 

National Home in Palestine, despite the intense and 
43 widespread Arab objections to the idea of Zionism. 

43 
Royal Institute of International Affairs, The 

Middle East, 2nd ed. (London: 195L~), pp. 20-21. ·-

Finally, there was the separate treaty which the British 

government allow·ed India to conclude with Hussein 1 s 

rival Ibn Saud, on 26 December 1915. Not only did it 

recognize the independence and sovereignty of Saud's 

domains, but it implicitly acknowledged his claims to 

areas that had already peen promised to Hussein. 44 

1~4 . . 1 
~., p. 2~. 

On 5 June 1916, .Hussein, in accordance with the 

terms or his agreement with the British, began the Arab 

revolt against ottoman rule. It opened in the Hijaz 

·with an attack on the Turkish garrison at Medina. Two 

days later, on 7 June, he proclaimed the independence 

of the Hijaz. Shortly thereafter the Turkish garrison 

of Mecca surrendered, and on 29 October Hussein pro

claimed himself.King of the Arabs and summoned all Arabs 

to make war on the Ottoman Porte. The British govern

ment formally recognized Hussein as King of the Hijaz 

on 15 December 1916.45 

45 . 
RIIA, ~ Middle §!!!, pp. 22-2L~. 
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The British, in order to support the position of 

Hussein and strengthen the Arab insurrection generally, 

opened an offensive· in Sinai and Palestine. An advance, 

under Sir Archibald Murray, the British commander in 

15 Nov 16 Egypt, was begun on 15 November 1916. Several fortified 
Beginning of 
British Turkish posts were .taken; then the British forces met 
military 
offensive with determined resistance. After two assaults on 
in Syria 

Arab mili
tary 
successes 

British 
strategic 
requirements 
in Egypt 

Oaza, Which had been reinforced by German Asienkorps 

troops under von Falkenhayn, the British were forced to 

withdraw with heavy losses on .. 19 April 1917. As a 

result, Murray, the British commander, was replaced by 
46 Sir Edmund Allenpy. 

46 
William L. Langer, An Encyc1o~ed1a of World 

History, 3rd ed. (Boston: 1'9'52), p. 38. - ---

In contrast to British reverses, the military 

phase or the Ar~b revolt progressed apace. Inspired 

by the British war hero of Arabia, Col. T. E. Lawrence, 

the Arabs embarked upon a successful campaign or harrass

ment and thrusts against Turkish garrisons and communi

cations east of the Jordan •. On 6 July 1917, they 

captured Aqaba, then Maan and Dara, and began their 

advance on Damascus. L~7 

During this period, strategic demands required 

Britain to maintain large numbers or t~oops concentrated 

in Egypt. On the one hand, the vital Suez Canal had 

to be protected against TUrkish advances from the north, 

two of which were attempted by Ottoman forces under 

German direction. On the other, the iocal security of 
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5 Oct 18 
Capture of 
Damascus 
and liber
ation of 
Syria 

j, ""'/ 

the area was threatened by attacks of the Senussi from 

the west and of the Sultan of Darfur from the south. 

Thus, it was not until the latter part of 1917 that 

General Allenby was able to marshal a strong enough 

British force to launch a second major offensive in 
~·8 Palestine and Syria. 

48Ibid., pp. 469, 470; Lenczowski, The Middle 
East in~ld Affairs, p. 56. -,--

By December 1917, Jerusalem and much of Palestine 

had been taken. The following year, when the Turkish 

front collapsed after the British victory at Mejiddo 

on 18 September, Allenby was able to advance northwards 

again toward Damascus. The main body of the Arab forces 

operating in conjunction with Allenby reached the city 

30 September and accompanied by a small British formation, 

entered it the next day, 1 October 1918. In the mean

time, Beirut was taken by a French squadron on 5 

October, and entered by British troops soon afterward. 

On the same day, 5 October 1918, Emir Faisal, third son 

or the Grand Sharif Hussein and commander of the Arab 

.rorces, proclaimed a Greater Syrian state that included 

Lebanon and Palestine. The remainder of Syria was· 

quickly liberated in two operations: one by a British 

column along the coast, the other by a combined British

Arab force moving in parallel in the 1nterior.49 

4 . ' 
9Lenczowski, ~ Middle !!!! ~ World Affairs, 

pp. 57-58. 

The role of Syria in the war, especially the 

northern sections, had been largely passive, for most 

of the suffering and milita~ action had taken place 
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2 Jul 19 
National 

· Congress at 
Damascus 

11 Mar 20 
Faisal pro
claimed King 
of Greater 
Syria 

in the southern part. The end of the war found all of 

the Arab countries freed from Turkish rule, but the 

whole of Syria was occupied by Allied troops.so 

so· 
Hourani, Syria and Lebanon, pp. 48-49. 

Immediately, the nationalist aspirations that had 

motivated the Arab revolt began to assert themselves, 

and in so doing, ran head on into the imperialist 

interests of the Western powers. 

On 2 July 1919, the Syrian Arabs convened a National 

Congress at Damascus and asked for complete independence, 

or failing that, a mandate by the United States of 

America or Great Britain. But France, invoking the pro

visions of the Sykes-Picot Agreement, insisted on French 

jurisdiction over the northern half of Syria. Britain 

acknowledged the French claims by relinquishing control 

on 15 September of that year and withdrawing British 

troops from all of the north of geographic Syria, with 

the exception of Palestine where a provisional British 

military administration contin~ed functioning. In 

December local fighting broke out between the Arabs and 

the French in widely scattered points. 51 

51 
~., pp. 50-53. 

Early the following year a group of Syrian nation

alist leaders offered Emir Faisal the crown of the 

Greater Syria that had been conceived by the National 

Congress in Damascus. On 11 March 1920, he accepted 

and proclaimed ~imself King, but the French and English 

refused to recognize him or the sovereignty of the state 

he represented. France was determined not to let Syrian 
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25 Apr 20 
San Remo 
Conference 

25 Jul 20 
Deposing of 
King Faisal 

nat1onal1s~ or conflicting British promises to the 

Hashimites jeopardize the implementation of the Sykes

Picot Agreement.52 

52RIIA, The Middle East, p. 27i Lenczowski~ !h! 
Middle ~ in World AffairS, pp. 92-93. 

Although the Arabs had unco~ditionally rejected 

the Sykes-Picot Agreement, as· soon as its secret contents 

were divulged by the Bolsheviks in 1917, and had. 

repudiated the Balfour Declaration, both were confirmed 

by subsequent international action. The San Remo 

conference or 25 April 1920, alloted France the mandates 

of Lebanon and the.northern part of geographical Syria, 

while Britain received a mandate for Palestine, with the 

express obligation of carrying out the policy of the ' 

Balfour Declaration, and another mandate for Iraq. Later, 

the assignment of these mandates was formally approved 

by the League of Nations on 24 July 1922.53 

53 RIIA, !.!!! Middle ~~ pp. 26-29. 

Thus, with the full legal sanction provided by the 

San Remo Conference, France immediately began to estab

lish her mandatory rights. The French commander in chief 

and High commissioner in Syria, General Gouraud, advanced 

inland with a military expedition and occupied Damascus 

on 25 July 1920. Faisal, the newly-proclaimed King, 

was forced to flee into exile, from which he soon 

returned to assume the throne of Iraq, and the short

lived Kingdom of Greater Syria was at an end.54 

54Harouni, Syria ~ Lebanon, pp. 53-54. 
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1920-1925 
Establish
ing the 
French 
Mandate 

18 Jul 25 
Great Insur
rection of 
the Druses 

The French then set about organizing the mandated 

territory into a loose federation of semi-autonomous 

units under the control of the French High Commissioner. 

These consisted of Aleppo, Damascus, and Alouite, with 

Great Lebanon, because of the large Christian element 

in her population and her long tradition of autonomy, 

given separate status. To these were later added Jebel 

Druse, and the controversial Sanjak of Alexandretta, 

which was later also separated and given autonomy. On 

1 January 1925, the states of Damascus and Aleppo were 

united to form the single state of Syria proper, and 

the following year, on 7 May, a much-enlarged Lebanon 

was proclaimed a republic. The first few_years of the. 

mandate were thus devoted.to reorganizing the adminis

tration of the several regions in an effqrt to cope with 

the conflicting interests of each. I~ the process, 

French rule was required to adopt a progressively auto

cratic policy in order to keep in check popular resent

ment toward the mandate and the disorders generated by 

a mounting nationalist opposit1on.55 

55tenczowsld, The. Middle East in World Affairs, 
pp. 2.:31-234; The Mi'Gcl'!e East, !'9'57,p.jl'97 

Arab nationalist discontent, which was especially 

strong in Jebel Druse and the state of Syria, broke 

out into open revolt on 18 July 1925, in the Qreat 

Insurrection of the Druses. It quickly spread into 

Syria, which became the locus of most of the fighting, 

and lasted almost two years. In the course or suppress

ing the insurrection, the French were forced to resort 

to large-scale military operations employing tanks and 

aircraft, and Damascus was twice subjected to severe 

- 27 ~ 



bombardment by the French forces. The revolt w~s 

. eventually brought to an end in June 1929, and the rebel 

leaders fled to Transjordan.56 

56tanger, An Encyclopedia of World History, p. 1098; 
Harouni, Syria and Lebanon, pp.J:B$-188. 

In the face or continuing nationalist hostility, the 

French determined to seek a ~ vivendi with the 

Syrians. The period from 1928 to 1933 saw repeated 

attempts on the part of both the French and the nation

alists to draft a mutually acceptable constitution for 

self-government in Syria and to conclude a Franco-Syrian 

Treaty, only to have each effort r~strated by nation~ 

alist refusal to recognize any degree of mandatory 

power. Finally, ·a French-devised Constitution was 

Nov 33 imposed which made Syria a republic, and on 16 November 
ranco-Syrian 

Treaty 1933, a Franco-Syrian Treaty was signed that provided 

Nationalist 
opposition 
to the 
French 
Mandate 

for the retention of extensive controls over Syrian 

affairs by France.57 

57Harouni, Syria~ Lebanon, pp. 190-199. 

The signing of the Treaty, in view of its character 

and the circumstances of its adoption, met with violent 

opposition and set off widespread civil disorders. As 

a result., on 3 November of the following year Parlia

ment was prorogued indefinitely by order of the French 

Mandate authorities. Nationalist agitation and unrest 

kept increasing., and in January and February of 1936 

a general rebellion broke out with fierce street fight

ing in most cities. Martial law was proclaimed, but 

the effectiveness of a general strike that was called 
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throughout Syria forced the French administration to 

adopt a more conciliatory policy. The High Commissioner 

conveyed the French Government's receptiveness toward 

revision of th~ Treaty of 1933, and permitted the 

formation of a Nationalist Cabinet on 23 February 1936.58 

58 
Ibid.; Lenczowski, ~ Middle East ,!!! ~ 

Affairs:-P:P. 234-236. 

A Syrian delegation then went to Paris to negotiate 

a new treaty with the sympathetic Popular Front Govern

ment that was now in power in France. The French-Syrian 

Treaty of Friendship and Alliance was concluded on 

9 Sep 36 9 September 1936. Its relatively generous terms pro-
French-Syrian 
Treaty of vided, inter!!!!, for ending the·Mandate within three 
Friendship 
and years, assistance in the rapid development of the 
Alliance 

necessary governmental machinery of a fully independent 

state, admission of Syria to the League of Nations, and 

a red~fining of the status of certain disputed areas of 

Syrian territory. Important economic and military 

rights were reserved to France by subsidiary provisions. 

It was ratified on 26 December by the new Syrian Chamber, 

in which the elections of 30 November had given the 

Nationalists a huge majority. Although the Treaty did 

not resolve all of Syria's grievances, its popularity 

promised to usher in a new era of internal order and 

peaceful relations between the Syrian Republic and France. 

However, failure of France to ratify the treaty, coupled 

with domestic problems ·involving di~sident regions of 

the Syrian Republic and increasing nationalist involve

ment in the Palestine situation, led to new unrest in 

a few years.59 
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59The Middle~~ 1957, p. 319. 

Conclusion of the French-Syrian Treaty of 1936 

immediately brought demands for a similar treaty for 

Lebanon, which had existed as an autonomous republic 

since 23 May 1926. The Maronite Christians and other 

elements desired to preserve a status of political 

equality between the two countries, not only to counter 

the latent threat of union with Syria, which was the 

aim of the Sunni Moslem sections of the population, 

but also to guarantee Lebanon 1s competetive position 

in the Middle East generally. Compared to Syria proper, 

Lebanon was progressive and enlightened. Her thriving 

economy, more advanced stage of modernization, and 

cosmopolitan outlook had given her an importance in the 

Arab world far out of proportion to her size. Beirut, 

one of the few free markets of the world, had developed 

into the commercial and financial center of the Middle 

East. Besides trade, local industrial and agricultural 

enterprise flourished, and benefits derived indirectly 

from the oil of neighboring countries added to the 

prosperity. The pipelines of the Iraq Petroleum Company 

and .of Aramco, as well as operation of refineries, port 

facilities, and other installations and services 

connected with the oil industry, were bringing con

siderable revenue in the form of royalties, fees, rents, 

wages, and profits. Any political reorientation of 

Lebanon toward a Greater Syria was seen as jeopardizing 

real advantages for the questionable ideal of Pan

Arab1sm.60 
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13 Nov 36 
Franco
Lebanese 
Treaty 

Events in 
Lebanon 
during 
World War II 

GOibid., pp. 243-246, 248-251 passim; RIIA, The 
Middle East, p.p. 478-488. 

France complied with Lebanon's desire to maintain 

political individuality and on 13 November the Franco

Lebanese Treaty of 1936 was concluded. Similar to the 

one negotiated with Syria, its chief difference was in 

the wider military powers that the French retained. 

It too failed to be ratified by France. Nevertheless, 

negotiation of two separate treaties marked the formal 

bifurcation of the national destinies of Syria and 

Lebanon, which had already been evolving de ~ over 
61 a long period of time. 

6lHarouni, Syria and Lebanon, pp. 186 ff. 

With the advent of the Second World War, Lebanon 

experienced a series of postponements of the promised 

independence and constitutional rights. Even prior to 

the.opening of hostilities, French policy dictated 

extending the period of the Mandate in order to main

tain the strategic position of France in the Mediter

ranean. When metropolitan France fell in 1940 the 

Mandate was carried .on by the Vichy Government. The 

Free French, who gained control of Lebanon the following 

year made a token gesture of liberation. On 8 June 

1941, General Catroux declared the Mandate officially 

ended, and on 26 November of the same year he proclaimed 

Lebanon's sover~ign independence. However, the exercise 

of mandatary power continued, albeit in the guise of 

temporary wartime authority for. military considerations. 

By 1943 British and American influence compelled the 
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Free French to yield to the demand for popular elections, 

which were won by the nationalist 'Constitutional Bloc' 

party.· When the new Parliament insisted on taking 

legislative action to convert the titular sovereignty 

into actual independence, the French Delegate-Genera~ 

arrested the President and suspended the Constitution. 

Public reaction in protest resulted in serious dis

turbances and the French resorted to the use of force 

against the civil population. At this point Britain, 

supported by the United States and the Arab countries, 

decided to intervene by sending in British troops. The 

Free French were thus obliged to restore constitutional 

rights, and th1~ugh 1944 and the remainder of the war 

the administrative functions and organs of g9vernment 
. . 62 

were gradually transferred to Lebanese control. 

62Ibid., pp. 231-248; ~Middle~~ 1957, 
p. 246.--

On 22 March 1945, Lebanon became one of the 

22 Mar 45 signatory members of the Arab League, and in the same 
Lebanon 
joining the month was admitted as a sovereign state to membership 
Arab League 
and the in the United Nations. However, the close of the war 
United Nations 

found foreign troops still present in Lebanon. It 

required an additional year before ·the Lebanese Govern

ment, supported by the Security Council, could prevail 

upon France and Great Britain to evacuate their forces.63 

63RIIA, The Middle ~~ p. 472. 

In_Syria, meanwhile, the signing of the French

Syrian Treaty of 1936 did not abate nationalist currents 

for long. It served ~erely to shift their emphasis 
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temporarily to the serious internal difficulties that 

soon arose and to the larger external issues confronting 

the Arab world as a whole. 

Indigenous regions that had been made part of the 

Syrian Republic immediately began to demand autonomy 

and even secession. A separatist movement by the Kurds 

in northeastern Syria broke out into open insurrection 

Situation in in July and August of 1937~ and was only put down after 
Syria on the 
eve of World extensive use of the French air forces. In the north
War II 

. west, the important Sanjak of Alexandretta was lost 

completely. Clashes between the Turkish population and 

Syrian Arabs prompted the League of Nations in 1937 to 

grant it autonomous status within the French Mandate~ 

but partially under the policy control of the Syrian 

Government. Turkey~ because of common ethnic and 

historic ties. sought to have it returned, and in the 

mounting international tension preceding the Second 

World War, French need for friendly relations provided 

23 Jun 39 the opportunity. Accordingly~ on 23 June 1939, in 
Loss of 
Alexandretta exchange ·for a non-aggression pact France agreed to 

cede Alexandretta to Turkey. Nationalist indignation 

over what was considered a betrayal of Syria brought on 
"' 64 

a new wave of anti-French feeling. 

64
Ibid. ~ p. 471; Harouni, Syria ~ Lebanon, 

pp. 205~. 

During the same period~ developments outside Syria 

began to lend Syrian nationalism a broaqer context and 

identification. The growing crisis over Zionism revived 

latent Pan-Arab sentiment throughout the Arab world and 

gave it form and focus for the first time. Syria 

became the center of Palestine insurgent activity in 
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1936 when the Arab High Committee undertook to unite 

all Arabs in common cause against the incipient Jewish 

8 Sep 37 state. On 8 September 1937, the Pan-Arab Congress met 
Meeting .of 
Pan-Arab at Bladun in Syria to deal more comprehensively with 
Congress at 
Bladun, Syria the Palestine problem. Composed of 400 non-official 

representatives from all the Arab countries, it passed 

resolutions and recommended policies, but its most 

significant achievement was the establishment of a 

permanent executive to provide economic support for the 

Palestine Arabs and to conduct extensive propaganda. 

The Bladun Congress was thus a direct forerunner of the 

Arab League. 65 

65Lenczowski, The Middle. ~ ~ ~ Affairs, 
pp. 234, 267f. 

As the Second World War approached, Syrian nation

alism turned again toward opposition to French control 

and began to gain momentum rapidly. France, anxious 

not to weaken her military position in the Middle East, 

announced in December 1938 that no ratification of the 

Treaty of 1936 was to be expected and that the Mandate 

therefore would continue in effect until world tensions 

had eased. This, plus the resentment over loss of 

Events in Alexandretta, led to protest demonstrations and rioting, 
Syria during 
the early and the French High Commissioner suspended the Consti-
part of World 
War II tution. When metropolitan France fell in 1940 the 

Vichy Government carried on the Mand~te as before, but 

in the face of increasing unrest in 1941, promised 

reforms and partial return to constitutional·procedure. 66 

66 . . 
~ Middle ~~ l22I' p. 319. 
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14 Jul 41 
Entry of Free 
French into 
Syria 

Evidence of pro-Axis collaboration on the .part of 

the Vichy authorities, as well as intrigue by the more 

irresponsible nationalist elements who opportunistically 

began to entertain ambitions for a Greater Syria, 

brought military intervention by the Allies. British 

and Free French forces seized the cotintry, after a short 

but bitter campaign, on 14 July 1941, and a Free French 

administration was installed. General Catroux,. on 

behalf of the Free French Government, had already pro

claimed the end of the Mandate on 8 June 1941, then on 

28 September of the same year he officially recognized 

the sovereign independence of the Syrian Republic. 

However, despite these formalities, the Free French in 

reality continued to exercise the same mandatory powers 

as their predecessors. 67 

The nationalists quickly recognized the old Mandate 

in its new form and directed their opposition toward the 

Free French. To cope with the agitation for restoration 

of Constitutional rights and independence, the Free 

French authorities imposed what amounted to military 

government and occupation. As unrest increased, the 

Events in French resorted to force to quell civil disorders, but 
Syria during 
the latter nationalist hostility persisted. Finally, in 1943, 
part of World 
War II British pressure compelled the French to give in to the 

demand for popular elections, which brought into office 

the 'National Bloc• Party. Syria's new nationalist 

government, with the full support of the people and 

endorsed by the British and American Governments, was 

determined to wrest control from the French and function 
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26 Feb 45 
Syria joins 
the United 
Nations; 
22 Mar 
the Arab 
League 

Tenn1nation 
of French 
control in 
Syria 

aa an independent state •. In view of the British and 

Ameri~an· interest, the Free French reluctantly began 

the transfer of public services and administrative 

authority to Syrian control. Considerable animosity 

and tension accompanied the slow process of surrendering 

the complex apparatus ·or political and economic power.68 

68 
Hourani, Syria and Lebanon, pp. 231-254. 

On 26 February 1945, Syria was admitted as a 

sovereign state to membership in the United Nations, and 

on the following 22 March became a signatory member of the 
69 Arab League. 

69 
~., pp. 255ff. 

Towai.'d the end or the war, a final controversy 

arose concerning the remaining vestiges or French mili

tary control over Syria's internal affairs. It involved 

the 'Troupes Speciales', the French-trained internal 

security ~orces, which France refused to turn over 

before the conclusion of a favorable Franco~Syrian treaty. 

Outbreaks or violence began to occur between nationalist 

irregulars and the Syrian gendarmerie on the one hand 

and the·French garrison on the other. When the local 

French commander carried out a bombardment or Damascus 

in retaliat.ion for one or these attacks on 26 May 1945, 

the British Government ordered the Commander in Chief, 

Middle East to intervene with armed forces and British 

troops were sent in. Not until the following year was 

the Syrian Government, with the help or the Security 

Council, able to bring about the complete withdrawal 

or all foreign troops.7° 
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70The Middle~~ 1957, p. 319. 

French policy toward Syria during the long period 

of the Mandate had been, at its best, paternalistic, 

and at its worst, exploitative. Although it held back 

political development and failed to encourage much

needed economic development, it had been in many respects 

French Man- beneficial. France provided a certain measure of order 
date policy 
and economic and stability during the traumatic transition from one 
development 
in Syria civilization to another. Modernization was begun, 

techniques of government introduced, a cadre of pro

fessional civil servants trained, and a system of public 

~ducation established. However, little was contributed 

to the creating of new industries or the improving o~ 

old ones. Syria's greatest economic problem was lack 

of investment capital, and foreign sources were largely 

denied her because or France's exclusive financial policy. 

Her greatest asset was her geographic situation. Revenues 

from the oil pipelines of the Iraq Petroleum Company 

and Aramco, that, to the credit of the French, had been 

permitted to cross her territory, became the most 

important item in her economy next to agriculture. At 

the same time this geographic situation was a vulner

ability, for it exposed Syria on every side to alien 

political adventures. Postwar events'again made of her 

a crossroads of ideology and imperialism.71 

71Ibid., pp. 322-325; RIIA, ~Middle~~ 
pp • 484-=5'0'0'. 
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~ Arabia 

The Arab state of Saudi Arabia, occupying the land 

that gave birth to Islam and the Arab civ1lizatLon, had 

its roots in the Wahabi religious revival or the 18th 

century. The puritanical and reforming Wahabi movement 

served as a vehicle for the House of Saud of the Nejd, 

in the interior of Arabia, to conquer its neighbors and 

eventually to extend its hegemony over much of the 

Arabian peninsula. In the process, a dynastic rivalry 

developed between the Hashim1tes of the Hejaz and the 

Wahab! Saudis of Nejd over the right to rule the 

Arabians.72 

72Phili~ K. Hitti, History· of the Arabs, 6th ed. 
(London: 1955), pp. 740-741. - ---

The modern political existence of Saudi Arabia is 

the product of one man's efforts in the tw~ntieth 

century. Prior to the First World War, little Western 

1nfluence.had penetrated the Arabian peninsula, and the 

poverty and isolation of the land did not encourage 

modernization. Although technically a part of the 

Ottoman Empire, only a shadowy Turkish suzerainty gave 

this vast region any semblance of political unity. In 

this context Abd al-Aziz ibn-Saud, leader of the Wahabis 

1901 and Governor of Nejd, in 1901 embarked upon a series 
Beginnings 
of ibn-Saud's of daring campaigns that by the eve of the war won him 
conquest 

control of all of central Arabia and the Hasa coast of 

the Persian Gulf. The war itself was but a brief hiatus 

in the ascendancy of ibn Saud and the nation he was 

welding together.73 
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·. 73K. s. Twitchell, ~Arabia (Princeton: 1953), 
pp. 88-98. 

During the course or the First World War, ibn Saud, 

aware of the agreements between Great Britain and 

Hussein, the Hashimite Grand Sharif of Mecca, did not 

side actively with the Allies nor participate in the 

Arab Revolt. He devoted his energies to consolidating 

and organizing his newly won domain in preparation for 

the inevitable clash with. the ambitious Hussein, who 

had proclaimed himself King or the Arab countries and 

was already formally recognized by the British Government 

as King of the Hejaz. Britain meanwhile cultivated the 

1915 favor of both. On 25 December 1915, after long negoti-
Relations 
with British ations, the Government or India concluded an agreement 
India 

with ibn Saud which recognized him as Sultan of Nejd 

and acknowledged the independence and sovereign integrity 

of his territorial possessions. The following year he 

received a British mission at his capital, Riyadh,. and 

· promised to observe neutrality in exchange for a pact 

or friendship. By the end of the war, ibn Saud was in 

a position of strength, ready to challenge Hussein's 

claims to. leadership or the Arabs, and to assert for 

himself a dominant role in the postwar political 

maneuvering in the Middle East.74 

74The Middle East, 1957, Europa Publications Ltd. 
( LondonT"""'95'7), p. ~ 

As soon as the Turks had been driven out, the 

smoldering feud between the two most powerful rulers 

of Arabia broke out into open warfare. At Turaba in 
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1919 May 1919 Hussein's forces suffered a disasterous defeat_ 
Renewed 
conquests of but the Nejd success failed to be followed up because 
ibn Saud 

Oct 24 
Saud takes 

cca 

of Br+tish warnings not to invade Hejaz. Instead, ibn 

Saud turned north and in quick succession conquered and 

absorbed the territories or lesser rivals whom Hussein 

had incited against him. In August 1919 Asir f~ll to 

him. Then the following year he crushed the Rashidis 

and annexed their possessions; their capital, Hail, was 

captured on 2 November 1921, thereby putting an end to 

the Rashid dynasty. Next he took Jauf in July 1922 and 

eliminated the Shalan dyna~ty. When his northward 

expansion began to threaten Transjordan, Iraq, and 

Kuwait, the British intervened. On 2 December 1922 he 

signed an agreement with Britain to refrain from further 

aggression and to cooperate in promoting the peaceful 

interests of the Arab countries.75 

75Royal Institute of International Affairs, ~ 
Middle ~' 2nd ed. (London: 1954), pp. 86-88. 

Within two years .hostilities broke out again 

between the greatly enlarged Nejd and Hejaz. On 24 

August the Wahabis of ibn Saud, incensed at Hussein's 

effrontery in assuming the religious title of Caliph or 

Islam, launched an all-out attack on the Hejaz. Taif 

was captured on the 5th or September, and in a short 

campaign all of the country, with the exception of the 

large cities, was overrun. In the debacle, the unpopular 

King Hussein, rejected by his own supporters, was forced 

to abdicate on 3 October 1924 in favor of his eldest 

son, Ali. The new king evacuated Mecca, when it was 

taken by ibn Saud on the 13th of the same month, and 
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Dec 25 
Saud master 
in Arabia 

1926-1936 
Foreign 
relations 

withdrew to Jidda. The following year Medina surrendered 

on December 5th. Shortly thereafter, on 23 December 

1925, Jiqda fell and the deposed King Ali fled to Iraq. 

Ibn Saud at last had.become undisputed master of the 

two largest kingdoms of Arabia. His domain, extending 

over nine-tenths or the Arabian peninsula, made him 

ruler of the largest country in the Arab world.76 

76william L. Langer, An Enc~clopedia of World 
History, 3rd rev. ed. {Boston: r52), p. 11'04:--

On 8 January 1926, the victorious ibn Saud, Sultan 

of Nejd, proclaimed himself King of the Hejaz. The 

first foreign power to recognize his new dual status as 

King of Hejaz and Nejd was the USSR on 11 February 1926. 

Britain soon followed on 20 May 1927 in the Treaty of 

Jidda. Despite later acquisition of additional terri

tories, the country remained the Kingdom of Hejaz and 

Nejd until 22 September 1932, when it was renamed Saudi 

Arabia.77 

77 !h! Middle East, 1957, p. 26. 

In the succeeding years ibn Saud concluded treaties 

of friendship with other nations in order to establish 

a firm diplomatic base of international recognition for 

his country. Such a treaty was negotiated with Turkey 

on 3 August 1929; a similar one with Iran on 24 August 

or the same year; with Iraq, with whom there had been 

considerable dispute over frontier boundaries, on 

22 February 1930; with Transjordan, where serious border 

incidents had occurred repeatedly, on 27 July 1933; a 
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second one with Britain (Treaty of Sana), which gave 

British interests a preferential position for forty 

years, on 11 F.ebruary 1934j with Iraq again, in which 

Arab brotherhood was emphasized, on 2 April 1936; and 

a treaty with Egypt, after years of strained relations, 

on 7 May 1936. By the late 1930 1s ibn Saud had gradually 

emerged as one of the champions of Pan-Arabism. In 

contrast to the revived Arab Nationalism advocated by 

other leaders, he sponsored a less pragmatic approach 

that stressed cu~tural and religious understanding 

rather than political bonds between the Arab countries. 

His political stature and prestige as a personality 

gave import to his views and influenced the direction 

and character of the movement. 78 

78Langer, An Encyclopedia of World History, 
p. 1104; Twitche!l, saudi Arahi8;pp:-!oo-io3. 

Meanwhile ibn Saud Qad been occupied with the 

difficult tasl<: of unifying and developing his country. 

Immediately upon taking over Hejaz the pressing need 

for territorial and political consolidation of his far

flung kingdom engaged his attention. The traditional 

loose political organization, based on personalities 

rather than institutions, which had been characteristic 

of Arabia for centuries, was an obstacle to creating 

the necessary administrative apparatus of a national 

government. Provincial hostility to centralization 

during these formative years often had to be overcome 

by force. The isolation of some regions, furthermore, 

invited local civil wars between rival factions both 

within and between dependencies. Conflicting border 
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\var with 
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claims, due to ill-defined frontiers, encouraged 

intrigue between dissident elements on the periphery 

of the kingdom and ambitious neighboring states, 

resulting in open rebellion against ibn Saud's 

authority. One of the most serious of these insurrec

tions, incited by such outside agitation, finally led 

to a short war-with Yemen in 1934, which lasted from 

March to May. The Yemen forces were completely 

routed, but through Britain's timely mediation a 

moderate peace treaty was signed on 20 May 19341 which 

merely rectified the frontiers and allowed Yemen to 

retain her independence.79 

?~Twitchell, Saudi Arabia, pp. 110-116; George 
Lenczowski{ The Middle East in ~ Affairs, (Ithaca, 
N.Y.: 1952J pp. 345f, 3~60; 

During the same period ibn Saud began to 

introduce tne minimum modernization that the primitive 

conditions of the country demanded before·it could 

function as a modern state. Innovations, such as 

starting a basic system of communications and improving 

sanitation stand~rds, met with popular resistance; on 

the one hand the sheer inertia.of established folk 

customs resented change, and on the other the ascetic 

orientation of the Wahabia religious sect·objected to 

material luxuries. However, a measure of progress was 

achieved 1 especially in the urban centers. -.The policy 

of colonizing uninhabited areas, which ibn Saud had 

begun in 1910, was pursued vigorously. It provided 

a solution to the problem of the UnJ:•uly Bedouin nomads, 

who were prevailed upon to become sedentary in 

agricultural communities and thus became. more tractable. 
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By the eve o~ the Second World War Saudi Arabia was a 

relatively stable and self-sufficient nation-state, 

although the backwardness of the country made her an 

anachronism in the twentieth-century world.So 

80 Twitchell, Saudi Arabia, pp. 122-138; RIIA, 
~ Middle ~' p~2-138. 

The event in the modern history of Saudi Arabia 

Oil that proved to be of the most far-reaching significance 
exploitation 

1912 
Red Line 
Agreement 

was the discovery and exploitation of the vast oil 

resources of the Arabian peninsula. The growth of the 

oil industry revolutionized Saudi Arabia and came to 

dominate her economy and determine her social and 

political life. Development of Saudi Arabia's oil 

was held back because of the famous 11 Red Line Agreement 11 

of 1912, by which the large international oil corpora

tions divided up concession areas in the Middle East 

and restricted competitive activity. ~ctensive 

exploration for oil had begun as early as 1933, when 

t~e Standard Oil Company of California received a 

concession from ibn Saud, but up to the Second World 

War, which interrupted further development, little 

progress was made in exploiting the oil fields. It 

was not until Aramco (Arabian American Oil Co.) was 

created by a corporate combine after the war that the 

tremendous potential of Saudi Arabia's oil resources 

began to realize in the form or actual production.81 

8 ' 
~enjamin Shwadran, The Middle East, 011 and the 

~ -..Po_t.,...,e_r_s (New York: 19$')", pp. 24!11";-285=3'1(.-
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Saudi Arabia did not participate actively in the 

Second World War. Although an Italian air raid was 

made on the US air base under construction at Dhahran 

the military struggle did not affect her directly. 

So~e economic dislocation was felt and a few privations 

experienced, but her role was largely passive and 

1 Mar 45 disinterested. On 1 March 1945 Saudi Arabia, hitherto 
Declaration 
of war with technically neutral, declared war on Germany and 
Germany 

1920 
British 
control 
Trans jordan 

consequently was a charter member of the United Nations. 

Shortly thereafter, on 22 March of the same year, 

Saudi Arabia became one of the original signatory 

members of the Arab League.82 

82 The Middle East, l957, p. 27; Lenczkowski, 
~ Mida!e ~ in ~-xrrairs, pp. 347-350. 

Transjordan ~ ~ ~ £f. ~ ~ .! 
!£ !2!:. ~ £!: ~ ~ II 

The modern history of Jordan began in World War I, 

when the area east of the Jordan River'became the main 

theater of the Anglo-Arab war against the Turks. The 

conclusion of the war found most of what was to be 

called Transjordan under the control of Faisal, third 

son of Hussein, the Sharif of Mecca. After the with

drawal of Faisal, under French pressure, in July 1920, 

the area was politically split among contending sheikhs, 

but under British control. On 20 August, Sir Herbert 

Samuel, British High Commissioner for Palestine, 

declared that Great Britain favored a system of local 

self-government, operating with the assistance of British 

advisers. The country, however, remained in a state of 

administrative confusion until the arrival of Abdullah, 
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British 
recognize 
Abdullah 
as Emir 
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get 
Mandate 

Faisal•s older brother, in November~ Travelling through 

Transjordan, he rallied the inhabitants to his standard 

with the apparent intention of driving the French out 

of Syria. At a conference with British authorities in 

Jerusalem on 24 March 1921, however, Abdullah's ambitions 

were pacified by British recognition of his position as 

Emir of Transjordan, ruling under·a British rnandate.83 

83Ann Dearden, Jordan (London: Robert Hale, 1958), 
pp. 41-45. 

This was formalized on 22 July 1922 by the approval by 

the Council of the League of Nations of the final draft 

of the Mandate for Palestine. This mandate, which 

became effective that September, gave Great Britain 

considerable latitude in the administration of the 

territorY east of the Jordan River, including the power 

to exclude, as it did1 this area from the projected 

Jewish National Home in Palestine. Transjordan was thus 

constituted a semi-autonomous Arab principality under 

Abdullah, subjeqt under the Mandate to the British High 

Commissioner in Jerusalem. On 25 May 1923, Transjordan 

was officially proclaimed an independent state under 

British tutelage. The British would control foreign 

relations, finance and fiscal policy, and jurisdiction 

over foreigners, and would provide financial support.84 

84 . 
RIIA, The Middle East, pp. 27-28, 353-354. 

The borders of the new state of Transjordan had 

been set somewhat arbitrarily, and ran, consequently, 

across tribal areas and grazing grounds with little 

concern for custom or tradition. In general, however, 
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tighten 
control 

the postwar years were peaceful ones. A small but 

efficient armed force, known as the Arab Legion and 

built up under the guidance of the British Captain 

F. G. Peake, was able to handle a few local revolts 

against Abdullah's rule, and the entire area was soon 

pacified and loyal. There was, nevertheless, a threat 

from without that was not so easily handled. Ibn Saud 

was at this time attempting to unify Arabia under his 

rule, and in 1922 his Wahabi troops advanced on Trans

jordan. They were stopped. on the outskirt~ of Amman .bY 

British armored cars and bombers. In September 1924, 

there was more trouble with Saud, and, in June 1925, 

with British support, Abdullah incorporated the areas 

of Maan and Aqaba into Transjordan, giving his country 

its only port. The transfer of these territories to 

Hashimite control was a bitter pill for Saud to swallow, 

and increased the acrimony of the Saudi-Hashimite 

feud. 85 

BSDearden, Jordan, pp. 47-49; ~ Middle ~, 
1957, pp. 224-225. 

During the early years after the establishment 

of Transjordan, Great Britain kept only a loose control 

of the country. As a result, the fiscal status of Trans

jordan declined rapidly. In 1924, finally, with the 

country nearly bankrupt, the British Government decided 

to act. Great Britain tightened its control of financial 

and administrative matters, and Transjordan was run 

like a Crown Colony. Abdullah 1s powers were exercised 

only under firm British control. The British rebuilt 

the nation's economy, linking it with that or Palestine. 
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Anglo-Trans
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Apr 28 
Trans
jordanian 
Constitution 

Transjordah prdvided grain for Palestine, and Palestine's 

coastal cities gave Transjordan Mediterranean ports.86 

86 
Dearden, Jordan, pp. 49-50. 

In Februa~J 1928, an Anglo-Transjordanian treaty 

recognized the independence of Transjordan, but left 

finance and foreign affairs under British control. 

Great Britain, also, continued to be responsible for 

the defense of the country. The same treaty provided 

for a Transjordanian constitution, which was promulgated 

in April 1928. Under this constitution, the Trans

jordanian Government was directly responsible to 

Abdullah, rather than to the people, and Abdullah was 

free to accept or reject legislation. He was assisted 

by a Legislative Council of five appointed members plus 

a chamber of elected deputies. He had, moreover, the 

right to rule by decree should the legislative body not 

be sitting. Foliowing elections late in 1928--in which 

Abdullah's supporters won handily--the first meeting 

of the Legislative Council was held in the spring of 

1929.87 

87 Ibid.~ pp. 50-51, 54; '1'he r11ddle .East I 1957' 
p. 225.-- -- . -- -

2 Jun 34 On 2 June 1934, a supplementary agreement with 
UK permits 
greater inde- Great Britain gave Transjordan a someNhat greater degree 
pendence 

of independence under British control. Transjordan was 

given the right_ to fix its own customs tariffs and to 

appoint its consular representatives in other Arab 

states. In May 1939, Great Britain agreed to. the 

formation, in place of the Legislative Council, or a 
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Council of Ministers (or Cabinet), each member of which 

was in charge of a department and responsible to 

Abdullah. Abdullah was given direct command of the 

Arab Legion, which, under the English officer John 

Bagot Glubb, had been developed into an effective 
88 fighting force. 

88RIIA, ~ Middle ~' p. 354; Dearden, Jordan, 
p. 54. 

The Council or 1\linisters was formally established 

on 6 August 1939, and was indicative or the growing 

progress of Transjordan toward self-government. During 

World War II, the countrY remained loyal to its ties 

with Great Britain. In 1944, Abdullah suggested the 

negotiation of a new treaty to give his country complete 

independence, and an accord was signed on 22 March 1946 

that gave Transjordan almost all that Abdullah desired.89 

89
RIIA, ~Middle ~~ pp. 354-355. 

During the 1930's, Abdullah had held himself aloof 

from the growing conflict between Arabs and Jews in 

Palestine. He offered, late in this period, a plan 

for incorporation of Palestine into Transjordan, with 

self-government for the Jews within this kingdom. He 

was also prepared to support a division or Palestine, 

with the Arab part going to Transjordan, or a separate 

Arab-Jewish Palestine state, as proposed by the British 

White Paper of 1939. Dearest to his heart, however, 

was his "Greater Syria" plan, by which Syria, Iraq, 

Palestine, and Transjordan might be united under his 
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leadership. H$ did hot press this scheme until the 

war years, and he met with opposition on the part of 

Great Britain. Similar to this was a "Greater Syria" 

scheme proposed by Iraq's Prime Minister Nuri es-Said 

at about the same time, which envisioned an Arab feder

ation built around Iraq. Both Abdullah and Nuri, 

however, were frustrated by the formation of the Arab 

League on 22 March 1945. This organization effectively 

halted "Greater Syria" schemes in the name of Arab 

unity. Abdullah \'las willing to join the League, but 

he never dropped his ideas about "Greater Syria," and 

his. aspirations in Palestine would have a rebirth in 

the Palestine War of 1948.9° 

90nearden, Jordan, pp. 55-58. 

The Minor States of the Arabian Peninsula 
- - (E.£ the end of }!!! g) 

Along Arabia's southe·rn and easte~n coasts lie a 

number of small states, mainly British protectorates, 

of varying importance. Some of tnem, rich in oil today, 

are of major interest to the Free World; others, without 

oil, nevertheless provide the West a foothold on the 

huge peninsula. 

~ 
At the so~thwest corner of the Arabian Peninsula, 

along the coast of the Red Sea, lies the small state of 

1911-1918 Yemen. Under Turkish control since the early years of 
Yemen•s 
struggle for the sixteenth century, and unsuccessful in a major revolt 
independence 

against this rule in 1911, Yemen gained some degree of 
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independence dti~~ng t~e ltaliart-Turkish War of 191i-1912. 

The Turkish hold on Yemen was further weakened during 

World War I, and in November, 1918, Yemen became free 

of Turkey. 

For several years after the end of the war, Yemen 

was split between the forces or the Imam Yehya, who 

claimed suzerainty over the entire area, and those of 

the Idrisi tribes. In March 1925, however, the Imam 

defeated the Idrisi, and by the f~llowing October had 

consolidated his hold on the area. 

Three states· ·dominated ~emen 1 s foreign relations 

in the ensuing years. Italy, anxious to penetrate the 

Red Sea area, signed a ten-ye~r treaty of friendship 

and commerce with Yemen on 2 September 1926, and an 

additional arms agreement the following June. The basic 

treaty was renewed for a year in 1937, and a 25-year 

treaty was signed on 15 October 1938. But there was no 

real chance for Italy to establish a sphere of influence 

here, and close relations between the two countries 

never actually existed. 

Yemen's relations with Great Britain revolved about 

the Imam's claim for territory in the bordering Aden 

Protectorate. During the mid-1920's, Yemeni forces 

occupied some of the disputed territory, and in 1927 

and 1928 the Imam repeatedly carried out raids on the 

Protectorate. Driven to effective action, finally, in 

1928, the British used troops and airpower to drive the 

Imam bac~ to his original boundaries, and to force him 

to sue for a truce. Still unwilling as yet to give up 

his claim to the Aden territory, in 1931 the Imam at 

last agreed to refrain from pressing it and to begin 
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negotiations with the B~itish. This change of heart 

was due mainly to the rise of Saudi Arabian power to 

his north, which posed a threat to his own territory. 

After protracted negotiations, on 11 February 1934, a 

British-Yemen! treaty was signed, providing for friend

ship, co-ope~ation, and the maintenance of the status 

quo along the disputed border area for 40 years. The 

British, for the first time, formally recognized the 

complete independence of Yemen, but were unable to 

secure a definite renunciation from the Imam of his 

territorial claims. 

In April 1934, Ibn Saud, provoked by the Imam's 

support of dissident tribes in the Yemen-Saudi Arabia 

border area, attacked Yemen. He forced Yemeni troops 

out of areas along the border that had been in dispute, 

but, in a moderate peace treaty, did not attempt to 

take over any of the area of Yemen proper. 

The· .Anglo-Yemeni treaty of 1934 and the Saudi 

Arabian action of the same year brought peace and quiet, 

in general, to Yemen's borders. During World War II, 

Yeme~ was neutral, but waited until the British victory 

over Rommel before yielding to Britain's requests to 

intern Axis nationals on its territory and to silence 

an Axis radio station operating there. Yemen was a 

charter member of the Arab League, but did not join 

other Arab states in declaring war on Germany and Japan. 

~t was not, therefore, a charter member of the United 

Nations, but was admitted in 1947.91 

91 . . 
Lenczowski, The Middle East in World Affairs, 

pp. 357-361; RIIA, TEe Middle ~,]pp:-IU!-io3; The 
Middle~~ 1957, p:-26. --·· · --
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~ ~ Protectorate 

Immediately south or Yemen, and running east north

east along the coast or the Gulf or Aden, is the Aden 

Protecto~ate, including the British port and colony or 

Aden, the only good harbor on the main ocean trade route 

between Egypt and India. The British captured the port 

in 1839 and, for nearly 100 years, it was ad~nistered 

1 Apr 37 from India. On 1 April 1937, ·finally, it was consti-
Aden a Crown 
Colony tuted a Crown Colony. A Legislative Council for Aden, 

granted in 1944, was inaugurated in 1947. 

Beyond the port of Aden, the Aden Protectorate 

consists of the territories or 23 Arab states, whose 

rulers, between 1882 and 1914, entered into protective 

treaty relations with Great Britain. British control 

or the area has gradually increased since the dates or 

those original treaties.92 

92RIIA, The Middle East, pp. 110-118; The Middle 
East, 1957, pp:-48-49. -

Muscat .!ill! ~man 
Next to the Aden Protectorate, for 1,000 miles 

along the Arabian Sea and the Gulf or oman, lies an 

independent Sultanate, traditionally associated with 

Great Britain, with the peculiarly dual name of Muscat 

and oman. The country has been an independent Arab 

state since .the latter part of the seventeenth century, 

rising to a peak or power and prosperity in the first 

half or the nineteenth. Since the end of that century, 

however, the authority or the sultan has not actually 

extended beyond the coastal areas. In 1913, the tribes 
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in the interior revolted and elected their own imam, 

and since then the interior.has generally been free of 

the sultan's control. In 1937, Petroleum Development 

(Oman) Ltd., an IPC associate, was granted a 75-year 

oil concession for most of Muscat and Oman. Exploratory 

drilling, however, has as yet failed to reveal oil in 

cormnercial quantities.93 

93RIIA, The Middl·e East, pp. 134-137; The Middle 
East, 1957, p:-3'8. -

~ Trucial States 

The Trucial States (or Trucial Coast, and some

times Trucial Oman) consist of seven.semi-independent 

sheikdoms bound to Great Britain by treaties signed in 

i853 and 1892. They lie along· the south shore of the 

Persian Gulf, bordering on Oman. Their unusual name 

derives from the two treaties signed with Great Britain. 

The first provided for the suppression of piracy and 

the cessation of hostilities at sea among the signatories, 

and gave Great Britain the duty of enforcing peace; 

the second treaty bound the chiefs to enter into no 

other agreement with any foreign power other than Great 

Britain, and to cede, sell, or mortgage no part of their 

territory without British permission. Oil concessions 

in the Trucial.States were given to Petroleum Develop

ment (Trucial Coast) Ltd., an IPC affiliate, beginning 

in 1937, but drilling has so far revealed no oil of 

commercial importance.94 

4 . 
g RIIA, The Middle East, pp. 13l!., 569; The Middle 

East, 1957, p. 41; "Pers~Gulf~" Encyclopedl'i 
Eiri'&ann!Ci (15th ed.; 24 vols.; Chicago: Encyclopedia 
Britannica, 1942), XVII, 603. · · 
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~ 
The sheikdom of Qatar is a peninsula, midway up 

the west coast of the Persian Gulf, and immediately 

north of the Trucial States. It has been a British 

protectorate since 1882, and on 3 November 1916 con

cluded an agreement with Great Britain si~ilar to that 

signed by the sheiks of the Trucial Coast. Until the 

beginnings of oil explorations in the 1930's, the people 

of Qatar eked out a bare living through pearling, fishing, 

and nomadic herding. In September 1932, the Anglo

Persian (later Anglo-Iranian) Oil Company obtained 

permission for a two-year geological survey of Qatar. 

When these indicated favorable prospects, the company 

negotiated a 75-year concession with the sheik of Qatar 

that was signed on 17 May 1935. In 1937, this was 

transferred to an IPC subsidiary, Petroleum Development 

(Qatar) Ltd. Drilling operations were started in 1938, 

and oil in connnercial quantities was discovered in 

1939. Small amounts were being produced when the advent 

of World War II brought a halt to activities. Pro

duction was ~esumed in 1947, and rose steadily in the 

years that followed.95 

95RIIA, The Middle East, pp. 132-133; Shwadran, 
The Middle East; Oil and~ Great Powers, pp. 397-398; 
'Sir Rupert Hay, "T'fi'e impa~oi"""tl1'e oii Industry on the 
Persian Gul( Shaykhdoms," MEJ, Autumn, 1955, pp. 368-
369. -

Bahrain 

The Bahrain Islands, in the Persian Gulf between 

the Qatar peninsula and the mainland, comprise an 

independent sheikdom that has been a British protectorate 
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since December 1880. British control over the islands 

has been increased bf a number of agreements following 

the original accord. In 1914, Bahrain was the first 

assembly point of the British Expeditionary Force to 

Mesopotamia, and in 1935 it became the principal British 

naval base in the Persian Gulf. A British adviser, Sir 

Charles Belgrave, was appointed in 1926 to assist the 

sheik in putting the administration of his state on a 

sound basis. Belgrave, who was still there in 1956, 

did much to organize the sheikdom on a modern basis, 

even before the exploitation of oil in commercial 

quantities. A~ a result of his activities, Bahrain has 

had the longest and most orderly development toward 

modernization of all the Persian Gulf principalities. 

In 1910, British geologists discovered seepages 

of oil in Bahrain, but the actual discovery of oil was 

still many years off~ On 2 December 1925, the first 

Bahrain oil concession was granted to a British syndicate, 

which eventually granted an option to Standard Oil of 

California. This raised certain international questions, 

and after negotiations between the British and American 

governments on 12 June 1930, the Bahrain Petroleum 

Company (BAPCO), a subsidiary of Standard Oil, registered 

in Canada, was permitted to take up the concession. 

Geologists and drillers were sent immediately to Bahrain 

and on 31 May 1932 struck oil in commercial quantities. 

Bahrain was ·thus the first of the Persian Gulf princi

palities in which oil was discovered. Bahrain oil began 

reaching the world market at the ~nd of 1934. A refinery 

was built in 1935, and production rose ~apidly during 

the years that followed. As in other areas, oil 
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operations in Bahrain were slowed during World War II. 

After the war, however, oil production continued to 

rise.96 

96RIIA, The Middle East, pp. 128-132; Shwadran, 
The Middle East; Oil and~ Great Powers, pp. 369-
jSj !asslm;~, ~e-r:ffipact or-Ene oii Industry on the 
Pers an Gulf Shaykdoms," MEJ, Autumn, 1955, pp. 362-
365; Herbert J. Liebesny,~dministration and Legal 
Development in Arabia: The Persian Gulf Principalities," 
~~ Winter, 1956, pp. 37-39. 

Kuwait 

The sheikdom of Kuwait, near the head of the 

Persian Gulf, is the most northerly of the gulf princi

palities. It is bounded on the north and northwest by 

Iraq and on the southwest by Saudi Arabia. Directly 

south of Kuwait, on the gulf coast, is a so-called 

Neutral Zone, in which KU\'tai t and Saudi Arabia have 

shared equal rights since 1923, pending a final agree

ment on the disposition of this territory. A similar 

arrangement covered an area to the west of Kuwait, 

established at the same time as a Neutral Zone between 

Iraq and saudi Arabia. 

Kuwait was of interest to the West long before the 

discovery of oil there in relatively recent times. In 

1850, the British thought of its sheltered bay as the 

southern terminus of a Euphrates valley railway, and 

half a century later the Germans planned to extend their 

projected Berlin-Baghdad railway to Kuwait. British 

influence in the area was too strong, however, and by 

a treaty on 23 January 1899 the Sheik placed his 

interests under British protection. In 1914, in return 

for cooperation with the British, Great Britain assured 
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the Sheik that Kuwait would be recognized as an inde· 

pendent principality under British protection, and 

during the war Kuwait was occupied by British forces. 

In 1919 and again in 1927-1928, British armed inter

vention defeated Saudi Arabian invasions. 

Kuwait possesses perhaps the greatest oil field 

in the.Middle East, if not in the entire world. Until 

the 1930's, however, the country eked out an existence 

from pearling and as a commercial entrepot. The same 

British syndicate that had obtained a concession in 

Bahrain,.also obtained one in Kuwait in the early 1920's, 

and, as in Bahra~n, attempted to transfer it to an 

American firm. After severalyears. of Anglo-American 

negotiations, a compromise was finally reached, and a 

concession was obtained in lat~ 1934 by the Kuwait Oil 

Company Ltd, jointly owned and financed by British and 

American interests. Drilling began in 1936, but it 

was not until 1938 that any considerable success was 

encountered. By July 1942, nine producing wells had 

been drilled. Operations were sus.pended from mid-1942 

to mid-1946, when they were once more resumed. Pro

duction has risen rapidly since that time.97 

97RIIA, The Middle East, pp. 121~125; Shwadran, 
The Middle East; oii and~ Great Powers, pp. 384-
~ lassiiri;~ CU5berly\ran--peiT, "The Sheikhdom of 
Kuwa t," 'MEJ~ Jan, 1950, pp. 12-26 passim; Hay, "The 
Impact or-Ene Oil Industry on the Persian Gulf 
Shaykdoms," ~~·Autumn, 1955, pp. 365-366. 

Iraq 

The modern era of Iraq was late in getting under 

way. Unlike Syria .and Egypt, where interaction with 

Europe had occurred gradually and the beginnings of 
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British 
penetration 

l ' ..._ .. 

modernization were introduced relatively early~ the 

impact of the West on Iraq came about abruptly. The 

geographic isolation and poverty of the country were 

not conducive to political or economic intercourse with 

the outside world. Only a few army officers arid govern

ment functionaries trained at Constantinople were 

exposed to Westernization in any degree. Their limited 

numbers did not affect the inert patt-erns and insti

tutions of a feudal system that was inherently hostile 

to change. Thus, the influence of modern.ideas was not 

felt until recent times. When the events of the First 

World War burst upon her, Iraq was suddenly catapulted 

into the unfamiliar context of the contemporary world, 

and an active role in its affairs was thrust upon her. 

Then, caught between the internal pressures of nation

alism and the arbitrary interests of foreign imperialism, 

she experienced a profound struggle for adjustment and 

self-realization. 

It was Britain's commercial penetration via the 

Persian Gulf--which led eventually to political infil

tration--that was Iraq's first contact with the West. 

By the time of the First.World War, British economic 

enterprise had established a firm foothold on the 

southern edges of the country aro~nd Basra. or partic

ular importance was the terminus of the oil pipeline 

from Iran. The interior of the country, however, was 

as y~t largely unaffected by foreign exploitation or 

political intervent1on.98 

98stephen Hemsley Longrigg, Iraq, 1900 !2, 1950 
(London: 1953), pp. 59-74. 
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Iraq in 
World War I 

\~. 

Domestically., Iraq was still little different on 

the eve of the war from the al-Iraq of the fifteenth 

century. Occupying the ancient land of Mesopotamia, 

she was an obscure province-state of the Ottoman Empire 

consisting of the three vilayas of Baghdad, Mosul, and 

Basra; each of these comprised a loose collection of 

semd-1ndependent principalities, autonomous tribal 

areas, petty local sheikdoms, and free •millets• of 

minority groups. The whole was under nominal Turkish 

suzerainty, but actual evidence of Ottoman hegemony was 

barely discernible this far from the Sublime Porte.99 

As in the other Arab countries .at the turn of the 

century, the first stirrings of an awakening political 

consciousness beg~n to appear. These slow·ly evolved 

into a nationalist .movement· that identified itself with 

the comprehensive Arab nationalism aiming at unity and 

autonomy of all Arab Asia within the ottoman Empire. 

Leaders of the movement in Iraq were the army officers, 

many of whom belonged to al-Ahd, the nationalist secret 

s.ociety that had members in most Arab countries. Basra 

particularly became a center of nationalist activity.100 

lOOThe Middle~~ 1957, p. 160 

Shortly after the opening of the First World War, 

Iraq became actively involved as a scene of military 

operations, although her own role was indirect and 

largely passive. The Mesopotamian campaign started 

n1odest1y when Britain, immediately following the 
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declaration of war on Turkey, dispatched a small force 

from India on 22 November 1914 to occupy Basra, 

ostensibly for the protection of the oil installations. 

Then, for greater tactical security, this force was 

augmented and the area of occupation extended. Within 

a month fighting broke out between the Anglo-Indian 

troops and the Turks. The British successfully repulsed 

Turkish counter-attacks, and on 3 June 1915 began a 

g~neral offensive toward Baghdad. By the end of the 

year the British advance had slowed down, and after 

the indecisive battle of Ctesiphon on 22-24 November, 

the British forces retreated as far back as Kut-el-Amara, 

which they attempted to hold. Five months later, on 

7 December 1915, the beseiged British forces occupying 

Kut were forced to surrender with the ~oss of 12,000 

men. In the fall of 1916, after marshalling large 

numbers of reinforcements and quantities of supplies, 

the British launched a second offensive. By 24 February 

1917 the city of Kut fell to the British and the Turks 

were pursued northward. Baghdad was taken on the 

following 11 March, and Samarra, eighty miles beyond, 

on 23 April. Near the end of the same year, the British 

captured Ramadi on the Euphrates on 29 September, and 

Tikrit on the Tigris on 6 November. This marked the 

furthest extent of the British advance into Iraq and 

from then on the military situation remained relatively 

s"t?at1c. 101 

101tanger, An Encyclopedia of World History, 
pp. 927f, 938; Longrigg, Iraq, 1~0 to 122Q, pp. 75-92. 
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British 
Mandate 

While the war was in progress the Iraqi nation

alists, although not participants in the Arab Revolt, 

had come to include themselves in the independent Arab 

state that Hussein, the Grand Sharif of Mecca, con

templated and that had been promised by the British. 

Thus by the end of the war the anticipation of inde

pendence for Iraq had filtered down to the grass-roots 

level. A vital force was reflected in the popular 

nationalist sentiment that was building up throughout 

the country. 102 

102Longrigg, Iraq, 1900 to 1950, pp. 99f; Human 
Relations Area Files, Inc:;-rraq~~58, J. Hop.-2, 
(Washington: 1956), pp. 13f. · 

The Armistice found the British in occupation or: 

most of Iraq, with a military administration carrying 

on the functions of civil government. The British had 

a commitment allowing them to retain control and were 

determined to stay. By the terms of the Sykes-Picot 

Agreement of 9 May 1916, which provided for the division 

of Turkish. Arabia between Britain and France, most of 

Iraq fell into the British zone. Peremptory as this 

arrangement was, it was however validated by the San 

Remo Conference of 25 April 1920, wherein a mandate 

over Iraq was officially assigned to Great Britain by 

the Supreme Council. The mandate was later confirmed 

by League or Nations action. 103 

103 The Middle ~, 1957, p. 160 •. 

Public announceme~t of the San Remo decision was 

followed by violent nationalist reaction. Demonstrations· 

and rioting among the tribesmen of the south soon· 
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British 
Civil 
Government 

developed into a widespread insurrection. Popular 

disappointment over loss of the hoped-for Arab inde

pendence, fanned by nationalist agitation, repudiated 

the mandate as a betrayal of Britain's wartime promises 

to Hussein and to the Arabs at large. The rebellion 

lasted from May 1920 through the end of that year and 

required the use of considerable armed force before it 

could be suppressed. Thereafter the focus of Iraq's 

nationalist movement was on opposition to British 
. 104 

control. 

104 
Longrigg, Iraq, .2:2QQ !2, 1950, pp. 100-106. 

The British began to implement the mandate as 

soon as possible. On 1 October 1920, even before the 

rebellion had been put down completely, the provisional 

military rule was terminated. In its place an Arab 

Council of State was established to govern the country 

under the direction of a British High Commissioner, who 

retained broad authority, and an advisory staff of 

British officia~s. In compliance with the responsi

bilities expressly placed on Britain as the mandatory 

power by the San Remo Conference, a plebiscite was held 

to select a ruler to head the theoretically sovereign 

state. Britain's choice, in view of her obligations 

to the Hashimites, was Hussein's son, Faisal, the fo~er 

King of Syria who had fled to Basra upon being deposed 

by the French. A referendum. indicated ninety-six perce·nt 

of the population in favor of Britain's nominee. 

Accordingly, on 23 August 1921 Sir Percy Cox, the first 

High Commissioner, proclaimed Faisal King of Iraq. 105 
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25 Mar 22 
Anglo-Iraqi 
Treaty 

Kurdish 
unrest 

27 Mar 24 
Constitution 

l05RIIA, ~ Middle ~~ pp. 262-263. 

The following year, despite the objections of the 

nationalists, an Anglo-Iraqi Treaty was concluded on 

25 March 1922. It granted Great Britain substantial 

political authority, guaranteed preferential treatment 

or her special interests, and insured the retention of 

a large measure of military control. Several months 

later, on 10 October 1922, another agreement was signed 

which transformed the mandate into an alliance relation

ship. This, however, did not materially alter British 

rights and powers.106 

l06Iraq, HRAF-58, pp. 19-26. 

During the same time that these treaties were 

being negotiated, serious internal troubles arose in 

the form of a revolt by the Kurds in the North of Iraq. 

Their movement for independence or autonomy broke out 

into an insurrection on 18 June 1922 and lasted until 

July 1924,. when it was subdued with the help of British 

Middle East forces. The Kurds continued to be a 

dissident element and a new outbreak occurred in 1930, 

followed by a third in l932. Other indigenous groups 

also sought special status and contributed to insta

bility and unrest.107 

107 
~ Middle ~~ 122Z' p. 161. 

On 27 March 1924 the Constituent Assembly, which 

had been formed as a result or the Electoral Law publil:?hed 

in May 1922 in compliance with the mandate requirernPnt, 
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Mosul 
dispute 

1922-1932 
Border 
treaties 

adopted the "Organic Law as the constitution or Iraq. 

It introduced a liberal, parliamentary system or govern

ment under a hereditary monarchy. Over the succeeding 

years many of its provisions gradually reached reali~ 

zation as effective machinery or government became 

organized and administrative authority was turned over 

to Iraqi control. However most of its principles were 

defeated by.the factional intrigu~ and corruption or 

internal politics until, by 1936, only a facade of 

democracy remained.l08 

108Longrigg, Iraq, igoo !2_ .!2.2.Q, pp. 134-175. 

The ill-defined and often equivocal boundaries 

that circumscribed the geographic area of the Iraqi 

state were slowly resolved through international agree

ments. The.most far reaching of these pertained to the 

Mosul province, which later proved to hold vast riches 

in oil resources. Claimed both by Iraq and Turkey, the 

Mosul had long been ·in dispute. After drawn-out negoti

ations, influenced by recommendations of the League of 

Nations, the question was. finally settled on 5 June 1926 

in an agreement bett'leen England and Turlcey, by which 

most of the Mosul.was incorporated into the Kingdom of 

Iraq. This disposed of the outstanding problem regarding 

the territorial integrity of Iraq. Then, through a 

series of t~eaties establishing fixed frontiers, the 

major cause of the frequent border clashes with neighbor

ing states was gradually eliminated. Such treaties were 

made with Nejd on 2 December 1922, 1 November 1925,.and 

24 February 1930; with Iran on 11 August 1929; and with 

Syria on 20 November 1932.109 
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27 Dec 27 
Independence 
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Discovery 
of oil 

109The Middle East, 1957, pp. 160~16l;.LaQger, 
!.!! Encyc'Ti5'Pedia of' !i2!:!!! 'll'I'iC"oz:y, pp. 1105•1106. 

On 27 December 1921 a new Treaty with Great Britain 

was signed tnat formally recognized the independence 

of Iraq. Among other things, it granted Britain three 

additional air bases and placed the training of the 

Iraqi army under British officers. The treaty was· 

ratified in 1930 and was presented to the League of 

Nat1.ons in 1931 as evidence of Iraq's complete inde

pendence and sovereignty •. on 3 October 1932 Iraq was 

admitted to membership in the League. King Fa1sal died 

on 8 September of the same year and was succeeded by 

his son Ghazi.110 

110 
Longrigg, Iraq, 1900 .!2,122.Q, pp. 176-:-186. 

A significant event in the history of Iraq·was the 

discovery of oil in the Kirkuk area in 1927. The 

rapid development of Iraq's oil industry that followed 

proved to be of vast importance to her internal affairs 

and international relations. The Turkish Petroleum 

Company, later renamed the Iraq Petroleum Company, had 

been granted concessions to any oil fields that might 

exist in the provinces of Baghdad and Mosul by the 

Ottoman Government in 1914, but the war interrupted 

explora.tion. After the war, when Iraq became a mandate 

of Great Britain, the subsidiary provisions of the San 

Remo Agreement reserved oil exploitation rights to British 

interests, with France participating in exchange for 

allowing pipelines to crbss French~mandated Syria and 

Lebanon. By 1934, when two twelve-inch pipelines were 
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1935-1937 
Political 
unrest 

completed, Ir~ij! oii ~as flowing in tremendous volume 

directly to the Mediterranean for export to overseas 

markets. Oil then became the dominant item in Iraq's. 

economy •111 . 

111teonard M. Panning~ Foreign Oil and the Free 
World (New York: 1954), pp. 46-54; Stephen Hemsley 
Longrigg, Oil in the Middle East (London: 1954), 
pp. 13-32. . 

In March 1935 the incipient revolts and popular 

unrest, particularly among the tribes along the Euphrates, 

led to the .formation or a reform national government 

under General Hashimi. It crushed the revolts and in 

the electionf;l of' 6 August it won a decisive victory. The 

following year, on 29 October 1936, General Bakr Sidqi 

seized p~wer in a coup d'etat sanctioned by the King. 

He dissolved Parliament and established what amounted 

to a military dictatorship in imitation or Kemalist 

Turkey~ However, Sidqi was assassinated by a Kurd on 

11 August 1937. A n~w Pan-Arab, anti-British Cabinet 

was then installed. Two years later King Ghazi died in 

an automobile accident and was succeeded by his three

yea~-old son Faisal rr. 112 

112Longrigg, Iraq, 1900 to 1950, pp. 237-276. 

Developments In the period after 1937 relations·with Great 
1937-World 
war II Britain deteriorated rapidly; mainly because or nation-

alist resentment at British policy toward Zionism and 

the Palestinian Arabs. German influence increased, 

especially in military and political circles. In April 

1941, after another coup d'etat, a regime pledged to non

belligerency but openly sympathetic to Germany came into 
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power under Rashid Ali al-Gailani. It was suspected of 

negotiating with the Vichy Government of Syria. Finally, 

when a dispute over passage of British troops developed 

on 2 May 1941, British force~.and the Transjordan Arab 

Legion occupied Baghdad and Basra. On the 29th of the 

same month, after the Rashid Ali government had fled, 

an armistice was signed. Thereafter, succeeding govern

ments cooperated effectively with the Allied war effort. 

Iraq became an important base from which aid was sent 

to Russia through Iran. 113 

ll3RIIA, The Middle East, pp. 264-266. 

In 1943 Iraq declared war on the Axis powers, 

and thereby subsequently became one of the charter 

members of the United Nations. On 22 March 1945 in 

Cairo the Arab League was formed, with Iraq among the 

original signatory members. Such an organization had 

long been advocated by Iraqi political leaders, especially 

by Nuri es-Said, but Egypt's premier, Nahas, had been 

able to take the initiative away from Iraq in 1944. 

The League. thus came into being in Egypt under Egyptian 

sponsorship. The event marked a significant shift in 

the center of gravity of the growing Pan-Arab nation

alist movement. 114 

114Longrigg, Irag, 1900 to 1950, pp. 328-332. 
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22 Mar 45 
Formation 

the Arab 
ague 

\_I· 

THE ARAB STATES: 1945 TO SUMMER, 1958 

The Arab League and Arab Unity 

The development of Arab unity and disunity in the 

Middle East during the thirteen years since World War II 

has been affected by several elements, each or them 

separate, but each, nevertheless, an inseparable part of 

the whole. These elements may be listed as follows: 

the formation and growth of the Arab League; the con

tinued Hashimite-Saudi rivalry, and the Hashimite plan 

for a "Greater Syria"; the establishment of the state 

of Israel; and th~ emergence of Nasser's Egypt as the 

leader of Arab aspirations and actions. 

Establishment of the Arab League 

On 22 March 1945, representatives or the seven 

Arab states of Egypt, Saudi Arabia, Iraq, Syri~, 

Lebanon, Yemen, and Transjordan met in Cairo and signed 

a pact establisqing the Arab League. 1 Its formation was an 

1. The text of this pact is reproduced in The 
Middle East, 1957 (5th ed.; London: Europa Publications, 
1957), pp. 15~ Text of a cultural treaty signed 
on 20 Nov 46 is reproduced on pp. 17-18. For the 
establishment of the Arab League, see The Middle East: 
A Political and Economic· Survey (2d ed.

4
· London: Royal 

institute of-rriternationai Affairs, 195 ), pp. 32-34; 
George Lenczowski, The Middle East in World Affairs 
(Ithaca: Cornell Un~versity Press, !g5~p. 399-4o4; 
J. S. Raleigh, "Ten Years of the Arab League," MEA, 
March, 1955, pp. 65-71; T. R. Little, "The Arab-reague: 
A Reassessment," MEJ, Spring, 1956, pp.· 138-140. 

outgrowth of an Arab desire for greater strength through 

unity, and of British encouragement. It also repre

sented, paradoxically, an attempt by Egypt and Saudi 

Arabia to obstruct Transjordanian and Iraqi hopes to 

establish a "Greater Syria," and was thus in large part 

the result of the rivalry between Ibn Saud of Arabia 
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7 Oct 44 
Alexandria 
Protocol 

and the Hashimite rulers or Transjordan and Iraq. 

During World War II, the British had worked con

sistently and purposefully to encourage Arab unity, 

and to develop a pan-Arabism friendly to Great Britain. 

The diminution of French influence in the area allowed 

the British to return for the first time to their plan 

of Wo~ld War I for the establishment of a pro-British 

Arab federation or kingdom to guard the flank of the 

line of communications to India and to act as a buffer 

again~t Russian expansion to the south. The plan for 

a· nareater Syria"--Syria, Lebanon, Palestine, and Trans

jordan, linked with Iraq by a federative agreement--had 

been put forward by the Hashimites, and, during World 

War II, imaginatively and forcefully presented by Iraq's 

Prime Minister, Nuri es-Said. Great Britain gave the 

plan its full endorsement., but the scheme ran into 

considerable opposition in the Middle East itself. 

Ibn Saud was strongly against any unification under the 

aegis or the rival Hashimite clan, and he found ready 

support in Egypt, which feared the emergence of a large . 

united Arab state to the north as a threat to its own 

ambitions. There was also some oppositio~ to the 

"Greater.Syria11 plan in Syria and Lebanon, where a form 

of independent democracy was preferred to the monarchy 

offered by the Hashimites. In 1943 and 1944 opponents 

of the "Greater Syria" proposal, led by Prime Minister 

Nahas Pasha of Egtpt, coptinued to work against the 

scheme. A series of inter-Arab conferences was held 

in Cairo, at which the groundwork for the Arab League 

was laid. On 7 October 1944, the seven Arab states 

that were to sign the Arab League pact the following 

March formulated the Alexandria Protocol, outlining the 
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aims and proposed constitution or an Arab League~ This 

protocol called for an association of nations, rather 

than a union, and specifically proclaimed the principle 

of nonintervention in the internal affairs or the 

members. The wording of the pact of the Arab League 

accepted this concept and, indeed, established an even 

looser association or states than was originally pro- · 

posed. "In political reality," notes one commentator, 

"the League [was] rounded on the preservation or the 

status quo, as opposed to pan-Arab union schemes."2 

2. Raleigh, "Ten Years of the Arab League," 
MEA, Mar, 1955, p. 71. 

The Arab League functions through a Council, 

which has met in Cairo twice a year. Thi's Council has 

had little real power, since its decisions are binding 

only upon those states that accept them. There was 

originally no provision for a collective security 

system, although the pact did provide for the pacific 

settlement of disputes, and the main stress was l~id 

on voluntary cooperation and consultation. In effect, 

the League provides the framework for Arab unity a·nd 

cooperation, but it has established no such uriity and 

has left, in the unresolved conflicting ambitions of 

Hashimites on the one hand and Saudi-Arabians. and 

Egyptians on the other, the grounds for continued dis

unity. 

Early Development of the Arab League 

Despite the looseness of the Arab League organi

zation, its first years of existence seemed promising. 

As the Arab nations of the Middle ~ast established 
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Cultural 
Treaty of 
the Arab 
League 

\,_,· 

their independence from British or French domination~ 

and as they gained recognition as members of the United 

Nations., they appeared, at the same time., to be honestly 

working toward increased cooperation with each other, 

at least in non-political areas. In the fields of 

cultural., technical, and .economic cooperation some 

progress was made. Academic and scientific conferences 

were peld, exchanges of scholars were arranged, and 

the groundwork was laid for other cultural cooperation. 

These programs were outlined in the Cultural Treaty 

of the League, signed on 20 November 1946. Economic 

cooperation appears to have been mainly restricted to 

a boycott of 'Jewish goods. The outstanding example of 

unity in the Arab League ap~eared in the position of 

the League as a spokesman for the Arab cause in Pales

tine, where.the .conflict of Jews and Arabs was rapidly 

approaching a climax. The League was chiefly responsi

ble for presenting the Arab case during the investi

gation by the Anglo-American Committee of Inquiry, 

in the first part of 1946, of the problem of Jewish 

immigration into Palestine. The League also spoke for 

the Arab cause in the later United Nations discussion 

of the Palestine problem.3 

3. Lenczowski, The Middle East, pp. 404-40.5; 
The Middle East, 1951":Pp. 15, l'(-'I8'; Raleigh, 11 Ten 
Years of the-Arab-r:;e[gue, n MEA, Mar., 1955, pp. 73-74; 
Joseph Dunner, The Republic-of Israel: Its Histo~ and 

· Its Promise (NeWYork: McGraW-'HI'l!";'J:'95-o-J, pp. 6 -ozr.-

The Impact of the Palestine Problem 

So long as the Arab League was attending to 

cultural exchanges or passing resolutions and making 

diplomatic representations on the question of Palestine, 
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14 May 48 
State of 
Israel. 
established 

15 May 48 
Arabs 
invade 
Palestine 

L-· 

its members displayed nothing but unity. When, however, 

th~ Arab states were faced with the political reality 

of the establishment of the state of Israel and the 

necessity or attempting to destroy it, ·the old quarrels, 

jealousies, and rears were reawakened--if, indeed, they 

had ever really been allowed to sleep. 

On 14 May 1948, Jewish authorities in Tel Aviv pro

claimed the establishment or Israel. Fighting between 

Jews and Arabs in Palestine had been going on for years, 

but on 15 May the regular forces of Egypt, Transjordan, 

and Iraq began to invade Palestine, turning the struggle 

into a full-scale war. If ever an example were needed 

of the weaknesses inherent in coalition warfare, the 

Palestine conflic.t provided it. The Israelis, out

numbered, outweighed in heavy armaments, and surrounded 

on three sides by hostile states, were, nevertheless, 

well organized, determined, and, most important.of all, 

united.in their efforts. Not so their enemie~. The 

Arab armies, including small Saudi Arabian, Lebanese, 

and Syrian forces that later joined the fray, not only 

fought separ~tely and without any unified supreme 

command, but they appeared to be less interested in 

defeating Israel than in assuring the achievement of 

their individual aims in Palestine--if necessary, to 

the detriment and cost of each other. 

The two chief Arab rivals were Transjordan, whose 

King Abdullah had become the recognized Hashimite leader 

after the death of Iraq's Emir Faisal, and Egypt, which 

reared· lest Abdullah take over Arab Palestine and then 

make a separate peace with Israel. Abdullah had 

expounded the theme of a "Greater Syria" with increasing 
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Mar 46 
Establish

vigor after the establishment, on 22 March 1946, of an 

ment of Trans- independent Transjordan. When, in 1947, however, Syria 
jordan 

had made plain its determination to remain an independent 

republic, ·Abdullah had turned his eyes toward Palestine, 

where the probability of a division of the country 

between Arabs and Jews raised the possibility of 

territorial aggrandizement for Transjordan. With the 

strong Arab Legion ready to march, and with the 

friendly cooperation of Musa Bey al-Alami, repre

sentative of Palestinian Arabs in the Arab League, 

Abdullah was in an excellent position to take the first 

step, at least, towards establishment of a "Greater 

Syria," and Egypt was not without grounds for its 

apprehensions. The Egyptian countermove to Abdullah 1s 

plans, in which Cairo was supported by Saudi Arabia, 

Syria, and Lebanon, was to try to establish an inde

pendent Arab nation in Palestine. To this end, the 

Egyptians--possibly with the permissive assistance of 

the French, who may still have nourished unpleasant 

recollections of their ouster from Syria by the British-

engineered the escape ·from Paris of the Mufti of 

Jerusalem, and brought him back to Cairo with honors. 

The Mufti, who had his own quarrel with the Hash1mites, 

going back at least as. far as his participation in the 

Axis-supported revolt in Baghdad in 1941, also had, 

in his personal ambitions, a definite interest ~n 

establishing and maintaining an independent Arab 

Palestine. With Egyptian support, the Mufti returned 

to Palestine as a counterweight to Abdullah's Musa 

Alami. Thus, by late 1947, the struggle for control 

or Arab Palestine was well joined. 
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Fighti~ over the spoils of war before the war 

is won, or, as in this case, before it is even begun, 

can often lead to disaster for the intended victors. 

In the Palestine War, it ensured the existence of the 

state of Israel, at a time when the viability of the 

new nation was open to serious doubt. Each of the five 

Arab armies or contingents that entered Palestine fought 

separately, and, indeed, often at cross purposes. The 

Egyptians refused to aid Palestinian Arabs who were 

pro-Abdullah, and Hashimite sources of arms supplies 

were closed to those who were not. Abdullah's Arab 

Legion fought cautiously, refusing to overextend its 

lines or communication by an advance to the sea, and 

refraining from any other action that might so weaken 

~t as to allow other Arab troops to occupy what 

Abdullah considered as his port~on or Palestine. The 

Egyptians, on the other hand, instead of concentrating 

on a drive along the coast, divided their forces, 

sending one group inland toward Jerusalem, to prevent 

Transjordan gaining complete control of that area. As 

a result of this division, the Jerusalem force was 

badly defeated and the- force moving up the coast could 

barely hold on to a small strip in the G~za area. 

Abdullah, needless to say, did nothing to assist his 

hard-pressed ally. To add. to this situation, there were 

several armed clashes be~ween Jordanian and Egyptian 

troops in the Hebron-Bethlehem area, where differences 

of opinion arose over which group was to have control. 

Finally, 'late in the war, when Egyptian troops were 

forced to evacuate the Negev, it was the complete 

absence of support by any or 'the other Arab forces 
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Arab Govern
ment Formed 
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Abdullah 
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Trans jordan 
approves 
union with 
Palestine 

Jan 49 
Cease-fire 
in Palestine 

that enabled Israel to throw its main strength against 

the retiring Egyptians. This sort or behavior did 

little to encourage Arab unity. 

As if to emphasize the growing split in Arab ranks~ 

on 20 September 1948, the Arab League announced the 

formation in Gaza of an Arab government for Palestine. 

Since this government was unqer the auspices or Egypt, 

Abdullah promptly refused to r~cognize it, and announced 

he would bar it from any territory controlled by his 

troops. On 1 December, not surprisingly, a conference 

or Palestinian Arabs meeting in Jordanian-held Jericho 

proclaimed Abdullah "King or Palestine," and on 

13 December the Transjordanian parliament approved a 

future union with Arab Palestine. There was little the 

rest or the Arab League could do about this, since the 

presence of Abdullah's Arab Legion in east-central 

Palestine assured him control of this area; 

Meanwhile, the Palestine War continued, and, 

despite the interruption or two brief truces, and the 

continued efforts of the United Nations to end the 

conflict, fighting did not finally stop until January, 

1949, and it was late July before armistice agreements 

were signed between Israel and all or its opponents 

(with the exception or Iraq, with whom Israel never 

signed an armistice, although no further hostilities 

took place). The armistice left Israel in possession 

or considerably more territory than she had been allowed 

under the United Nations partition plan. The Arab 

League, on the other hand, had gained little for its 

troubles but bad publicity, a sense of frustration, 

and an intensification of old rivalries. Arab unity 
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\ 4 
had been dealt a damaging blow. 

4. The Middle East (RIIA), passim; Lenczowski, 
The Middl~ast, pp.-zrn5-409; Raleigh, "Ten Years of 
tne Arab Le~ue," MEA, Mar, 1955, p. 75; Little, "The 
Arab League, MEJ,-spring, 1956, pp. 142-143; Clare 
Hollingworth, Tne Arabs and the West (London: Methuen, 
1952), pp. 129~2~srm;·-see-aiSo the chronologies 
for this period in J. . 

·The Aftermath of·the Palestine War 

For nearly a year after the signing of the 

armistice agreements ending hostilities in Palestine, 

the Arab League seemed on the brink of dissolution. 

Abdullah, encouraged no doubt by his gains in Palestine, 

continued to press his scheme for a "Greater Syria," 

and in this he was aided initially by the unstabl~ 

political situation in Syria. The downfall of the 

nationalist Quwatli government on 30 March 1949 gave 

Syria, in the new· government of Husni Zaim, a leader

ship which appeared ready to join a "Greater Syria." 

Za1m, however, soon began to waver, and, by the.end 

of the year, two more coups had taken place in Syria 

(14 August, 19 December), resulting in the removal from 

office, and in some cases the execution, of those 

interested in the formation of a "Greater Syria." This 

effectively closed the door on Hashimite plans for a 

union with Syria. To keep 0 it closed, on 24 January 

1950, Saudi Arabia extended to the new Syrian govern

ment, as part of a commercial agreement, a $6 million 

interest-free loan.5 

5. Lenczowski, The Middle East, p. 409; Alfred 
Carleton, "The srrrian""'C''ups d*Et'it'Of 1949," MEJ, Jan, 
1950, pp. 1-11; 'Developments of the Quarter,~J, 
Apr, 1950, pp. 217-218. -
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Arab League 
actions 
against 
separate 
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Israel 

With developments on the Syrian front apparently 

quieted, Arab eyes turned back to Palestine. On 3 June 

1949, it· had been announced. in Amman that henceforth 

Transjordan would be lmoW'n as "The Hashimite Kingdom 

of Jordan," a further indication that Abdullah had no 

intention of retiring to the east bank of the Jordan 
6 

River. During early 1950, moreover, the otner members 

6. "Developments of the Quarter," MEJ, Oct, 1949, 
p. 449. 

or the Arab League were further incensed by persistant 

reports, apparently true, that Abdullah was considering 

a separate peace with Israel to further solidify his 

pold on eastern Palestine. Jordan's relations with the 

Egyptian-dominated majority of the League became s:> 

strained, indeed, that when the spring meeting of the 

Council opened on 25 March 1950, Abdullah announced 

his intention to boycott it. He quickly changed his 

mind, however, and sent a representative w~en it 

appeared that anti-Jordan sentiment might get out of 

hand in the absence of a Jordanian delegate. 

On 1 April, all the Arab states at the meeting 

(including Jordan) voted to expel from the League any 

member making a separate peace with Israel, and em

powered the League to take punitive measures against 

that member. A week later, on Egypt's initiative, the 

League drafted an Arab collective security pact. 

Adopted by the League Political Committee on 9 April, 

this accord stated that aggression against any one of 

the signatories would be considered as aggression 

against all, and that the signatories would take all 

measures to repulse any such aggression. The pact also 
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provided for a Joint Defense Council and a permanent 

committee of chiefs of staff. Three days later, on the 

12th, the Political Committee passed a resolution for

bidding any member of the League to make a separate 

peace with Israel. 

The League actions of early April 1950 appeared to 

indicate some lessening of the strain between Abdullah 

and his Egyptian-Saudi rivals, .but tensions were 

heightened again on the 24th when the Jordanian parlia

ment voted the annexation, and thus full incorporation, 

of Arab ·Palestine contro~led by Jordan. In presenting 

this £!!! accompli to the other members of the League, 

Jordan ignored a face-saving formula offered by Iraq 

and Lebanon under which it would be announced that the 

annexation was "temporary" and that Jordan was merely 

holding Arab Palestine "in trust" for the rest of the 

League. In early May, the League's Political Committee 

began a discussion of the Jordanian action, and, on 

the 13th, the Jordanian representative walked out or 

the meeting. Two days later, in his absence, the 

Committee agreed that Jordan's annexation of Arab 

Palestine was a violation of the 12 April no-separate

peace resolution. Egypt, Saudi Arabia, Syria, and 

Lebanon voted to expel Jordan from the League, but no 

final action was taken because of the opposition or 

Iraq and Yemen. 

On 12 June, the Arab League Council met to con

sider the signing of the Collective Security Pact 

drawn up by the political committee. At this meeting, 

Egypt demanded the expulsion of Jordan from the League, 

but again the opposition of Iraq and Yemen prevented 
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17 Jun 50 
Arab League 
Collective 
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further action. Five days later, on 17 June, Egypt, 

Saudi Arabia, Syria, Lebanon, and Yemen signed the 

Collective Security Pact. In the absence of Jordan, 

Iraq refused to initial the accord, and it was not 

until 2 February 1951 that Nuri es-Said agreed to sign 

a revised and .somewhat watered-down agreeme~t. Jordan 

signed the pact a year later, on 16 February 1952.7 

1. "Developments of the Quarter, 11 MEJ, Jul, 1950, 
pp. 329, 334, and Oct

4 
1950, p· •. 468; Len'Oz"Owski { ~ 

Middle East, pp. 410- 11; The Middle East (RIIAJ, 
p. 4o; tra'I'eigh, "Ten Years-or the Araote'ague," MEA, 
Mar, 1955, p. 75; "Chronology,"~~ Mar, 1952, p:-gg. 

The Collective Security Pact was, in the words of 

one Arab leader, "strategically ~peaking • • • an 

aggregate of zeros."8 While it pad a wide general 

·B. Quoted in Little, "The Arab League," ~~ 
Spring, 1956, p. 144. 

appeal among the Arab states, it was primarily an. 

Egyptian counter to Hashimite plans for a "Greater 

Syria," and as such could never hope. to lead to the 

attainment of Arab unity. No unified mili tacy command 

was ever set up under the pact, and there was hardly 

any coordination of equipment and training. Even 

agreement on so simple a matter as standardization of 

mili.tary terminology co.uld not ~e reached. Mutual 

suspicion and jealousies still prevented any real 

achievements.9 

9. Ibid., pp. 143-144; The Middle East (RIIA)., 
pp. 40-4l~leigh, 11Ten Years or the Ar'B."'5""League' I 

~~ Mar, 1955, pp. 72-73. 
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Decreased Importance of the League 

The assassination of Jordan's King Abdullah on 

20 Jul 51 20 July 1951 and Egypt's preoccupation with her own 
Assassination 
of Abdullah internal affairs and her relations with Great Britain, 

28 Mar 53 
Libya joins 
Arab League 

beginning at about the same time, tended to lessen, 

though not remove, tensions among the Arab states in 

the Middle East. Egypt, especially, turned more to 

her own.problems, and Saudi Arabia, without Egyptian 

backing, was not eager for trouble. Jordan, too, was 

concerned with internal affairs, and no more was heard 

of the "Greater Syria" plan. The other Arab states 

tended also to look to their own internal problems. 

The admission of Libya to the Arab League on 28 March 

1953 did not affect the general course of events. 

This preoccupation with local, rather than foreign 

affairs, while it decreased international tensions in 

the Arab world, did not, at the same time, do anything 

to increase Arab unity or joint action. from 1951 

through 1954.10 As one observer noted early in 1955: 

10. Little, "The Arab League," MEA, Mar, 1955, 
p. 146. See also the c~ronologies fo~is.period in 
~and~· 

It would seem, after the first ten years of 
its existence, that the Arab League has neither 
succeeded in coordinating inter-Arab policies, 
mitigating or eliminating inter-Arab tensions, 
or solving inter-Arab problems. In spite of 
mediation attempts by individual member-states 
••• , the League's Council has served as a 
sounding board for recriminations rather than a 
force for unity and conciliation.ll · . 

11. Raleigh, "Ten Years .of the Arab League, 11 

~~ Mar, 1955, p. 76. 
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13 Oct 51 
US, UK, 
France call 
for joint 
defense in 
Middle East 

The Begihriihg of the. Baghdad Pact 

In the years following the outbreak of the Korean 

War, there had been a growing preoccupation by the 

West with the problems of Middle East defense. The 

weaknesses of the Arab states and their vulnerability 

to Soviet attack were sources of anxiety, and on 

13 October 1951, the United States, Great Britain, and 

France, after talks that summer with Turkey, called for 

the establishment of a joint defense organization, to 

include the Arab states, in the Middle East. The 

Western proposal, however, found no welcome among the 

Arab states. Not only did the Arabs have no pressing 

fear ·of Soviet Russia, but they were suspicious of 

Western connections with Israel, and maintained their 

traditional hostility toward Turkey. There was, more

over, the added distraction provided by Anglo-Egyptian 

disagreement over the proposed revision of the 1936 

treaty between those states. The question of a Middle 

East joint defense organization, therefore, was allowed 
. 4 12 to lapse, not to rise again until 195 • 

12. The Baghdad Pact: Ori~ins and Political 
Setting {RliA Infor.matron-nepar ment~morandum 
[mimeographed pamphlet]; Londori: RIIA, 1956), p. 2; 
~ Middle ~ { RIIA), pp. 40-42. . 

During 1954, Western interest in the Middle East 

11 Jun 54 intensified. On 11 June, however, Egypt announced 
Egypt rejects 
Western plans rejection of Western plans for anti-Communist defense 

organizations in the Middle East by proclaiming the 

achievement of a Saudi-Egyptian agreement to pool 

defense and military resources. Six weeks later, on 

27 July, Great Britain announced its willingness to 
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Anglo
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Treaty 

24 Feb 55 
Turco-Iraqi 
Treaty 
{Baghdad 
Pact) 

withdraw troops f~om t:~e Suez Canal area over a period 

of twenty monthsJ a step formalized by the signing of 

an Anglo-Egyptian agreement on 19 October. Although 

the agreement gave Britain the right to reoccupy Suez 

in the event of an attack on any Arab League state or 

Turkey, the West's position was obviously weakened# 

and stronger ~d broader measures for a practical defense 

organization in the Middle East were needed. Accord

ingly, the British welcomed the initiative of Iraq's 

Prime Minister Nuri es-Said when, late in the year# 

he suggested the possibility of a Middle East defense 

organization, similar to NATOJ in which area~ Britain 

and possibly the US should be associated. This step 

by Nuri, however, served to re-open old wounds, raising 

again the spector of Iraqi-Egyptian tensions. The 

Saudi-Egyptian agreement and the Iraqi move toward the 

West underlined once more the split in Arab policies.13 

13. "Chronology," MEA# Aug-Sep# 1954, pp. 296-
297; "Developments of theQ,'ua:rter4" MEJ, Winter, 1955, 
pp. 58-60; The Baghdad Pact, pp. -5TLittle, "The 
Arab LeagueJ" MEA, Mar,-r955, pp. 146-147. 

Nuri's scheme was enthusiastically seconded by 

Turkey, and on 12 January 1955, Turkey and Iraq 

announced their decision to conclude a mutual coopera

tion and defense treaty. The pact, which was signed 

on 24 Fepruary, was not intended to be merely bilateral# 

but was aimed at achieving solidarity in the entire 

Middle East. It was, in fact, the beginning of the 

Baghdad Pact. 

The announcement of the Turco-Iraqi agreement 

unleashed a storm of violent criticism in the Arab 

world. Egypt, under its new leader, President Gamal 
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Abdel Nasser~ led the critics with the powerful voice 

of Radio Cairo. Iraq was bitterly accused of deserting 

the Arab cause and of helping the West to undermine 

Arab solidarity and freedom of action. On 16 January, 

four days after the announcement or the forthcoming 

Turco-Iraqi pact, Egypt called an emergency session 

of Arab leaders. The group convened in Cairo ·On the 

22d~ although Iraqi delegates did not arrive until the 

25th. Despite an all-out campaign by the Cairo press, 

however, Egypt was unable to force passage of a reso~ 

lution critical of Iraq. And even Egypt's threat to 

withdraw from the Arab League Collective Security Pact~ 

and the visit to Baghdad of ~gyptian, Lebanese, Syrian, 

and Jordanian representatives failed to dissuade Iraq 

from going ahead with its intention of signing the 
14 announced accord with Turkey. 

14. The Baghdad Pact, p. 5; "Developments of the 
Quarter,n 'f3mJ", Sprlng,-r9'55, pp. 163-167. 

Development of the Baghdad Pact and Arab Reaction 

The year 1955 saw an enlarging of·the Baghdad 

Pact and a hardening of Egyptian-led Arab reaction 

4 Apr 55 UK toward it. On L~ April 1955, Great Britain signed a 
joins Baghdad 

·Pact treaty with. Iraq, revising the Anglo-Iraqi treaty of 

23 Sep 55 
Pakistan 
joins 
Baghdad 
Pact 

25 Oct 55 
Iran joins 
Baghdad Pact 

1930, and making Britain a member of the Baghdad Pact. 

On 23 September, Pakistan joined the pact, and on 

25 October, Iran also became a member. The fir~t meet

ing of the Pact Council opened in Baghdad on 21 November, 

and US representatives were present. Attempts to bring 

Jordan into the pact failed, however, when a strong 

anti-Pact reaction in that country led to the disso

lution of the Jordanian Parliament at the end Qf the 
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year and the establishment of a new gove~ent pledged " 

to avoid new alliances. 

Egypt's Nasser, meanwhile, had not been standing 

still in his determined opposition·to the. Baghdad Pact 

and his announced intention of forming a "neutralist'! 

· bloc of Arab states in a new defense pact that would 

replace the Arab League Collective Security Pact. It 

was no problem· at all for Nasser to gain Saudi Arabia's 

adherence to his plan, and Syria, after some hesitation 

and internal differences of opinion, also joined the 

6 Mar 55 group. On 6 March 1955, the three states announced 
Egyptian-
Saudi-Syrian agreement to establish a unified military command, under 
defense agree-
ment Egyptian .leadership. Economic cooperation was also 

planned, and the three agreed, further, that none would 

conclude any other international military or political 

accords without the consent or the others. On 26 March, 

Yemen announced its intention to join the new bloc. 

Jordan and Lebanon, however, despite pressure from both 

the Baghdad Pact and the new Egyptian-led bloc, remained 

neutral. Implementation of the Egyptian-Saudi-Syrian 

agreement came in the ra11 when Syria, on 20 October, 

and Saudi Arabia, on the 27th, signed mutual defense 

pacts with Egypt under the terms originally conceived. 

Since 1955 had seen a renewal of Israeli-Arab clashes 

along the borders of Israel, and a general deterioration 

of Israeli-Arab relations, these agreements were 

directed as much against Israel as they were against 

Iraq. 

Egypt's Emergence as leader of the Arab World 

In June, 1955, meanwhile,·Nasse;r- had thrown 

another log on the growing Middle East fire by inform

ing the US ambassador in Cairo that he was making 

- 85 -

~; . :,_ . 



27 Sep 55 
Egypt-Czech 
arms deal 

inquiries about the possible purchase of arms from the 

Soviet Union. Despite a British· threat to cut off 

Britain's arms shipments to Egypt, Nasser soon made 

his decision, and on 27 September announced the signing 

of an agreement to barter Egyptian cotton for arms 

from Czechoslovakia. The first shipment of weapons 

reached Alexanqria on 20 October. The effect of the 

Egyptian arms agreement was threefold. First, it 

tremendously increased Nasser's prestige in the Arab 

world by demonstrating that the.Arabs need not be. 

dependent on Western support~ Second, it increased the 

(!.anger of another Arab-Israeli war by giving the 

Egyptian bloc'the potential to wage such a conflict 

~nd removing the moderating influence of the West •. 

Third, it undercut Western hopes of gaining further 

Arab membership in the Baghdad Pact.15 

15. The Baghdad Pact, pp. 6-12; "Developments 
of the Quarter.,"·MEJ, 'S'P'FI'ng-Autumn, 1955, pp. 163-
167, 309-319 passim; 434-445 passim, and Winter, 1956, 
pp. 60-75 passim. 

Egypt's emergence as a leader of the Arab states 

had one other extremely important result. It provided 

a powerful impetus to t~e growing spirit of Pan-Arabism 

that Egypt had been espousing with increasing vigor · 

sine(!· the rise of Nasser. Radio Cairo, the "Voice of 

the Arabs, 11 played on this theme in a growing crescendo. 

Nasser, moreover, provided the Arabs with a hero, a 

leader to light the way to the promised land of Arab 

unity. His success in achieving British withdrawal 

from Suez, his support for Tunisian, Moroccan, and 

Algerian independence, his ott-stated policy of 

- 86 -



2 Mar 56 
Hussein 
dismisses 
Glubb 

6 May 56 
Egyptian
Jordanian 
Military 
accord 
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l . ./ 

destroying Israel, his opposition to the Baghdad Pact-

these and other anti-Western policies all gladdened the 

hearts of Arab nationalists. The challenging figure of 

Nasser, supported by arms and encouragement from the 

Soviet-bloc, seemed to offer the first real chance of 
16 achieving Arab unity in modern times. 

16. Anwar G. Chejne, "Egyptian Attitudes Toward 
Pan-.Arabism, " ~~ Surmner, 1957, pp. 262-267. 

The immediate effect of Egypt's increased stature 

was· seen in Jordan, where anti-Western sentiment 

reached such a peak that on 2 March 1956 King Hussein 

dismissed Lt Gen John Bagot Gl~bb as chief of staff of 

the Jordanian Army. Although Hussein turned down sub

sequent ,overtures from the Egyptian bloc, and insisted 

he would maintain a middle-of-the-road position, it 

was clear that anti-Western elements in Jordan were 

pushing that country steadily towards Egypt. On 

6 May, a joint Egyptian-Jordanian communique announceq 

agreemen~ on plans to coordinate the armed forces of the 

two states, although a unified command was not projected. 

On 21 May, Jordan and Lebanon agreed to coordinate 

defense pians and to unite their forces in the event of 

war. Three days. later, the pro-Egyptian Lt. Col. Ali 

Abu Nuwar, an enemy of General Glubb, ~as named as the 

31 May 56 new commander of the Arab Legion. On 31 May, finally, 
Jordan-Syria 
military Jordan and Syria announced ·conclusion of an agreement 
accord 

21 Apr 56 
· Egypt-saudi
Yemen 
military 

ct 

for the establishment of a permanent .body for military 

consultation and for joint military action in case of 

war. On 21 April, meanwhile, Egypt, Saudi Arabia, and 

Yemen had sig~ed a five-year military alliance. By 

13 June 1956, when the last British soldiers left Egypt, 
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19 Jan 56' 
Sudan joins 
Arab League 

21 Oct 56 
Jordan elects 
anti-West 
party 

25 Oct 56 
Jordan, 
Egypt, Syria 
sign military 
agreement 

29 Oct 56 
Israel 
invades 
Egypt 

all of the Arab states save Iraq and the Sudan (which 

had joined the Arab League on 19 January 1956) were 

linked together by a series of bilateral and trilateral 

military agreements. The link between Iraq and Jordan 

appeared broken or at least greatly weakened, and Iraq, 

tied to the West through the Baghdad Pact, seemed 

isolated from the growing Pan-Arab movement. On 

21 October, Jordanian elections brought an anti-West 

party into power and four days later, on the 25th, 

Jordan, Egypt, and Syria signed an agreement for joint 

military action, under an Egyptian commander, in case 

of war. Not only had the Western-inclined Iraq been 

excluded, but now, for the first time, there appeared 

a good opportunity for united Arab action against 

Israel. 17 

17. "Developments of the Quarter," .tv'IEJ, Spring
Autumn, 1956, pp .. 178-191 passim, 27~l-289--pii'ssim, 
395-415 passim, and Winter, 1957, p. 81. -

Suez and Its Aftermath 

On 29 October 1956, four days after-the signing 

of the Jordanian-Egyptian-Syrian military accord, 

Israeli forces invaded Egypt, the most formidable of 

Israel's enemies. The attackers advanced swiftly 

toward the Suez Canal. During the summer, meanwhile, 

Egypt had continued to receive support from the Soviet 

bloc and, in a move against the West, pad nati'onalized 
18 . 

the Canal. Efforts at settlement had been uneuccess-

· 18. For the background of the Suez Canal crisis, 
see below, the section on Egypt. 

ful, and tensions between Egypt on the one hand and · 
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Britain and France on the other had grown increasingly 

30 Oct 56 severe. On 30 October~ an Anglo-French ultimatum 
Anglo-French 
ultimatum called for a cease-fire and a withdrawal or Egyptian 

and Israeli forces from the Canal Zone. When Israel 

acceded to this~ but Egypt refused, Anglo-French air~ 

31 Oct 56 craft and warships began attacking Egypt on 31 October, 
Anglo-French 
attack Egypt and on 5 November British and French paratroops landed 

15 Nov 56 
UNEF lands 
in Egypt 

in the Cana.l Zone. ~eanwhile, the United Nations had 

called for a cease-fire, and the first contingent of a 

United Nations Emergency Force landed in Egypt on 

15 November to supervise a truce and the withdrawal or 

the invaders. By 22 December, all British and French 

forces had left Egypt, and Israeli forces were gradually 

withdrawn from Sinai during early 1957. 

The significance or the ·Short-lived war in Sinai 

and the Suez Canal area lies not in tactical details, 

but in the overall effect of the conflict on the Arab 

world. Tactically, Egypt suffered a sharp reversal at 

the hands of her attackers, and lost a considerable 

amount of military equipment to the Israelis. Egypt's 

allies, moreover, had not come to her aid by attacking 

Israel, and the only positive anti-Western step by the 

other Arabs had been the sabotaging of oil pipelines 

in Syria. Jordan's new pro-Egyptian government 

announced the country's intention or fulfilling its 

obli~ations upder the military agreement with Egypt 

~nd Syria, but Jordan was hardly in a position to act. 

Since earlier that fall, Iraq and Syria had been 

stationing troops on the Jordanian border, .ready to move 

in and take over should Jordan fall to an Israeli 

attack, or also, in the case of Iraq, should Jordan 
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become a victim of Syrian-Egyptian intrigues. On 

3-4 NOV 56 3 Nov~mber, Iraqi troops moved into Jordan, followed 
Iraqi and 
Syrian by Syrian troops within a day. These units, it was 
Troops enter 
Jordan announced, were to protect Jordan against Israeli 

8 Dec 56 
Iraqi Troops 
leave Jordan 

attack, but in fact the Syrians and Iraqis were busily 

watching each other, to see that neither force moved 

suddenly to take over Jordan. The entrance into Jordan 

of Saudi Arabian troops also complicated the picture. 

On the surface~ then, Nasser and Arab unity appeared 

to have received a setback. 

The actual effects of the events of late 1956, 

however, were somewhat different than a casual observer 

might have been led to believe. Nasser emerged once 

more as the Arab hero agai~st the West. From a seem

ingly hopeless position, he had, with the support of the 

Soviet Union and even the United States, emerged 

triumphant.over his enemies. The Suez Canal was now 

firmly in Egyptian hands, Western forces of imperialism 

had once more been driven from the area, the Israelis 

were back within their borders, and the West no ~onger 

had any choice but to meet Nasser's terms for the use 

of the Canal. The problem of Jordan was effectively 

solved, from Egypt's view, when Iraqi troops withdrew 

on 8 December (Syrian and Saudi Arabian troops remained) 

and the pro-Egyptian·government of Jordan began taking 

steps for an even closer link with the Egyptian

.dominated bloc of Arab states. The position of Egypt-

and, by extension, that of the Arab states allied with 

it--had never been stronger or more promising. The 

recalcitrance of Iraq seemed the only bar now to the 

achievement of complete Arab unity. 19 
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5 Jan 57 
Eisenhower 
Doctrine 

19 Jan 56 
Egypt, Saudi 
Arabia, 
Syria agree 
to aid 
Jordan 

19. "Developments of the Quarter~-." MEJ, Winter
Spring, 1951, pp. 63-89 !assim, 167-18u lassim; 
Henry c. Atyeo, "Egypt S nee the Suez Cr sis," MEA, 
Jun-Jul, 1958, pp. 197-203; Benjamin Shwadran, ~e 
Kingdom of Jordan: To Be or Not To Be," MEA, Aug-Sep, 
19571 pp • 27 4-276 • -

The Middle East in 1957 

During 1957, the turbulent Middle East continued. 

to boil. The situation was highlighted by continued 

Israeli-Arab tensions, gr_owing Soviet i,nterest and 

influence, including arms shipments, in the area, and 

another switch in Jordanian policy, this time away from 

the Egyptian-dominated bloc of Arab states. 

The year opened with President Eisenhower's 

announcement, on 5 January, of the. "Eisenhower Doctrine" 

for the development of economic strength of countries 

in the Middle East and for supplying military assistance 

and cooperat_ion to countries requesting aid "against 

overt armed aggress.ion from any nation controlled by 
1120 . international communism. · The USSR denounced the 

20. Text in New~ Times, 6 Jan 57. 

"Eisenhower Doctrine" as interference in the internal 

affairs of Middle Eastern statei, a criticism echoed 

by Syria, Egypt, and Saudi Arabia. Iraq, with other 

members of the Baghdad Pact, supported the doctrine. 

On 1~ January, in a move bringing.Jordan closer 

into the Egyptian bloc, Egypt, Saudi Arabia, and Syria 

signed an agreement with Jordan under which they would 

supply tha~ country with ~12,500,000 ($35 million) 

annually for ten years, to replace the annual British 

subsidy. This was the ·last .. step before .. final abrogation 
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12 Feb 57 
US-Jordan 
Treaty to be 
abrogated 

10-30 Apr 57 
Jordan 
risis· 

of the Anglo-Jordanian treaty of 1948, negotiations for 

which the pro-Egyptian government of Jordan haq requested 

on the previous 21 December. On 12 February 1957, 

Britain and Jordan agreed to cancel the treaty, terminate 

the subsidy, and evacuate British t·roops and bases from 

Jordan. On the 27th, Jordan joined Egypt, Syria, and 

Saudi Arabia in issuing a joint statement declaring 

their positive neutrality in the cold war~ and on 

1 April, Saudi Arabia paid its shar~b5 million, of the 

first annual subsidy to Jordan. 

Just when it appeared, however, that Jordan was 

safely in the Egyptian camp~ another change took place 

in that little kingdom to completely alter the picture. 

King Hussein had been increasingly at odds with his 

pro-Egyptian premier, Suleiman Nabulsi. On 10 April, 

Hussein dismissed the Nabulsi government, and, on the 

14th and 15th removed other pro-Egyptian leaders in the 

army ,and the government. The new government of Hussein 

Fakhri Khalidi, however, still retained strong pro

Egyptian elements; pro-Egyptian mobs demonstrated in 

Jordanian Palestine and even in Amman; dissidents in 

the Army were prevented from·moving against the king 

only by the action of loyal Bedouin soldiers; and Syria 

reinforced the garrison it had maintained in Jordan 

since the Israeli attack on Egypt the previous fall. 

On the other side of the ledger, the United States 

offered its assistance to Jordan against aggression, and 

Saudi Arabia, surprisingly, took this moment to come to 

Hussein's assistance. On 20 April 1 Saud offered military 

aid, and placed Saudi Arabian troops in Jordan under 

Hussein's command. 
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. Events moved rapidly during the next ten days. 

Continued pro-Egyptian agitation brought about the 

resignation of the Khalidi cabinet on 25 April. The 

king replaced it with a new one, composed entirely of 

his supporters and headed by Ibrahim Hashim. At the 

same time, he imposed martial law, abolished political 

parties, and accused Egypt and international communism 

of supporting a conspiracy to overthrow him. On the 

same day, the United States Sixth Fleet moved into the 

eastern Mediterranean. While Hus.sein and his new 

government proceeded to round up pro-Egyptians, leftists, 

and communists, Syria and Egypt, on the 26th, sent a 

delegation to King Saud to try to dissuade him from his 

new course. Saud, however, was unconvinced and, as if 

to prove it, sent a congratulatory telegram to Hussein 

on the same day. On the 28th, Hussein flew to Riyad 

for talks with Saud and, on the 29th, submitted a 

request to the United States for economic aid. Within 

a few hours, the US granted him $10 million. Within 

another week, Hussein appeared to have the situation in 

'Jordan well in hand. 

The events of April had produced a serious split 

in Arab unity. Jordan appeared once again to be back 

in the Western camp, and Saudi Arabia, for reasons 

unclear, seemed to be splitting away from the Egyptian 

bloc. One may speculate that the SaUdi defection was 

influenced by lang Saud's reliance on Western oil 

contracts and his possible fear that Jordan's troubles 

were a real indication of just how deeply communism had 

penetrated in the Middle East. 

If such was the case, the Soviet Union continued 

to provide Saud with evidence of communist penetration. 
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6 Aug 57 
Sovi~t aid 
promised 
to Syria 

Fall, 1957 
Syrian
Turkish 
Crisis 

On 6 August, a Syrian-USSR communique announced that 

the Soviet Union had promise~ extensive economic and 

military aid to Syria, and less than two weeks later 

a coup placed pro-Soviet officers in control of the 

Syrian army. On 7 September, President Eisenhower 

reaffirmed his intention of carrying out the policies 

of the "Eisenhower Doctrine," with reference to possible 

Syrian aggression. on the 9th, the u.s. began an air

lift of arms to Jordan. Arms shipments from the US 

to Iraq, Lebanon, and Saudi Arabia were also stepped 

up. The Soviet Union did its share to increase 

tensions by accusing the US, on 10 September, of 

planning with Turkey to subvert the government of Syria. 

Two days later, Syria echoed Soviet charges by assert

ing that the US was inciting Turkey to concentrate 

large forces on the Syrian border. As the Soviet Union 

continued to accuse Tu~key of planned aggression against 

Syria, Egypt, on 13 October, announced the dispatch of 

Egyptian troops and tanl<:s to Syria for deployment near 

the Turkish border. A week later, on the 20th, King 

Saud, after talks in Beirut with Lebanese leaders, 

offered to mediate, an offer promptly accepted by 

TUrkey and welcomed by the US, but refused by Syria. 

This proposal interrupted a UN debate on the Syrian 

question, which had been in progress since 18 October. 

The debate was resumed in a few days, but ended with

out decision on 1 November. Tensions continued through 

the end of the year and then died doW-n. 21 

2~. A. G~ Mezerik (ed.), The Middle East: Unifi
cation A42ng Arab States (International Review Service, 
IV, No. , MaY"T958); pp. 31-34. See also the 
chronologies for the periQd in MEJ and MEA. For events 
in Jordan., see,also Shwadran, "Tfie Kingdom of Jordan," 
~, Aug-Sep, 1957, pp. 277-288. 
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1 Feb 58 
Proclamation 
in UAR 

8 Mar ·sa 
Yemen joins 
UAR 

Mergers and Realignments in 1958 

On 1 February the United Arab Republic was pro

claimed in Cairo, creating a union of Syria and Egypt. 

The union was the result of talks that had begun as 

.early as 1956 and which, on 3 September 1957, had 

brought about an Egyptian-Syrian agreement for economic 

union. The unification was quickly ratified. by plebi

scites in both countries on 21 February and the legal. 

establishment of the UAR was announced on 22 February. 

Its first president was Gamal Abdel Nasser. All other 

Arab states were invited to join the new republic, but 

only Yemen, op 2 March, announced its wiliingness to 

become a member. Qn 8 March it signed a federation 

agreement with the UAR, linking it federally but not 
22 

actually placing it within the Egyptian-Syrian union. 

22. At¥eo, "Egypt Since the Suez Crisis," MEA, 
Jun-Jul, 1958, pp. 207-208; M. Perlmann, "Fusion and 
Confusion: Arab Mergers and Realigrunents," MEA, Apr, 
1958, pp. 126-127; Mezeril~ (ed.), The Middle--E'ast, 
p. 35. - --

The creation of the UAR increased Nasser's 

prestige even more, and added to his reputation as the 

leader of Pan-Arabism. In Cairo and Damascus he was 

hailed as the "founder of the Arab Union" and the 

"destroyer of imperialism." Retiring President Quwatli 

of Syria announced his pleasure at handing over the 

reins of government and the mission of achieving Arab 

unity to Nasser, "the young enthusiastic Arab who is 
. 2? 

full of loyalty to the Arab nation." .:J The impact of 

23. ·Quoted in Atyeo, "Egypt Since the suez 
Crisis,"MEA, Jun-Jul, 1958, p. 207. 
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14 Feb 58 
b Feder-
on 

the new union, the establishment or whicp was broadcast 

triumphantly by Radio Cairo to the rest or the Arab 

world, was, in the words or one observer, "immediate 

and galvanizing. 11 The younger generation of Ara~s, 

subject for years to the effect or Egyptian propaganda, 

viewed the UAR as heralding the dawn or Arab unity. 

Pictures or Nasser were seen everywhere, and Jordan, 

Iraq, and Lebanon echoed with prai~e and sympathy for 
24 the UAR and its leader. 

24. Perlmann, 11Fusion and Confusion," MEA, 
Apr 1958, p. 128. · 

The potential threat or the UAR to Iraq and 

Jordan was quickly realized by those countries, and on 

14 February, even before the plebiscites on the estab

lishment or the UAR were held, Iraq and Jordan announced 

their confederation into an Arab Federation, open to 

any other Arab states that wished to Join. The formal 

federation took place officially on 12 May. The Arab 

Federation, under the leadership of King Faisal of 

Iraq, was a step toward the materialization or the old 

scheme of a 11 Greater Syria" championed by Nuri es-Said 

and the late King Abdullah of Jordan. It was, however, 

considerably smaller than had been originally contem

plated.25 

25. Mezerik (ed.), ~Middle East, pp. 35-36. 

The formation or the UAR and the Arab Federation 

made glaringly evident the split in Arab ranks, and 

seemed to write finis, ~t· least for a while, to hopes 

for the achievement of Arab unity. Without some 

drastic change or upheaval, the aspirations of Nasser 
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to unite all or Arabdom under his banner seemed 

frustrated. But there was on ominous note to Nasser's 

public reaction to the formation of the Arab Federation: 
11The false federation • • • established to stand against 

the Syrian-Egypt;ian union,." he asserted, "will be blown 

away by winds like chaff •• Dear brothers, you 

know these people are agents of imperialism, and as 
26 such their power is but a short-lived thing." 

26. Quoted in Atyeo, "Egypt Since the Suez 
Crisis,"~~ Jun-Jul, 1958, ·p. 208. 

While the UAR and the Arab Federation thus stood 

figuratively glaring at each other, Saudi Arabia seemed 

Mar-Apr 58 intent on neutrality. On 1 March1 King Saud stated 
Saudi 
Arabian that he would "co-operate with all Arab states within 

clarations 
of neutrality the committments he [had] already undertaken."27 And 

27. Quoted in "Chronology, 11 ~.. Apr, 1958, 
p. 157 •. Emphasis added. 

on 18 April Saudi Arabia announced that it would join 

neither the UAR nor the Arab Federation, but would 

pursue a policy of "positive neutrality" and avoid 

membership in any foreign pacts that "contradict Arab 

interests."28 Between these two statements, however, 

28. Quoted in "Chronology, 11 ~~ Jun-Jul,, 1958, 
p. 242. 

5 Mar 58 there had occurred two interesting events. On 5 March, 
Nasser accuses 
Saud of Nasser had accused Saud of responsibility for a plot 
assassination 
plot to assassinate him, 29 and on 24 March, King Saud had 
24 Mar 58 
Saud gives 

ewers to 
aisal 29. Mezerik (ed.), !h! Middle~' p. 35. 
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10 May 58 
Start or 
Lebanese 
revolt 

turned over to fi1fi, brother;. Cl"oWn Prince Faisal; "full 

pbwer to lay down the state's internal, external and 

financial policies and ~o supervise impl~mentation or 

these pofic1es. 1130 Then he had departed for a tour 

30. Quoted in 11 Chronology, 11 ~~ May, 1958, 
p. 190. 

abroad, leaving everything in the hands of the reputedly 

pro-Egyptian Faisal. Despite Faisal's 18 April 

declaration or neutrality, there have been a number or 

conferences between Saudi and UAR officials since that 

date, and there is increased speculation about the 

possibility of a federal arrangement between the two 

states. Whether the influence of Western oil con

cessions on Faisal w·ill be less than it apparently had 

been on his brother still remains obscure.31 

31. New York Times, 10 Aug 58, E5:6j Perlman, 
"Fus·ion an'O'Confusion, 11

. MEA, Apr, 1958, p. 130. 

Another Arab state that hoped to remain neutral 

in the UAR-Arab Federation rivalry was Lebanon. on 

?5 March the Lebanese gove~nment declared that it would 

not join the UAR, the Arab Federation, or any other 

group that would limit its "independence, sovereignty 

and freedom. 11 32 But Lebanon was soon to have its own 

32. Quoted in "Chronology,"~~ May, 1958, 
p. 190. 

internal troubles. On 10 May revolt broke out in the 

city of Tripoli and soon spread through much· or the 

country. On 13 May, Lebanese Foreign Minister Malik 

charged that the rebellion was being aided by arms and 
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men from Syri~; artd protested to the UAR about "massive 

interference" in his country*s internal affairs. The 

UAR rejected the protest on 14 May as "unjustifiable," 

and· President Nasser, then in Moscow, received trom 

Soviet Premier Khrushchev, on the 15th, assurances of 

support in uniting the Arab people. Lebanon continued 

to accuse the UAR of assisting the rebels with both 

men and materiel, and, on 22 May, requested an urgent 

meeting or the t.Tnited Nations Securi~y Council to 

consider its charges against the UAR. Security Council 

consideration of the question was postponed when the 

Arab League Council undertook to discuss the charges, 

but that group, meeting early in June, took no action 

11 Jun 58 whatsoever. On 11 June, finally, the Security Council 
UN observers 
sent to adopted a Swedish proposal to establish a UN observers 

ban on 

14.Jul 58 
Iraqi revolt 

15 Jul 58 
US Troops 
landed in 
Lebanon 

team to "ensure" against illegal foreign intervention 

in Lebanon. The team reported on 4 July that there was 

no evidence of any "massive infiltration," but the US 

and Great Britain disputed this report. 

Ten days later, on 14 July, while the Lebanese 

revolt still remained unsettled, a military coup over

threw the royal regime in Iraq. On the 15th, US troops 

landed in Lebanon anq on the 16th British troops entered 

Jordan. On 18 July, in the Security Council, the USSR 

vetoed a US resolution to establish an armed UN 

emergency force to replace American troops in Lebanon.33 

33. New York Times, 27 Jul 58, El:2, 6 Aug 58, 
6:1; "Chronology," MEA, Jun-Jul, 1958:, pp. 239-240. 

In the s~er or 1958, it seemed that the 

pendulum had swung once .again toward the UAR's Presi

dent Nasser. Ir~q, the strongest or his enemie~ among 
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the Arab states, apparently had been knocked from its 

pro-Western alignment, and with its Hashimite king 

and the fie,rce old poli~ician, Nuri es-Said, dead, it 

might s9on fall int~ the orbit of the UAR. Jordan, .. 
deprived of the prop that Iraq had provided, now stood 

supported only by British bayonets. Lebanon and Saudi 

Arabia were still question marks, but they too, it 

seemed, were dependent for their existence on Western 

support. 

The Arab States: Internal Developments 

While the overall themes of Arab unity and dis

unity have dominated r~lationships between the Arab 

states during the period from 1945 to the present, these 

relationships have been greatly affect~d by internal 

ch~nges within almost all of the Arab nations. Some, 

like developments in Egypt, have been more important 

than others, but all have been significant. 

Egypt 

The year 1945 opened in Egypt with a general 

election on 8 January that saw the election or the 

government of the pro-British Ahmed Maher Pasha. The 

election had been boycotted by the Wafd (Nationalist 

Party), however, and the assassination of the new Prime 

Minister on 24 February (just as he was anno~ncing 

Egypt's declaration or war on the Axis) was indicative 

or a new trend toward extremism in Egyptian politics. 

On the left were the Communis~s who, although their 

party w~s illegal, had gained greatly in strength as 

a result or Soviet victories during World War II. On 

the extreme right stood the powerful Moslem Brotherhood. 

These groups, and the ward, provided a continuing 
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opposition to the Saadist party, which, in coalition 

with other minority parties, dominated most of Egypt's 

governments through 1949. The first Saadist Prime 

Minister after Ahmed Maher's death was Mahmud Fahmi 

Nokrashi Pasha, who remained in office for most or the 

time un~il the end of 1948 •. 

In.its attempt to maintain order, the Saad1st 

government moved first against the Communists. In 

Jul 46 July, 1946, after a serie~ of strikes and demonstrations, 
Saadist Govt 
moves against and again in October and November or that year, the 
Communists 

8 Dec 48 
Moslem· 
Brotherhood 
outlawed 

government rounded up large numbers of C.om.munists. A 

trial of twenty Communist leaders began in January, 

1947, ana most or them were given jail sentences. 

It was not until the end or 1948, however, that 

the Government move~ against the Moslem Brotherhood. 

Late in the year a series of terrorist acts by the 

Brotherhood culminated in the assassination of Cairo's 

chief or police, and on 8 December the Brotherhood was 

outlawed. In reprisal, on the 28th, a student member 

of the Brotherhood assas·sinated Prime Minister Nokrashi 

Pasha, but six wee1cs later, on 12 February 1949, the 

leader of the Brotherhood was himself assassinated. 

King Farouk now stepped in with an appeal for national 

unity, and asked the Wafd to enter the government, 

though not to lead it. In return for acceptance of 

certain conditions, the. Wafd entered a coalition cabinet 

in July 1949. This lasted only until November, when 

it was replaced by a caretaker government, in prepara-

Jan 50 tion for the January, 1950 elections. These elections 
ward victory 
in elections gave the·wafd a resounding victory, interpreted as a 

rebuke to the Saadists for their inept handling of the 
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Palestine War of 1948. The Wafd victory ended five 

years of government by minorities. By June, 1950, with 

Mustafa an-Nahas Pasha as Prime Minister, the Wafd had 

fir.m control of the entire government. 

During these years of internal uneasiness, Egypt's 

relations with Great Britain had been deteriorating. 

Determined to revise the Anglo-Egyptian treaty of 1936, 

Egypt had two special grievances: the continued presence 

of British troops in Egypt, and the problem or the 

Sudan. On 23 September 1945, the Egyptian Government 

demanded that the treaty be terminated (thus removing 

British troops) and that the Sudan be transferred to 

full Egyptian control (under the principle of the 

"Unity of the Nile Valley"), ending the Anglo-Egyptian 

condominium. 

On 9 May 1946, in the face of growing anti-British 

agitation, Great Britain announced its willingness to 

withdraw forces from Egypt. Anglo-Egyptian negotiations 

were carried on during the summer, and in October Prime 

Minister Sidki Pasha and Foreign Secreta~ Ernest Bevin 

formulated a draft agreement on outstanding problems. 

Under this agreement, British troops would be withdrawn 

from Egypt by September 1949. A joint policy for the 

Sudan called for continuation of the condominium, 

"within the framework of the unity between the Sudan 

and Egypt under the conunon Crown of Egypt, 11 in 

preparation for Sudanese self-government. The phrase 

concerning the "common Crown or Egypt," however, aroused 

Sudanese resentment, and, when this was followed by 

Anglo-Egyptian disagreement over interpretation or the 

entire paragraph on the Sudan,- negotiations were broken 

orr entirely in January 1947. 
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On 8 July 1947, Egypt asked the UN Security Council 

to order total and immediate evacuation of British 

troops from Egypt and the Sudan, and asked for unifi-. 

cation of· Egypt and the Sudan. The British replied 

that the matter should not be considered by the UN, 

since the 1936: treaty was still valid, and there was no 

threat to international peace. Since neither Egypt nor. 

Great Britain was able to arouse sufficient support in 

the UN, the matter was allowed to die without action. 

The British, meanwhile, anxious to show their con

formance with the 1936 treaty, had evacuated their 

troops from Upper Egypt and the Nile Delta, leaving 

only forces in the Suez Canal area. 

The Palestine War of 1948 replaced the Anglo-
; 

Egyptian dispute as a major theme in that year. On 

15 May 48 15 May, Egyptian and other· Arab armies entered Pales-
Egyptian 
troops enter tine, and fighting continued until early 1949. This 
Palestine 

15 Nov 48 
Sudanese 
election 

24 Feb 49 
Armistice 
with Israel 

served to heighten nationalist feelings in Egypt, while 

at the same time, because of Egyptian military setbacks, 

increased discontent with King Faroul{. Although the 

British warned Israel against any invasion of Egypt 

proper, Qreat Britain at the same time refused to 

supply Egypt arms from the British Canal base, an 

action which Egyptians regarded as a breach of the 1936 

treaty (even though they were simultaneously contending 

that this treaty had outlived its purpose). On 15 July, 

also, the·British introduced governmental reforms in 

the Sudan, over the protests of Egypt, and on 15 November 

elections for a Legislative Assembly in the Sudan 

resulted in a majority for the anti-EgyPtian Inde

pendence Front. By 24 February 1949, when Egypt signed 

an armistice agreement with Israel, Anglo-Egyptian 
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antagonisms had heightened considerably. They were 

helped to remain bitter by Egyptian restrictions on 

Suez Canal traffic, imposed in an attempt to blockade 

Israel. 

The return of the Wafd government in 1950 resulted 

in a reopening of the negotiations for Anglo-Egyptian 

treaty revision. At the same time~ an Egyptian 

declaration of neutrality on 21 July 1950 in regard to 

the Korean War was seen in some quarters as an indication 

that British acceptance of Egyptian d~mands was to be 

the price for Egyptian support of the west in the Cold 

War •. Negotiations dragged on in 1950 and 1951 without 

any satisfactory conclusion. On 26 August 1951, the 

fifteenth anniversary of the Anglo-Egyptian Treaty, 

rioting broke out in Cairo as a result of the Iranian 

oil crisis, then at its height. This rioting culminated 

in attacks on both the British and American embassies, 

and it seemed clear that extremist elements in Egypt 

.were weakening the Wafd control of the government and 

would soon dictate a complete break with England. 

15 Oct 51 On 15 October 1951, Egypt rejected a bid to join 
Egypt rejects 
Middle East a Middle East Command proposed by the British, French, 
Command 

27 Oct 51 
Egypt 
abrogates 
1936 treaty 
with UK 

Americans and Turks. Twelve days later, as anti-British 

rioting increased in Egypt and the Wafdist government 

sought to please extremist elements, Egypt formally 

abrogated the 1936 treaty with Great Britain. The 

Egyptian government also called for the reunion of the 

Sudan with Egypt, and proclaimed Farouk "King of Egypt 

and the Sudan"--an action which the Sudanese Legislative 

Assembly promptly rejected. The British reply to the 

Egyptian step was a statement that unilateral denunci

ation of the 1936 treaty was illegal, and a move to 
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23 Jul 52 
Coup d'etat 
against 
Farouk 

26 Jul 52 
Farouk 
abdicates 

reinforce British troops in the Canal Zone. Anti

British riots continued, and clashes occurred almost 

every day between Br~tish forces and Egyptian rioters, 

guerrillas, and, later, even police. On 18 January 

1952 a British cruiser fired on Port Said, and two days 

later Briti.sh troops entered Ismailia. Violence con

tinued, climaxing in great riots in Cairo on 26 January, 

finally suppressed by the Army, and the fall of the 

Egyptian government the next day. 

The riots of 26 January 1952 came at the end of 

a prolonged period of unrest and opposition to.the 

Egyptian government. This was a result of Egyptian 

failures in the Palestine war, the corruption of the 

Wafd government and, especially, of the monarchy under 

King Farouk, and a growing anti-Western feeling throt~h

out the country. A national front government formed on 

28 January eased internal as well as Anglo-Egyptian 

tensions some\'lhat, and this was continued under a 

successor _government formed early in March and another 

formed at the end of June. Continued interference by 

the King, however, in the running of the government 

led to a coup d'etat. on 23 July by young army leaders 

who were convinced that the monarchy was the main 

obstacle to reform. 

The military junta, calling itself the Council of 

the Revolution, was headed by General Mohammed Naguib. 

It hoped to establish a reform government and support 

it from behind the scenes. On 24 July, Ali Mahir Pasha 

became Prime Minister in a civilian government, and two 

days later Naguib forced Farouk to abdicate. Ali Pasha's 

attempts at political reforms were unsuccessful, however, 
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7 Sep 52 
Naguib 
Prime 
Minister 

Jun 53 
Egypt a 
Republic 

25 Feb 54 
·Nasser Prime 
Minister 

and evoked considerable opposition, and on 7 September 

Naguib himself became prime minister. A Regency Council, 

established to replace Farouk after the king's 

abdication, was dissolved on lL~ October, and a rubber

stamp regent appointed, who could be more easily 

controlled by the Council of the Revolution. Naguib 

continued with political and economic reforms, and made 

some progress. ·In December, however, he formally 

abolished the Constitution, and in January, 1953, 

dissolved all political parties and announced a three

year transitional period before the restoration of 

parliamentary government. In June, the Council of the 

Revolution proclaimed a republic, with Naguib as both 

President and Prime Minister. 

Under the new government, Colonel Gamal Abdel 

Nasser, now the dominant figure in the Revolutionary 

Council, bec&ne deputy premier. In the period that 

followed, there was increasing conflict be~ween the 

conservative Naguib and the more radically-minded 

members of the Council led by Nasser. This came to a 

head on 25 February 1954 when Naguib was overthrown and 

Nasser became prime minister, with the post of president 

being left open. In the face of popular opposition, 

however, Naguib was restored as president two days later, 

8 Mar 54 and as prime minister on 8 March. But Nasser did not 
Naguib 
restored give up easily. In another coup on 18 April he replaced 

18 Apr 54 Naguib as prime minister again, and on 14 November also 
Nasser again 
Prime replaced him as president. By the end of 1954, Nasser's 
Minister 

dictatorship over Egypt was fir.mly established, and 

could boast of growing popular support. 

During the two years since the disturbances of 

January 1952, considerable steps had been taken toward 
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the resolution or Anglo-Egyptian difficulties. The 

expulsion of Farouk allowed Egypt's claim. of a Joint 

monarchy of Egypt and the Sudan to be dropped, and 

negotiations with the Sudanese were eased by the_ ra.ct 

that Naguib was himself half-Sudanese, and was highly 

12 Feb 53 regarded in the Sudan. On 12 February 1953, an Anglo-
UK and Egypt 
agree on Egyptian agreement was signed providing for the ending 
Sudan 

19 Oct 54 
They also 
agree on 
Suez 

3 Jun 56 
t UK 

troops 
leave 
Egypt 

of the condominium and giving the Sudanese the ultimate 

choice or independence or union with Egypt. An agree-

ment on Suez was signed on 19 Octobe~ 1954, providing 

for the withdrawal or British troops from Egypt within 

twenty months--although giving Great Britain the right 

to reoccupy its for.mer Suez base in the event of an 

attac~ on any Arab League state or Turkey--and trans

ferring the Suez Canal Base to Egypt. The last British 

troops left on 13 June 1956. 

Under Nasser, Egypt began to assert her importance 

in world affairs, and especially as a ~eader in the 

cause of Arab unity.34- On 19 June 19561 Nasser ended 

34. See the section on relations between the 
Arab states. 

the martial law that had existed in Egypt since 1952, 

23 Jun 56 Four days later a new Egyptian constitution that pro-
Egyptian . 
Constitution vided for a strong presidency was almost unanimously 

accepted in a national election. On 7 July, Nasser 

was elected President for a six-year term by an equally 

strong vote. Secure in his position at home then, 

Nasser was ready for the first major international 

crisis or his career. 

In December 1955 the United States and Great Britain 

had extended offers of financial aid for tne building 
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of a High Dam at Aswan that would greatly increase 

irrigation in Egypt, and thus ease many of the problems 

arising from the large growth in Egyptian population. 

19 Jul 56 On 19, 20, and 23 July 1956, the US, Great Britain, and 
us withdraws 
offer on Dam the World Bank withdrew their offers to finance the dam. 

26 Jul 56 
Egypt nation
alizes Suez 
canal 

16 Aug 56 
London 
Conference 
on Canal 

9 Sep 56 
Nasser 

. rejects 
Canal plan 

Aside from a general statement by the Soviet ambassador 

in Cairo, there was no compensating Soviet move. 

Nasser's response was to nationalize the Suez Canal on 

26 July. In turn, Great Britain on 28 July and the US 

on 31 July froze Egyptian assets in the two countries. 

dn 16 August, an international conference met in London 

to consider the situation. Although Egypt refused to 

attend, there was general concurrence among the ei~lteen 

participating nations in a plan for the interna~ion

alization of the Canal, based.on a plan offered by 

Secretary of State Dulles. 

The pl~n evolved at the London conference was 

submitted to President Nasser, who turned it down on 

9 September with the statement that it was intended to 

take the Canal out of E~tian hands. Three days later, 

Prime Minister Eden announced the formation of an 

. organization to enable the users of the Canal "to 

exercise their rights." On 15 September, most of the 

foreign pilots left Egyp~, and the movement of ships 

was left to the direction of Egyptian pilots. The 

Suez Canal Users Association was formed at a second 

19-21 Sep 56 London conference, 19-21 September, and sixteen nations 
SCUA formed 

ultimately joined it. On 13 October, an Anglo-French 

resolution in the UN Security Council that requested 

approval of SCUA and urged Egypti~ cooperation was 

vetoed by the USSR. 
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29 Oct 56 The invasion of Egypt by Israel on 29 October 1956 
Israel invades 
Egypt gave Great Britain and ~ranee the opportunity to move 

in on the Canal. After Egyptian refusal of an Anglo-

31 Oct 56 French ultimatum, on 31 October British and French air-
UK and 
France enters craft and warships began bombarding Egypt, and on 
conflict 

5 November Anglo-French forces landed in the Canal Zone. 

The consequent uN-supervised cease-fire and evacuation 

from Egypt of British, French, and Israeli troops left 

the Egyptians in complete control of the Canal. Nasser 

had weathered a stor,m that at first had threatened his 

destruction, and he now stood in a much stronger position 

than ever before.35 

35. For the effects of the Suez crisis, see above, 
the section on relations between Arab states. 

Nasser was far more successful in his foreign 

policy than in.solving Egypt's internal policies. 

Egypt is still a dictatorship, with only a single party 

and a government completely in the grasp of Nasser. 

The freedoms of the press, assembly, speech, worship, 

and private ownership of property--all guaranteed under 

the new Egyptian constitution--are exercised only at 

Nasser's discretion. The Communist Party is still 

illegal in Egypt, and Nasser has made a great show· of 

putting down the Communists. In fact, hQwever, powerful 

factions of the Communist Party provide welcome support 

for the Nasser government, and, Nasser to the contrary; 

Radio Cairo and the controlled Egyptian press use 

glowing adjectives to describe the Communist paradise 

within the Soviet bloc. 

In economic affairs, Egypt is still a poor 

· country, and greatly in need of funds. Egyptian farmers 
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still live in poverty, and even. the building of the 

Aswan Dam will not provide enough irrigation to support 

the country's growing population. Land refo~, 

enthusiastically championed by Nasser, has proven a 

hoax,·and the amount of land redistribution carried out 

and still planned is very small indeed. Some industry 

is projected, but Egypt lacks capital, skilled labor, 

sufficient power resources, and an adequate internal 

market. 

Egypt's problems at home have been hidden to the 

casual observer by the excesses or Nasser's foreign 

p.olicy. Whether a dangerous foreign policy can offset 

a weak internal situation is a matter for speculation. 
36 Egypt's latest venture into the.UAR does not seem 

36. See above, the section on relations between 
Arab states. 

to offer any initial internal benefits to the country. 

But if it leads·to further Arab unity and increased 

Egyptian prestige and strength, it may, ultimately, pro

vide the funds and resources needed for a resurrection 

of the Egyptian economy. It seems doubtful, however, 

that the long-touted political refo~s or the Egyptian 

revolution will come to light under the regime or 

Nasser.~7 

37. Lenczowski, The Middle East, pp. 326-337; 
The Middle East (RIIA)~p. 189-2~he Middle East, 
1957, pp. 87-iol; Walter z. Laqueur, NaSser's Efttt 
TtOndon: Weidenfled and Nicolson, 1956); Mekki as, 
The Sudan Question: The Disaute over ~ AFi£o-EgJ~tian 
~domrnium, 1884-19'5T'""(ton on: l'ra."De'r and a e:r, 52), 
Pt. III; Paul-r::-Hanna, "The Anglo-Egyptian Negotiations, 
1950-1952, 11 MEA, Aug-Sep, 1952, pp. 213-233; Marcel. 
Colombe, 11Eg¥,Pt From the Fall of Farouk to the February 
1954 Crisis,' MEA, Jun-Ju1 1954, pp. 185-192; Atyeo, 
"Egypt Since tne-suez Crisis," MEA, Jun-Ju1 1958, 
pp. 197-208. See also the chronologies in~ and ~· 
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Nov 53 
Sudanese 
election 
won by pro
Egyptian 
NUP 

\ . ............ 

The Sudan 

The problem of the Sudan has, of course, been linked 

closely with the whole question of Egypt and Anglo

Egyptian relations. The fall of the Farouk regime in 

1952 opened the way to a solution of this problem. The 

Anglo-Egyptian agreement of 12 February 1953, made. 

possible by the disappearance of the Egyptian monarchy, 

meant that for the Sudan independence was not far orr. 

The agreement of February 1953 provided for a 

transitional period of not more than three years, during 

which time the Condo~nium Administration was to be 

liquidated. At the end of this period, the Sudanese 

were to determine their future status: independence or 

union with Egypt·. During this transitional period, 

there would be a Sudanese goyernment, although the 

Condominium Administration would appoint a Governor 

General, whose position approximated that of a consti

tutional monarch. The Governor General was to be 

assisted by an international commission, with a Pakistani 

chairman, and representatives of the Sudan, Great Britain, 

and Egypt. 

In November 1953, Sudanese elections were held 

under the supervision of an international Electoral 

Commission (three $udanese, and one member each from the 

US, UK, and Egypt, under an Indian chairman). These 

elections brought victory to the pro-Egyptian Nati~nal 

Unionist Party (NUP), and Ismail Al Azhari became prime 

minister in January 1954. The election had been marked 

by Egyptian interference and considerable emotional 

heat. The ceremonial opening of Parliament, planned 

for 1 March 1954, had to be postponed when the arrival 

of Egyptian President Naguib touched off a huge riot. 
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~9 Dec 55 
Sudanese 
declare 
republic 

Despite the victory of the NUP, the opposition 

party, the Umnah, remained strong, and was in the fore

front of opposition to any union with Egypt~ The anti

Egyptian riots or 1 March 1954 were indicative of the 

strength of independence sentiments within the Sudan. 

partly as a result or this opposition, partly because 

or the overthrow of half-Sudanese Egyptian General 

Naguib by Nasser, partly because of Nasser's persecution 

of the Moslem Brotherhood, and partly because the 

loosening of the British hold on the Sudan had removed 

the need for Egyptian support, Prime Minister Al Azhari 

began to move steadily but cautio'usly toward a policy 

favoring independence. In December 1954, he began to 

oust from his government those NUP ministers who were 

most adamant in their stand for union with Egypt. As 

friction with Egypt grew in the following months-

negotiations over the Nile waters broke down in April, 

1955--Al Azhari came out openly for independence, and 

increased his attempts to eliminate opposition to this 

policy. 

On 19 December 1955, the Sudanese parliament, side

stepping Anglo-Egyptian plans for a plebiscite and other 

protracted procedures, declared the Sudan an independent 

republic. Britain and Egypt had no choice but to 

accept this fait accompli. The Governor General 

resigned, and British and Egyptian garrisons that had 

begun withdrawing on 15 November 1955 hastened their 

exodus. On 1 January 1956, British and Egyptian flags 

were ceremoniously lowered, and the Republic of the 

Sudan was formally established. 

During the first years of its existence, the 

Sudanese Government has been mainly concerned with its 
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reco~nition abroad and its participation in international 

conferences. On 19 January 1956, Sudan joined the Arab 

League, and in November was admitt.ed to full membership 

in the United Nations. On 4 July 1956, a vote of no 

confidence defeated Prime. Minister Al Azhari, and a new 

government was formed by the Umnah party, with Sayed 

Abdullah Khalil as Prime Minister. On 21 May 1957, 

Foreign Minister Mahjub stated in Parliament that the 

Sudan would not enter into any military pacts, nor into 

a defensive alliance with any other Arab nation, and 

that the country intended to follow a policy of positive 

neutrality. The inability of Egypt and the Sudan to 

reach agreement on a formula for the revision of the 

Nile Waters Agreement of 1929 has left that problem 

unsolved, and has helped to maintain Egyptian-Sudanese 

frictions.38 

38. The Middle East, 1957, pp. 293-294; Peter M. 
Holt, "Sudanese NationaiTsm--anG Self-Determination," 
MEJ, Summer, Autumn, 1956, pp. 239-247, 368-378, passim. 
See also chronologies in MEJ and MEA. 

Saudi-Arabia 

Another country with important links with Egypt 

is Saudi Arabia. That state has sided with Egypt in 

most of the splits in the Arab world, although for a 

while in 1957 it appeared that Saudi Arabia might pull 

free of its ties with Egypt. Recent events, however, 

seem to indicate that Saudi Arabia is once more back in 

the Egyptian camp. 

Saudi Arabia since 1945 has presented toe curious 

picture of a country fluctuating between the Egyptian

led movement f'or Arab unity, and friendship with the 
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West through ties with the· United States. Neutral in 

World War II, Ibn Saud was nevertheless friendly and 

helpful to the Allies, and in 1945 his talks with 

President Roosevelt and Prime Minister Churchill led 

to his declaration of war on Germany on 1 March 1945. 

At the same·time, his outspoken opposition to Zionism, 

and his position as a charter member of the Arab League, 

put him in the position of' opposing the West on the 

Palestine issue. 

Saudi Arabia was linked to the Unit~d. States by 

economic and military considerations, the major one being, 

from Saud's point of view, the complete dependence of 

his state finances on the royalties received from 

ARAMCO. The spectacular development of Saudi Arabian 

oil resources has made that country one of the two 

largest producers of' oil in the Middle East. Commercial 

production, begun only in 1945, had by 1950 reached the 

impressive figure of 25 million tons, and is still 

increasing as new fields are opened and production 

mounts. The extent of Saud's dependence on oil revenues 

was indicated clearly in 1948 when he resisted Arab 

League proposals to suspend forei~n oil concessions, 

a move that \v-as probably the most powerful political 

weapon the Arabs possessed. The Saudi Arabian force 

sent to fight in Palestine, also, was only a token one. 

During World War II, when oil investments in Saudi 

Arabia were curtailed, King Saud received financial 

aid from Great Britain and the United States in the form 

of loans and lend~lease. In 1946, the Export-Import 

Bank granted Saudi Arabia a $10 million loan. The same 

year, the $40 million Dhahran air base was completed, 

and gave the United States a major military link with 
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18 Jun 51 
us-saudi 
defense 
agreement 

Oct 52 
UK-Saud1 
agreement 
on Buraim1 

Saudi Arabia. ln the spring of 1951, the US extended 

Point Four technical ai~ to Saudi Arabia and on 18 June 

1951 a us-saudi defense agreement was signed. This 

extended the US lease on Dhahran, enabled Saudi Arabia 

to buy military equipment in the us, ·and provided for 

military training of the Saudi Arabian army by US 

instructors. 

American aid and, especially, the income frqm oil 

revenues has enabled Saudi Arabia to embark on large 

programs for the improvement of the country. These 

have emphasized technical advances rather than attempt

ing to raise the extremely low rate of literacy among 

Saudi Arabians. Technological progress has introduced 

certain social problems to the country, with the develop

ment of a class of industrial and white-collar workers. 

Increased prosperity and contacts with the outside world 

through foreign technicians stationed in Saudi Arabia 

have also had their effect. While the government clings 

to the old traditions, it would not be surprising if 

progress and prosperity did not eventually force some 

changes in the absolute monarchy of Saudi Arabia. 

Saudi Arabian relations l'lith Great Britain, similar 

to those with the United States, have been marred in 

recent yea>;s by a dispute over the ownership of terri:

tory around Burai~i, on the frontier between Saudi 

Arabia and Oman. An agreement in October 1952 was 

disturbed by Saudi complaints in March and September 

1953, and in July 1954 the matter was submitted to 

arbitration. Arbitration failed, however, and in 

Oct 54 October 1954 British forces reoccupied the Bura1mi oasis 
UK reoccupies 
Buraimi despi~e protests by Saudi Arabia and the Arab League. 

The· problem is still unsolved, although further con

versations were initiated in the spring of 1956. 
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9 Jul 53 
Death of 
Ibn Saud 

-.j 

On 9 July 1953, King Saud died and was succeeded 

by his son, Crown Prince Saud. Under the new king, 

Saudi Arabia continued to play a grol'ling role in 

relations between Arab states. 39 During 1957, Saudi 

39. For this role, see above, the section on 
relations between the Arab states. 

Arabia ~ppeared to be splitting away from the Egyptian

led bloc, but in the sUmmer of 1958 the country appears 

to be sliding back into its former position along side 

24 Mar 58 of Egypt. On 24 March 1958, King Saud turned over to 
Crown Prince 
Faisal gains his brother, Crown Prince Faisal, complete control of 
control 

the country•s affairs, and then left for a tour abroad. 

Reputedly pro-Egyptian, Faisal has clearly been working 

with Egypt's Nasser for a rapprochement between the two 

states. On 17 August 1958, after a conference between 

the two in Cairo, Faisal stated that 11previous differ

ences" between them had been cleared up, and, in a 

communique issued on the 18th, the two heads of state 

reaffirmed the "brotherhood and friendship" between 

Saudi Arabia and the United Arab Republic. 40 

40. The Middle East, 1957, p. 27; Lenczowski, 
The Middle East, pp. ~35o;-The Middle East (RIIA), 
pp. 89-99; ~. Twitchell, SaU'aT Arabia TI!cred.; 
Princeton University Press, !9531, pp. 178~212; New 
York Times, 10 Aug 58, E5:6, 19 Aug 58 8:4; Perlman 
"'Fii'Sion and Confusion, u MEA, April, 1958, p. 130. See 
also chr·onologies in ~ and ~· 

The Other States of the Arabian Peninsula 

Grouped around Saudi Arabia in a huge semicircle, 

and blocking that nation from the Arabian Sea and 

Persian Gulf, are a series of small states or princi

palities. Beginning with Yemen, at the southwest tip 
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Apr 46 
US-Yemen 
treaty 

\ .i ...._, 

of the Arabian peninsula~ and moving counter-clockwise, 

they are the Aden Protectorate, Muscat and Oman (a 

single state despite the dual name), and the Persian 

Gulf principalities or sheikdoms of the Trucial States, 

Qatar, Bahrain, and Kuwait. 

Yemen at the end of World War II began to emerge - . 

from its traditional isolation and seek ties with the 

outside world. It was a charter member of the Arap 

League, and entered the United Nations in August 1947. 

In April 1946 the first US diplomatic mission to Yemen 

concluded a treaty of commerce and friendship, which 

led to the establishment of regular diplomatic relations 

on 11 May. On 24 May 1947, the US and Yemen signed an 

agreement grant~ng Yemen credit up to $1 million for 

the purchase of US surplus property. 

In February 1948, the aged Imam Yahya was murdered 

in an attempted coup d'etat. This led to a brief civil 

war in which his eldest son, Seif el-Islam Ahmed, was 

successful in recapturing the throne. This change 

helped to furthe.r Yemen's willingness to move into the 

arena or world affairs.41 

41. For Yemen's participation in inter-Arab 
relations, see the section on relations between the 
Arab states. 

In January 1951, British, American, and French 

technical aid was· brought into Yemen to assist in the 

development of the country. During 1953, agreements 

were made with German and Italian firms for the develop

ment of Yemen's minerai resources~ including oil, coal, 

and iron. In 1955, an oil and mineral concession was 

granted to an American firm. There has been litt~e 
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8 Mar 58 
UAR-Yemen 
federation 
agreement 

\ ' .._,. 

industrial development in Yemen, and the country still 

seems mainly dependent on agriculture. 

In April 1955 an attempted coup d'etat against 

the Imam Ahmed was defeated, but it apparently had 

some influence on Amned's decision to establish a formal 

cabinet in August of that year. Dur~ng 1956 diplomatic 

relations were established with the U$SR~ Czechoslovakia, 

and East Germany. 

At the end of 1953, Yemen, with the support of 

other Arab states, began pressing before the United 

Nations its claims to territor1es in the Aden Pro

tectorate, and throughout the summer of 1954, and again 

in 1955~ there were numerous frontier incidents. In 

March 1956, also, Yemen protested against the grant by 

Great Britain of an oil concession on the Red Sea island 

of Kamaran (just off the northern part of Yemen's 

coast), which Yemen claimed. The frontier dispute con

tinued, with frontier incidents in 1956 and.l957. 

British-Yemeni negotiations have so far been unsuccess

ful in attempts to settle the issue. Yemen signed a 

federation agreement with the UAR on 8 March 1958, which 

will doubtless tend to increase her unwillingness to 

back down on the question. 42 

42. The Middle East, 1957, pp. 27-28; Lenczowski, 
The Middle~st, pp. 15!=3~e Middle East (RIIA), 
pp. 1o3-110:--g'ee also chronologies In MEJ and MEA. 

~ Protectorate, which includes the colony and 

port of Aden, is controlled by the British, and still 

consists of small, independent states linked by pro

tective treaties with Great Britain. There has been 
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a movement toward some form or federation, but so far 

no concrete steps have been taken to implement this. 43 

43. The Middle East, 1957, pp. 48-50; The.Middle 
~ (RIIA-y;-pp. iio-no. - -

Muscat and Oman is an independent sultanate. Ita 

traditional association with Great Britain was con

firmed in 1951 by the conclusion or a new Treaty or 

Commerce and Navigation between the two countries. 

There is some oil in Muscat and Oman, though none has 

been discovered in commercial quantity. The likelihood 

of oil deposits led to the dispute with Saudi Arabia 

over the Buraimi oasis, as yet unsettled.44 

44. Discussed above, under Saudi Arabia. The 
Middle East, 1957, p. 38; ~Middle~ (RIIA)--,-
PP• 91,~, 137; 

The Trucial States, on the southern shore or the 

entrance to the Persian Gulf, are also under British 

protection. Foreign relations and relations between 

the seven sheik~oms are administered by Great Britain. 

There is some oil, though not of commercial importance, 

and the principal local industries are stfll pearling 

and fishing.. The area will only become one of inter

national importance if Petroleum Development (Trucial 

Coast), Ltd., which holds the oil concession, can make 

a successful strike. So far it has not. 45 

45. The Middle East, 1957, p. l~7; The Middle 
~ {RIIA-r;-p. 134. - - -

Qatar has the same relationship with Great Britain 

as the Trucial States. It is differentiated from them, 

however, by the presence or oil in large quantities 
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within its borders. The land border of Qatar with 

Saudi Arabia has never been actually fixed, and as more. 

oil is discovered, may develop into something of a 

problem. 

Qatar's oil development dates back only a few years, 

under what is now known as the. Qatar Petroleum Company, 

and did not begin to amount to much until after Worl~ 

War I±. Oil production rose rapidly between 1947 and 

1950, apd since that time has more than doubled. The 

great income from oil production has enabled the sheik 

of Qatar, with British advice, to embark on a major 

development program for his country, which hitherto had 

been extremely primitive. Since 1949 major steps have 

been taken to modernize the country and improve living 

conditions.46 

46. The Middle East, 1957, p. 45; The Middle 
East (RIIA~pp. 132-133T Benjamin Shwadran, The Middle 
!ai&, Oil and the Great Powers (New York: Praeger, 1955); 
pp:-397=3'9'9';SI'i'lRupert Hay, "The Impact of the Oil 
Industry on the Persian Gulf Shaykhdoms," MEJ, Autwnn, 
1955, pp. 368-370; Herbert J. Liebesny, "AOiii'Inistration 
and Legal Development in Arabia: The Persian Gulf 
Principalities," MEJ, Winter, l956,.pp• 40-41. 

Bahrain, a group of· islands in the Persian Gulf off 

the coast of Saudi Arabia, is another British protector

ate. It has large oil resources, and it was here that 

the first development 'or oil ip this area was begun 

with its discovery by the Bahrain Petroleum Company in 

1932. Large-scale production began in 1936 and, with 

the exception.of the war years, when it fell slightly, 

has risen slowly since that time. As elsewhere in the 

Middle East, the oil revenues have enabled Bahrain to 

make many internal improvements, and have raised the 
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standard of living and resulted in other developments. 

·There has been some demand for social reform--a general 

strike was called in late 1954 for this purpose--and 

there is room for improvement, but no drastic changes 

are foreseen. 47 

47. Shwadran, The Middle East, Oil and the Great 
Powers, pp. 370-383;--miy, "The Impact-or Ule' m -
Industry on the Persian Gulf' Shaykhdoms," MEJ, .Autumn, 
1955, pp. 362-365; Lie.besny, "AdministratiO'iland Legal 
Development in Arabia," MEJ, Wfnter, 1956, pp. '37-39; 
~ ~liddle East (RIIA), pp. 130-132. 

Kuwait possesses what is perhaps the largest oil 

field in the f'.1iddle East, if not in the world. The 

country, another British protectorate, is the fourth 

largest oil-producing state in the world, with a d~ily 

yield in 1953 of about a million barrels. Since 1946, 

when oil was first exported, under the auspices of the 

Kuwait Oil Company, production has risen steadily, and 

the country has enjoyed an unprecedented boom based 

entirely on its oil revenues. Not only is current pro

duction high, but the estimated oil reserves are con

stantly being revised upwards. 

The sheikdom of' Kuwait is small in population and 

territory, and it has the unique "neutral zones" to its 

west and south. These areas, created in 1922, were the 

only means of solving contesting claims by rival tribes 

for territories in the areas where Kuwait, Saudi Arabia, 

and Iraq come together. Oil rights in the southern of 

these two "neutral zones" have been divid~d between 

Kuwait and Saudi Arabia. As in other ·count~ies, oil 

revenues have permitted internal development. Kuwait, 

with British advice, has established higher standards 
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of health, education, sanitation, and general welfare 
48 than any of the other Persian Gulf principalities. 

48. Shwadran, The Middle East, Oil and the Great 
Powers, pp. 384-397;""1ra'y, "The Impact'Ol" tne mr
Industry on the Persian Gulf Shaykdoms, 11 MEJ, Autumn, 
1955, pp. 365-368; The Middle East (RIIA)-;--'Pp. 121-132 
passim; ~Middle East, 1221,-p:-42 

Iraq 

World War II had brought Iraq more closely in 

contact·with .the Western world than ever before. As a 

result of these and prior Western contaGts, Iraq emerged 

with a higher degree of technological development and, 

among the better educated, a greater number of more 

politically-sophisticated Iraqis than before. These 

Iraqis were now eager and willing to take the reins of 

government in their own hands, rather then leave them 

to the professional politicians or army officers. The 

public in general grew restless under the rule of the 

landed aristocracy, and demanded democractic reforms. 

As these influences began to permeate Iraqi 

politics, the country saw for the first time the organi

zation of true political parties in the Western sense 

of the word, ~ith differing social and economic aims. 

These parties, however, were kept under tight control 

by the government. The political situation was somewhat 

chaotic, with cabinets succeeding each other at a fast 

rate between 1945 and 1948. Communist organizers began 

to appear in many villages, agitating for land and social 

reforms. 

Iraq's internal developmept had its effect on 

Iraqi foreign policy, which was dominated by the problem 
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29 Mar 46 
Turco-Iraqi 
Treaty of 
Friendship 

26 oct 46 
UK announces 
troop 
withdrawal 

16 Jan 48 
Treaty of 
Portsmouth 
signed 

of Anglo-Iraqi relations. Iraq was one of the charter 

members of the Arab League in 1945, and in 1946, follow

ing a similar move by Egypt, Prime Minister Tewfik 

es-Suweidi asked Great· Britain for a revision of the 

treaty of 1930, in order to remove those remnants of 

Briti$h control still manifest in the country. Iraq 

did not, however, display such ·strong anti-British 

sentiments as were evident in Egypt. This may probably 

be attributed to the potential threat of the Soviet 

Union, and the tendency of the Hashimite monarchy to 

favor British-Arab understanding. Indicative of Iraq's 

willingness to remain on close terms with non-Arab 

states was the Turco-Iraqi treaty of friendship, con

cluded on 29 March 1946, which, among other things, 

called for joint control over the waters of the upper 

Tigris and Euphrates. The danger of Sov!et subversive 

activities in Iraq was stressed in January 1947, when 

a number or leading Iraqi Communists were arrested and 

tried. On 26 october of that year, Great Britain 

announced the withdrawal of British troops, other than 

two RAF detachments,from Iraq, and subsequent.ne~oti

ations for treaty revision were successfully concluded 

with the signing of the Treaty of Portsmouth*on 

16 January 1948. The treaty gave Great Britain the 

right to send troops to Iraq in the event of war or the 

imminence of war, but, in return, Britain surrendered 

her right to occupy air bases in Iraq. Also, the Iraqi 

army would be trained and equipped by the British. 

While ratification or the Treaty of Portsmouth 

seemed· a safe assumption, news of its signing was greeted 

in Baghdad with gr~at riots. The Palestine question 

had aroused strong sentiments in Iraq, ~d the treaty 
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21 Jan 48 
Iraq refuses 
to ratify 
Treaty of 
Portsmouth 

had been signed just after the United Nations Ge~eral 

Assembly had recommended partition of that area between 

Jews and Arabs. So strong, therefore, was the ~nti

Western feeling in Iraq, that, on 21 January, Iraq 

announced that the treaty could not be ratified since 

it failed to "realize the national aims" or the country. 

The Iraqi cabinet.was forced to resign, and the prime 

minister barely escaped assassination. Anti-British 

sentiments remained strong throughout Iraq's partici

pation in the Palestine War of 1948.49 

49. For the Palestine War, and Iraq's relation
ship in general with other Arab states, see above, the 
section on relations petween the Arab states. 

It was not long, however, before. Iraqi ·leaders 

realized that a revision of the 1930 treaty would still 

have to be made. Despite anti-British feelings, to 

denounce the treaty unilaterally was unthinkable, for 

Iraq badly needed Western ai.d. The expense of the 

Palestine War, bad harvests, the considerable loss of 

revenue growing out of the closure of the oil pipeline 

to Haifa, and the general unrest throughout the country 

were problems for the solution of which the British 

would have to be cultivated. The Iraqi Government soon 

stopped all official talk of an anti-British nature. 

The first result of this was a British loan, in 1949, 

for irrigation and other public works. Anti-British 

politicians gradually dropped out of the Cabinet, and 

for most or the period from January 1949 until the 

summer of 1952 the pro-British Nuri es-Said headed the 

Iraqi Government. 
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The period from late 1950 through mid-1952, when 

Nuri headed the government without interruption, was 

one or political stability unprecedented in modern 

Iraqi history. Nuri ruled with an iron hand, and his 

cabinet had perhaps the longes·t existence since the 

establishment or the Iraqi Government after World War I. 

Not only did he enforce order and stabj.lity, but he made 

possible the establishment of a Development Board, charged 

with car~ing out projects for irrigation, construction, 

and other economic plans, in cQoperation with United 

States aid programs. He also brought about the signing 

or an important agreement on Iraqi oil, a revision of 

the so-called "Red L1ne 11 agreement of 1928, that 

res~lted in increasing oil production and revenues for 

Iraq. 

The development of +raqi oil, beginning in 1925 

with the granting of the first oil concession, had made 

considerable progress. After World War II, most of the 

oil concessions in the country were held by the Iraq 

Petroleum Company (IPC), and associated firms. From 

1945, production increased, more pipelines were built, 

and, in 1951, Iraq achieved the long-held aim of the 

·establishment of major refineries on Iraqi ~erritory. 

The Iraqis, however, were dissatisfied with the size 

or their royalties, the numbers of their nationals in 

the higher posi tj,ons of. oil producti·on operations, and 

the lack of training facilities for Iraqis. Many felt, 

moreover, that the foreign oil companies were not as 

interested in expanding Iraq oil production as they were 

in production in other countries. 

On 11 November 1950, Iraq announced that IPC had 

agreed to raise oil royalties. This, in turn, led to 
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an agreement between Saudi Arabia and Aramco in early 

1951 which replaced the Saudi royalty agreement with a 

50-50 profit sharing arrangement. Agitation in Iran, 

at the same time, led to the nationalization or that 

country's oil industry ~n April 1951. These develop

ments provided impetus for further Iraqi demands, and, 

two weeks after the Iranian nationalization move, 

Premier Nuri threatened the oil companies with loss or 

their concessions if they did not provide Iraq with an 

arrangement similar to the one concluded in Saudi Arabia. 

Negotiations for a new oil agreement began 

immediately. On 13 August 1951 it was .announced that 

IPC and its subsidiaries had reached agreement With the 

Iraq Government, and on 3 February 1952 the new accord 

was signed. This arrangement gave Iraq a 50-50 share 

of profits.(before foreign taxes) on Iraq oil. The 

oil companies also agreed to increase production, to 

assist in the development of Iraqi refineries, and to 

help train Iraqis for specialized positions in the oil 

industry. The 1952 oil agreement resulted in greatly 

increased production, and, or course, a tremendous 

rise in the oil il)come of the Iraqi Government. This 

led, in turn, to internal developments and improvements 

in Iraq, although no~ to ·the extent possible. It also, 

in combination with the rise or Western influences in 

Iraq, fostered social discontent, and inc~eased dis

satisfaction with the dominant role or the Iraqi land

owning class ip the administration of the country. 

Political tensions and popular unrest in Iraq in 

1952 the summer of 1952, highlighted by demands for electoral 
Fall of Nur1 
Government reforms, brought about the fall or the Nur1 Government 

and resulted in rioting that was only halted by the 
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2 May 53 
Faisal II 
K;1ng 

Arnw and the establishment of martial law·. A temporary 

government was established late in the year under the 

leadership of General Nur ad-Din, the Chief of Starr. 

His cabinet dissolved all political parties, but gave 

in to the demand for single-stage elections. When 

elections ·were held in January, 1953, however, most of 

the former opposition parties boycotted them and., as a 

result, Nuri's party won a large majority. 

On 2 May 1953, young King Faisal II formally 

ascended the throne. In the latter half or the year, 

martial law was gradually ended, press censorship was 

halted, and political parties were permitted to resume 

their activities. Unrest still continued throughout 

the country, however, and large bodies of public opinion 

were clearly. dissatisfied with th~ continue_d rule of 

the landed aristocracy and its alleged alliance with 

Western imperialists • 

. During 1954, the Iraqi Government moved closer to 

the West. On 25 April, it was announced in Baghdad that 

US military aid would be given to Iraq. General unrest 

and dissatisfaction continued., ·meanwhile;, and opposition 

to ties with the West was especially evident. Elections 

on 9 J~e, held under tight restrictions that insured 

a victory for Nuri 1 s party, nevertheless showed a strong 

and growing opposition. The opposition called for 

abrogation or the Anglo-Iraqi treaty, for a rejection 

or other "imperialist" alliances and of US military 

assistance, and for a broad program of land reform. 

Accordingly, when Nuri formed his government, he moved 

to eliminate opposition and unrest. On 22 September, 

he announced the dissolution of all parties, including 
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4 Feb 55 
New Turco
Iraqi 
Treaty 

4 Apr 55 
UK-Iraqi 
Treaty 

·.._.,· 

his own, on the ground that political parties had been 

responsible for violence and street riots. On 

16 November, about 300 newspapers were closed and tight 

controls placed on those remaining. At the same time, 

with the help or troops, Nuri was mercilessly restoring 

order throughout the country. · From this time until the 

summer of 1958, Iraq continued to be held under tight 

controls. 

Secure in his control of Iraq, and satisfied the 

anti-Western elements were being held in check, Nuri, 

in late 195~ initiated talks that led, ultimately, to 
. 50 

the formation of the Baghdad Pact. The Turco-Iraqi 

50. For the Baghdad Pact, see above, the section 
on relations between the Arab states. 

treaty of 24 February 1955 opened the way for Great 

Britain to agree to terminate tne Anglo-Iraqi t~eaty. 

On 4 April 1955, Great Britain signed a treaty with 

Iraq that brought the British into the Baghdad Pact and 

~nded the treaty of 1930. Under this new accord, Great 

Britain agreed to surrender her last remaining air 

bases in Iraq. 

Iraq's role in the organization and development 

or the Baghdad Pact increased the gro1dng schism between 

that· country and Egypt. During 1955 and 1956, Egypt 

and Syria aimed a growing amount of propaganda at Iraq, 

in an att.empt to incite dissident elements within Iraq 

to overthrow the government arid detach the country from 

the Baghdaq Pact. 

The Suez crisis and Israel's invasion of Egypt at 

Nov-Dec 56 the end or 1956 raised mor~ problems within Iraq. 
Anti .. western 
Riots Violent anti-Western rioting, the worst in nine years, 
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1 Dec 56 
Parliament 
suspended; 
martial law 

14 Feb 58 
Arab Feder
ation formed 

broke out in many areas in November and Decembe~, and 

~as even supported by mutinies in the Army. Nuri was 

hard put to restore order. On 1 December 1956, King 

Faisal suspended Parliament and further tightened 

restrictions on Iraqis by decreeing martial law through

out the oountry. Opposition to the "anti-Arab" policies 

of the government increased, neverth~less, and Iraq's 

continued adherence to the Baghdad Pact was a particular 

target of criticism. 

During 1957 and 1958,. Iraq was increasingly restive 

under the tight controls imposed by the government. 

Nuri es-Said, either in office or exerting power from 

behind the scenes, became more and more an object of 

hate. The flames of dissent were fanned by increased 

Egyptian and Syrian propaganda efforts. These efforts 

served to point up the growing tensions between Iraq 

and the Egyptian-Syrian axis. During the Suez crisis 

at the end of 1956, both Iraq and Syria had sent troops 

into neighboring Jordan, ostensibly to defend that 

country against Israel, but actually to prevent any 

move by the other to take over Jordan. Iraqi fortunes 

were graced in April, 1957, when Jordan's King Hussein 

moved vigorously to free his country of Egyptian 

influences, and to re-establish the close association 

formally existing between Jordan and ·Iraq. 

The strengthening of Iraqi-Jordanian ties 

heightened the split in the Arab world and led, in

directly, to the Iraqi revolt of July, 1958. On 

1 February 1958, Egypt and Syria announced the formation 

of the United Arab Republic. Almost as if acting on 

cue, on 14 February Iraq and Jordan announced the 

creation of an Arab Federation of the two countries. 

- 129 .. 

t~_ .. __ _ 

·,..·· 

'·t ··. 



14 Jul 58 
·Military 

coup d'etat; 
Republic 
proclaimed 

The vigorous, frustrated opposition within Iraq stirred 

even more restlessly now. Not only were Iraqi oil 

revenues not ~eing spent to the extent possible on the 

improvement of the lot of Iraqis, but now, it appeared, 

they would go: to strengthen the shaky Kingdom of 

Jordan. Jordan, moreover, was the child of Western 

imperialism, arid federation with Jordan was convincing 

proof that, despite opposition within Iraq, Nuri was 

determined to maintain an unswerving course alongside 

the West. Thus, to the already strong flame of violent 

anti-Nuri feelings in Iraq was added still more fuel. 

Radio Cairo also did its best to stir up trouble. 

Increasingly it urged Iraqi dissidents to revolt and 

rid Iraq of the hated symbols of the West. On 8 May, 

the Iraqi. Government sent Egypt a strong note of protest, 

which was subsequently rejected and which probably had 

no effect whatsoever. 

On 14 July, finally, the growing dissension in 

Iraq, continuously encouraged by UAR propaganda, reached 

a climax. On tha~ day, a military coup overthrew the 

Iraqi goverrunent. Nuri es-Said, King Faisal, and Crown 

Prince Abdul Illah were killed, and a r~public was 

proclaimed.5l 

51. The Middle East (RIIA), pp •. 266-292 passim; 
The Middle~st, 1957, pp. 161-163; Lenczowski, The 
Mrad!e ~ast, pp. ~230; Shwadran, The Middle East, 
oii and~ Great Powers, chaps. IX-x;-Stephen Hemsley 
Eongrigg, §rq, 1900 to 1950 {London• oxford University 
frees, 195 , chap •. xr-rra0 (New Haven: Human Relations 
Area Files Johns Hopkins niversity, Subcontractor's 
Monograph HRAF-58 J. Hop.-2], 1956), pp. 27-31, 316-326, 
an~ passim; Coral Bell, Survet of International Affairs, 
1954 (London: Oxford Universl yPress [it!IA], 195'7), 
pp. 207-212; Richard P. Stebbins, The United States in 
World Affairs, 1956 (New York: Hari)er·and Brothers -
[council on·Foreign Relations]

4 
1957), pp. 383~384; · 

S. Yin'am, "Iraqi Politics--19 8-1952," !1§!., Dec, 1952, 
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22 Mar L~6 
New Anglo
Jordanian 
Treaty 

:il Jan 47 
Turco
Jordanian 
Treaty 

14 Apr 47 
Iraqi
Jordanian 
Alliance 

pp. 349-359; Gabriel Baer, "The Agrarian Problem in 
Iraq," MEA, Dec, 1952, pp. 381-391; "can Iraq Reply?'~ 
The Economist, .March 29, 1958, pp. 1110-1111; Malcolm N. 
Quint, "Iraq: A New Class in the Making," The Relorter, 
Aug.·7, 1958, pp. 15-17. See also chronologies n 
~and~· 

Jordan 

The end of World War II brought with it the inde

pendence or what was then called Transjordan. On 

22 March 1946 a new Anglo-Jordanian treaty replaced the 

agreement of 192·8 under which Transjordan had been 

governed by the British. The 1946 treaty established 

an independent Transjordan, with Abdullah as king, under 

the close direction of Great Britain,·which agreed to 

accept responsibility for·Jordan's defense. Although 

Transjordan was thus ostensibly independent, its ties 

with Britain were still strong, the l<:ingdom was 

dependent on British aid and defense, and the country 

was, in many ways, still a British base in the Middle 

East •. This continued link with Great Britain was 

unpopular with many Jordanians, as it was with several 

ot the members of the Arab League, of which Transjordan 

was a charter membe;r.52 Nevertheless, Jordanian ties 

52. For Jordanian participation in the Arab 
League, and Jordan's role in the Arab \t'lOrld in general, 
see above, tqe section on relations between the Arab 
states. 

with the West were underscored by a pact of friendship 

concluded with Turkey on 11 January 19!~7 and a treaty 

or alliance signed with Iraq on 14 April or that year. 

By March, 1948, pressures within Transjordan for 

revision of the Anglo-Jordanian treaty, and the fact 

that Great Britain t..ras negotiating for treaty revision 
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15 Mar 48 
New Anglo
Jordanian 
Treaty 

20 Oct 47 
First 
elections 

with both Egypt and Iraq, led to the signing of a new 

treaty on the 15~h of that month. The new agreement 

reduced British military prerogatives in Transjordan, 

but gave Britain the right to maintain two air bases 

within the country, and.established an Anglo-Trans

jordanian Joint Defense Board. Transjordan still, 

however, looked to Great Britain for economic aid. 

Meanwhile, on 20 October 1947, Transjordan had 

held its first parliamentary elections •. The government 

party won handily, but opposition was not well organized 

and the election was not firmly contested. Consequently, 
( 

opposition to the King's pro-Britlsh policy, and his 

preoccl,lpation with plans for a "Greater Syria" to the 

exclusion of social problems in Transjordan, was not 

clearly evident in the results of the election. The 

new Cabinet, responsible to Abdullah.rather than to 

Parliament, seemed .to indicate a united nation, but 

appearances were not entirely in accord with actuality. 

Abdullah's Palestine policy ·and his plan for a 

"Greater Syria 11 brought him into continuing conflict 

\'lith Egypt and Egyptian supporters among the other 

15 May 48 Arab states.53 On 15 May 1948, Transjordanian troops 
Jordanian 
troops enter 
Palestine 

13 Dec 48 
Trans jordan 
approves 
union with 
Arab Pales
tine 

53. Discussed above, in the section on relations 
between the Arab states. 

entered Palestine, intent as much on territorial 

aggrandizement as on preventing Israeli gains. This 

was underlined on 1 December, when pro-Jordanian Arabs 

in Palestine proclaimed Abdullah 11 King of Palestine," 

and on 13 December, when the Transjordanian Parliament 

approved a future union of Arab Palestine and Trans

jordan. Abdullah's representatives signed ·an armistice 
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3 Apr 49 agreement with Israel on 3 April 1949 and, on 3 June, 
Armistice 
with Israel it was formally announced that Transjordan had 'become 

3 Jun 49 "The Hashimite ·Kingdom of Jordan." Represent~tives of 
Hashimite 
Kingdom of Arab Pales~ine were taken into the Jordanian Cabinet. 
Jordan estab-
lished In April, 1950, elections were held, on both sides of 

the river, for a new· and greatly enlarged House of 

Representatives. The new·Parliament, on 24 April, 

promptly voted for the official incorporation of Jordan

ian-held Palestine into Jorqan. 

For Jordan, the results of the Palestine War were 

paradoxical. On the one hand, the incorporation of a 

large part of Palestine into Jordan had enlarged 

Abdullah's kingdom--more than doubling its population-

and had _taken him a step closer to his dream of estab

lishing a "Greater Syria." On the other hand, this 

very incorporation had increased Abdullah's problems. 

The loss of markets in Israeli Palestine and of an out

let to the Mediterranean was economically crippling, 

and it was much in Jordan's interest to make a perma

nent peace with Israel. Yet the very presence of 

Palestinian Arabs in the Jordanian Government, and of 

large numbers of Arab refugees in Jordan, raised 

obstacles to any permanent settlement with Israel that 

would seem to confirm the status quo in Palestine. 

Moreover, in Jordanian Palestine were to be found large 

numbers of Arabs who opposed the union with Jordan, and 

who longed for an independent Arab Palestine. These 

Arabs were a potential fifth column for Egypt, Saudi 

Arabia, and to some extent Syria. An increase of the 

British subsidy to the Arab Legion--from ~2 million 

to b3.5 million--in March, 1949, and the extension of 
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US Po~nt Four aid two years later, were of some help 

in alleviating Jordan's economic problems, but did 

nothing to ease the growing political problems in that 

country. 

The 1950 Jordanian elections, which had brought 

large numbers of Palestinian Arabs into the Jordanian 

government, opened the way for continuous criticism of 

Abdullah's policies. His failure to do more for the 

Palestinian refugees, his "Greater Syria'~ ideas, his 

supposed pro-Israeli propensities, and the reputed power 

of the Englishman Glubb Pasha (Chief of Staff of the 

Arab Legion) all were targets for attack •. In September 

1950, Abdullah imposed press censorship and, .the follow

ing month, reconstructed the Cabinet to include more of 

his supporters. But, with apparent confidence in the 

strength of these supporters, he permitted a strong 

opposition party to exist. The opposition party proved 

so powerful, howeve~, that in March 1951 he closed its 

newspaper, which had been strongly critical of him. 

During the spring of 1951, the new budget proposed by 

Abdullah was the target of more criticism, and in May, 

finally, he dissolved parliament, and announced that new 

elections would be held in August. In an apparent 

attempt to quiet opposition, he promised that after the 

elections the cons·ti tution would be amended to make the 

Cabinet responsible to Parliament rather than to the 

King. 

Abdullah, unfortunately, did ·not live to see the 

20 Jul 51 elections. On 20 July.l951, he was shot to death in 
Abdullah 
assassinated Jerusalem by pro-Egyptian Palestine Arabs, almost 

certainly incited to their deed by the activities of 
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5 Sep 51 
Talal· 
King 

''-.._,/ 

the former Mufti of Jerusalem and others who had been 

agitating for Abdullah's overthrow. The King's death 

did not solve any of Jordan's problems, and, indeed, 

served only to weaken the country. 

For more than a month, Jordan was $plit over the 

problem of a successor to Abdullah. Both of Abdullah's 

sons wanted the.throne and it was not until 5 September 

that the anti-British Prince Talal was proclaimed King. 

Talal agreed to constitutional reform proposed by the 

8 Jan 52 new government elected that August, and on 8 January 
New 
Constitution 1952 approved a new constitution that made the Cabinet 

responsible to Parliament rather than the King. Talal 

also began a program of improving Jordan's relations 

with the Egyptian bloc of Arab states, dropping the idea 

of a "Greater Syria," and moving gradually away from 

.British and Iraqi influences. Jordan's signing of the 

16 Feb 52 Arab League Collective Security Pact on 16 February 
Jordan signs 
Arab League 1952 underlined the shift in national policy. 
Collective 
Security Pact Talal had been on the throne of Jordan less than a 

11 Aug 52 
Talal 
replaced by 
Hussein 

year when he was so incapacitated by illness that, .in 

an extraordinary session of the Jordanian Parliament on 

11 August 1952, he was dethroned and his son Hussein 

declared king. A regency council governed the country 

until 2 May 1953, when Hussein ascended the throne on 

his eighteenth birthday. Talal's short reign had con

siderably weakened the·British position in Jordan. 

Moreover, the change in the constitution that he had 

approved greatly strengthened the role of Parliament-

and the position of the pro-Egyptian Palestinian Arabs 

in the Jordanian Parliament was becoming increasingly 

stronger~ 
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During the regency that preceded Hussein's accession 

to the throne, an effort had been made to initiate a 

program for the improvement of the standard of living 

within Jordan. The projected program was to include 

irrigation projects and other schemes for which Jordan 

needed foreign capital, and in the spring of 1953 loans 

were arranged with Great Britain and with the UN Relief 

and Works Agency for Palestine Refugees. The financial 

arrangements were unsuccessfully opposed by ~nti-Western 

elements in Jordan who called for reliance on Arab states 

rather ~han the West. Anti-Westernism was growing 

stronger1 and on 21 October 1953 rioters in Amman smashed 

windows in the US Information Service building and 

demonstrated before the American Point Four offices. 

Young King Hussein was apparently trying to steer 

a middle course between Iraq and the Egyptian bloc of 

Arab states. While maintaining friendly ties with Iraq, 

he also made friendly overtures to King Saud. During 

1954, however, it seemed that popular sentiment was 

growing stronger in favor of a rapprochement with the 

Egyptian bloc. The Jordanian budget approved in March, 

1954, included a large British subsidy, but a month 

later the premier was forced to resign, reportedly 

because of his cooperation with the British. On 13 June, 

a visit of King Saud to Amman was the signal for anti

British and anti-American demonstrations, and the grow

ing prestige of Egypt in the Arab world was reflected 

in continued popular anti-Western sentiment in Jordan. 

On 5 September, at the conclusion of a visit by Egyptian 

Minister of State Salah Salim, it was announced that 

Egypt and Jordan had reached agreement on foreign policy 

and on military cooperation among the Arab countries. 
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The anti-\'lestern' riots or June had led to the 

dissolution of Parliament, and when elections were held 

on 16 October the opposition parties withdrew, charging 

that the government was interfering in the elections. 

Riots again took place in Amman, directed at the USIS 

library, spread to other cities, and continued for 

several days before they were finally put down by the 

Arab Legion. 

On 7 November 1954, Jordan announced that it 

desired a revision in the Anglo-Jordanian treaty of 

1948. Negotiations took place in London in December, 

but f~iled, apparently because of British insistence 

that Jordan participate in arrangements for a Western

sponsored Middle East defense organization then under 

development. All that resulted from the talks was 

another financial agreement, under which Great Britain 

extended to Jordan a large grant and an even larger 

interest-free loan. 

The formation of the Baghdad Pact in 1955
54 

left 

54. Discussed above, in the section on relations 
between the Arab states. 

Jordan in the middle, between the Egyptian bloc of Arab 

states and pro-Western Iraq. Throughout the year, both 

sides exerted pressure on Jordan, and finally, in 

November, Jordan declared that it would join neither 

the Baghdad Pact nor the Egyp~ian-Syrian-Saudi Arabian 

military alliance. There was also continued pressure 

inside Jordan for a revision of the Anglo-Jordanian 

treaty, and the Jordanian Government again raised the 

question with the British. Early in December, Great 
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Britain, pointing to the Anglo-Iraqi treaty concluded 

that April, 55 offered to supply the Arab Legion with 

55. See above, the s~bsection on Iraq. 

jet planes and heavy arms in return for Jordan's agree

ment to join the Baghdad Pact. While it appears that 

the Jordanian Government at first decided to accept this 

offer, a split in the Cabinet soon developed, and several 

members resign~d. The government fell on 14 December. 

A new one was quickly formed, but when sharp anti-Baghdad 

Pact demonstrations broke out in western Jordanian cities 

on the 16th, the new Premier, a strong advocate of the 

Pact, was forced to postpone negotiations. Anti-Western 

rioting continued with increasing intensity, and Parlia

ment was dissolved preparatory to an election which 

would determine Jordan's decision on the Baghdad Pact. 

As rioting finally stopped on 21 December, the 

election campaign began in earnest. Those instrumental 

in setting off the anti-Western riots formed a National 

Committee to oppose pro-Pact ~nfluences. The Committee 

called for the end to British influence and the ouster 

of General Glubb; Jordan's entrance into the Egyptian

Saudi Arabian-Syrian military alliance; and no peace 

with Israel except on Arab terms. This well organized 

campaign was backed by the powerful voice of Radio Cairo. 

26 Dec 55 On 26 December, moreover, Egypt, Syria, and Sa~di Arabia 
Egypt, Syria, 
and Saudi announced that they were ready to provide Jordan with 
Arabia offer 
to replace financial aid in place of that being received from 
UK subsidy 

Great Britain. The British replied with an offer to 

increase their subsidy. 
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2 Mar 56 
Glubb Pasha 
dismissed 

As 1956 began, the King and his advisers apparently 

realized that the ·anti-Western group might well win the 

projected elections. Suddenly it was discovered that 

the Klng 1 s dissolution of Parliament had not been in 

accordance with all legal technicalities, and that, 

consequently, the old Parliament was still i.p existence. 

With this, violent anti-Western rioting broke out on 

7 January, and the Jordanian government again fell. A 

new one, formed on the 9th, announced that Jordan would 

not join the Baghdad Pact~ and imposed a nationwide 

curfew. On 10 January, Jordan charged that Egyptian 

and saudi Arabian broadcasts had helped to instigate 

the latest wave of violence. Foreign observers in 

Jordan generally agreed that the r~oting had been insti

gated ~Y Egyptian propaganda, Saudi Arabian gold, 

Communist activities, and Arab nationalism. 

The situation in Jordan in early 1956 was high

lighted by two important facts: Egyptian-led pressure 

. had prevented that country from joining the Baghdad Pact, 

and the Egyptian bloc had offered to replace the British 

subsidy. To save face among Arab nationalists, King 

Hussein had to prove that he was free of British influ

ence. · On 2 March, he announced the dismissal of General 

Glubb and ~wo other top-ranking British officers. He 

informed the British Government that Jordan intended to 

respect its treaty obligations, and that he hoped friendly 

relations would continue between the two countries. The 

British, although naturally upset, hoped that ~ven with

out Glubb they might exercise control of the Arab Legion 

through their financial aid. On 23 March, Great Britain 

announced it would spend about ~10 million in support 

of Jordan's armed forces and in economic aid in Fiscal 

Year 1957. 
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6 May 56 
Egypto
Jordanian 
agreement to 
coordinate 
armed forces 

Hussein's dismissal of' Glubb had the desiped effect 

of winning the approval of the Arab world. The step 

was hailed as a victory for neutralist elements and a 

defeat r.or Britain and Iraq. But rather than quieting 

anti-Western agitation, the dismissal only provoked new 

pressure for Jordan to sever her last ties with the 

British--the financial subsidy and the treaty of alliance. 

During the remainder of 1956, Jordan came increas

ingly under the influence of the Egyptian bloc. Hussein 

tried, but could not resist this pressure. On 9 April, 

he visited Damascus, and in a joint communique with 

Syrian authorities declared the intention of the· two 

countries to remain free of foreign pacts, coordinate 

their defense plans, and repulse anti-Arab aggression. 

Less than a month later, on 6 May, Egypt and Jordan 

announced that they had agreed to coordinate the 

activities of their armed forces. On the 24th, Lt Col 

Ali Abu Nuwar, a leader of anti-·western elements, was 

made commander of the Arab Legion. A week later, after 

a visit by Syrian President Quwatli, a joint communique 

announced the establishment of a permanent Syrian

Jordanian military consultation board for joint action· 

in case or war. 

In late June, at the request of his Prime Minister, 

who complained of growing opposition to the cabinet, 

Hussein dissolved Parliament. Elections were scheduled 

!'or October. Before they were held, however, came 

Nasser's startling nationalization of the suez Canal. 

The·prestige of the West in the Arab world fell to a new 

21 Oct 56 low, and when the Jordanian elections were held on 21 
Nabulsi wins 
electionj October, the anti-Western party of Suleiman Nabulsi won 
·becomes Prime 
Minister the largest bloc of' votes, and Nabulsi became Prime 

Minister. 
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25 O.ct 56 
Military 
agreement 
with Egypt 
and Syria 

Meanwhile~ Jordanian-Israeli relations had 

deteriorated during 1956. A series of frontier incidents 

beginning in July lasted well into autumn. On 7 July, 

Jordanian army commander Ali Abu Nuwar warned toe 

British that they must come to Jordan's aid in case of 

an Israeli attack, or else face abrogation of the Anglo

Jordanian treaty. At the same time, he announced that 

Iraqi and Syrian troops would assist Jordan if necessary. 

On 15 october, an Iraqi-Jordanian announcement declared 

that Iraqi troops were to be stationed. on Jordan's 

border, ready to come to the aid of Jordan. Israel•s 

Prime Minister Ben Gurian, despite warnings from the 

British, promptly announced that his government reserved 

freedom of action if Iraqi troops took over Jordan. On 

the next day, the 16th, Syria announced that its troops 

were ready to move into Jordan in case of need. Both 

Syria and Iraq, then, were ready to race in and take 

over the country should Hussein's regime collapse. 

The elections that took place on 21 October seemed 

to give Syria the lead. Four days after Nabulsi formed 

his government, Jordan, Egypt, and Syria signed a m~li

tary agreement placing their forces under an Egyptian 

commander in case of war. Hussein's struggle to main

tain Jordan's neutrality had ended, and the country 

seemed securely i~ the Egyptian camp. 

Israel attacked Egypt on 29 October. Iraqi troops 

entered Jordan on 3 November, and Syrian forces the 

next day. Although Jordan announced that its obligations 

under the pact with Egypt and Syria would be fulfilled, 

the country was hardly in a position to do anything 

until the situation vis ~ ~ Syria and Iraq could be 
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settled. At the end of November, Prime Minister Nabulsi 

announced that Jordan was determined. to abrogate its 

treaty with Great Britain, that abrogation would take 

place as soon as Egypt, Syria, and Saudi Arabia ful

filled their offer of financial aid, and that Jordan 

was working toward establishing diplomatic relations 

with the USSR. On 8 December, Iraqi troops were with

drawn from Jordan at the request of the Jordanian Govern

ment; Syrian forces, and Saudi Arabian troops, which had 

also entered Jordan, were not requested to ·leave. The 

Nabulsi government pursued a pro~sser policy, insti

tuting a purge of pro-Western officials. On 17 December 

a two-hour general strike in .Amman protested Nuri 

es-Said 1 s policy of suppressing opposition elements in 

Iraq. Four days later, Jordan requested immediate 

negotiations on the future of Anglo-Jordanian alliance. 

~he year 1957 ope~ed ausp.icious1y for the fortunes 

19 Jan 57 of the Egyptian bloc. On 19 January, Egypt, Saudi 
Egypt, Saudi 
Arabia, Syria Arabia, and Syria signed an agreement with Jordan to· 
agree to 
supply supply that country with bE12,500,000 ($35 million) 
subsidy 

12 Feb 57 
UK agrees 
to cancel-· 
lation of 
treaty with 
Jordan 

a.nnually for ten years, to replace the British subsidy. 

The way was now open for ending the Anglo-J~rdanian 

treaty. On 12 February, after a week of negotiations 

in Amman, Britain agreed to cancel the treaty, end its 

subsidy, and evacuate British troops and bases from 

Jordan. The subsidy would be cancelled as of 1 March, with 

a possible final extension to 1 April. 

Meanwhile, despite Jordan's apparent break with 

the West, King Hussein had been working to prevent his 

·coun~ry .from becoming an Egyptian sate11i te. On 17 

January 1957, Jordan asked the US for a guarantee of 

$30 mi~lion a ye~r in economic aid with no strings 
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10 Apr 57 
Hussein 
removes 
Nabulsi 

attached, a revision of the agreement under which the 

US aid program had been operating since early 1951. 

During February, Hussein twice publicly warned P~ime 

Minister Nabuls_i against the dangers of Communist 

infiltration, and, as relations between the two grew 

strained, it was reported at the end of the month· that 

the king was in danger of assassination. 

On 3 April, Nabulsi announced that his government 

had definitely decided to establish diplomatic relations 

with the USSR. The next day he declared that Jordan 

would accept Soviet aid if offered, but not American 

as.sistance. He asserted that the US had threatened to 

withhold aid unless Jordan severed its ties with Egypt. 

On 10 April, finally, Hussein asked for the 

resignation of the Nabulsi government. Within the next 

few days he also .removed other pro-Egyptian leaders,· 

including General Nuwar, from the army and the govern

ment. But he v1as not able to establish a new govern

ment completely free of pro-Egyptian elements, and the 

Cabinet of the new Prime Minister, Hussein Fakhri 

Khalidi, included Nabulsi as foreign minister. More

over, there were-pro-Egyptian riots in Jordanian Pales

tine and in Amman, and only the quick action of loyal 

Bedouin soldiers prevented dissidents in the Army, as 

well as pro-Egyptian mobs, from taking action against 

the king. To further darken the picture, Syria increased 

the size of her garrison in Jordan. 

While Hussein was struggling to maintain control, 

President Eisenhower, on 17 April, declared that the US 

would assist Jordan if that country should become the 

victim of aggression. And a few days later came a 
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20 Apr 57 
Saud gives 
support to 
Hussein 

25 Apr 57 
Hussein 
removes 
Khalidi 
Cabinet 

surprise front Saudi Arabia. At the end of January, 

King Saud had visited Washington, where the US-Saudi 

Arabian agreement. on the Dhahran airfield had been 

renewed, and where, apparently, Saud's need for con

tinued cooperation with the US was stressed to him. On 

20 April, he offered military aid to Jordan, and placed 

Saudi Arabian forces in Jordan tmder Hussein's command. 

Despite the fact that the Khalidi Cabinet had not 

demonstrated that it intended to act any differently 

than had the Nabulsi Cabinet, leftist elements in 

Jordan were determined to end Khalidi 1 s government. On 

24 April demonstrators in Amman demanded the Cabinet's 

resignation. The same day, President Eisenhower issued 

a statement declaring that the US regarded the inde

pendence and integrity of Jordan as "vital." A British 

statement echoed this announcement. 

The climax came on 25 April. As the Sixth Fleet 

steamed toward the eastern Mediterranean, Hussein 

replaced the Khalidi Cabinet wlth a new one, headed by 

Ibrahim Hashim, and compos~d entirely of the King's 

supporters. Hussein also declared martial law, abolished 

all political parties, and imposed a curfew on many parts 

of the country. He accused international communism of 

attempting to undermine Jordan's security. On 26 April, 

as the new government of Jordan arrested large numbers 

of leftists and Communists, King Saud sent Hussein a 

congratulatory telegram. The Jordanian King continued 

to consolidate his position by strong and vigorous 

measures throughout the country. On 29 April, after 

talks with Saud, Hussein requested economic aid from 

the United States, and, in a matter of hours, the US 
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granted him $10 million with practically no conditions 

attached. On the next day, Hussein declared that 

Jordan's crisis had ended. He continued to str~ngthen 

his position during the next month, and by 24 May, when 

Syria anpounced it was withdrawing its troops from 

Jordan, the young king appeared to have the situation 

in Jordan well under control, at least for the time 

being. 

During the remainder of 1957, Hussein maintained 

his hold on Jordan. There were still many dissident 

elements within the country, and relations with Egypt 

and Syria continued strained. At the same time the West 

continued to assist Hussein. On 29 June it was 

announced in .Amman that the US would supply Jordan with 

$10 million worth of military equipment, and the next 

day the State Department announced an additional grant 

of $10 million in economic aid. On 6 August, Great 

Britain announced it was granting Jordan an interest

free loan of ~1,130,000 ($3,164,000). A US airlift 

began delivering arms to Jordan on 9 September, and on 

6 October a second consignment of military aid, includ

ing tanks and other heavy equipment, was unloaded at 

Aqaba. On 30 November, Jordan announced another $10 

million US grant for economic development projects. 

During the fall, Jordan accused Egypt and Syria of 

conspiring against Jordan, and attempting to bring about 

the overthrow of Hussein's regime. Hussein declared 

the Syrian border region a restricted and closed area, 

and denounced his defense agreement with Syria and 

Egypt as worthless. As the year ended, the Jordanian 

foreign minister declared that his country would need 
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14 Feb 58 
Arab Feder

. ation 
created 

an average of $50 million a year in US aid for five to 

ten years to help finance Jordan's economy and armed 

forces·. He also said that martial law in Jordan would 

be, ended when Syria and Egypt ceased their intrigues 

to incite a revolt. 

On 14 February 1958, following the announcement 

of the formation of the UAR, Jordan and Iraq announced 

the creation of an Arab Federation of the two countries. 

The Jordanian Parliament ratified the new constitution 

of the Arab Federation on 26 March, and on 15 April 

agreed to the transfer to Iraqi King Faisal, as head 

of the Arab Federation, of some of Hussein's powers. 

Formal federation of the two countries occurred on 

12 May. 

Egypt's President Nasser, meanwhile, had denounced 

the Arab Federation as a "London-inspired" move against 

the UAR, and Radio Cairo had been sending a mounting 

wave of propaganda at Iraq, urging its people to revolt. 

On 14 July, finally, while the attention of the Middle 

East was taken up by the revolt in Lebanon, a military 

coup overthrew the Iraqi government. On 16 July, one 

day after US forces had landed in Lebanon, British 

paratroopers were flown into Jordan. On this force now 

rested the future of Hussein's regime. 56 

56. The Middle East (RIIA), pp. 354~361; The 
Middle Eas~l957, pp~5-226; Lenczowski, The~ddle 
East, pp:--305=3'09; Esmond Wright, "Abdallah'S"J"ordan: 
'!91+7-1951," MEJ, Autumn, 1951, pp. 439-460; Shwadran, 
"The KingdoinOr Jordan: To Be or Not to Be,"· MEA, June
July, 1957, pp. 2o6-225, Aug-Sep, 1957, pp. 270'=288; 
New York Times, 27 Jul 58, El:2. See also chronologies 
in MEA and MEJ. 
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22 Mar 45 
Syria in 
Arab League 

15 Apr 1+7 
Last French 
troops leave 

Syria· 

Syria's signature, as a sovereign state, to the 

pact establishing the Arab League on 22 March 1945 was 

indicative of the gradual end of French control in that 

country. The Syrians slowly took over the adminis

~ration of their own couritry, and balked consistently 

at French demands for a Franco-Syrian alliance. By 

15 April 1947, the last Fre~ch troops had left Syria, 

and the full independence of the nation was at last 

achieved. 

The Nationalist Party of President Shukri el-Quwatli 

and his Premier, Jamil Mardam, had won Syria's inde

pendence and still controlled the country. There were, 

however, strong criticism and charges that the leaders . 

of this party were interested only in reaping personal 

rewards for their victory over the French and in per

petuating their rule. The first elections after the 

end of World War II were held on 2 July 1947, and 

brought protests of government interference. Despite 

this interference--or because of it--the Nationalists 

won only a minority of seats in the Chamber of Deputies. 

Nevertheless, at Quwatli 1s request, Mardam retained his 

place as Premier,·and for another year skillfully con

trolled the Chamber. Indicative of his ability was the 

re-election of Qu'L'latli as President by' this body on 

18 April 1948. 

The Nationalist Party--whose political philosophy 

has been compared to that of late eighteenth-century 

liberals--seems to have been mainly concerned with 

maintaining Syrian sovereignty and integrity as a 

nation. It opposed, consequently, all pl~ns for the 
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30 Mar 49 
Government 
ov~rthrown 
by Zaim 

v 

unification of the Arab world that would submerge 

Syria's independence, and it particularly opposed the 

"Greater Syria" concept,·which would have placed the 
' 57 

country under a Hashimite monarch. 

57. Discussed more fully in the section on 
relations between the Arab states. 

Until the end of 1948, the Nationalists were able 

to control Syria, but the country's ~litary failure in 

the Palestine t·Jar of that year, the rising cost of 

living, and a general increase in popular discontent 

with the government led to the fall of the Mardam 

Cabinet in December. Khalid el-Azem, leader of the 

opposition Populist Party, took over the premiership. 

The fall of the Mardam Cabinet had been attended 

by widespread rioting which had brought the country to 

a state of near anarchy. Law and order were only 
. . 

restored by. Colonel Husni Zaim, chief of staff of the 

army, who toured the country and, by means of a mixture 

of force and persuasion, ended the disruption and 

brought back a measure of public confidence. 

Zaim 1s role seems to have awakened in him a feeling 

that Syria needed more forceful leadership, and apparently 

brought him to the conclusion that he, himself, cQuld 

provide the answer to -the problem of Syria 1s welfare 

and security. When it was clear that the assumption of 

.the premiership'by Khalid el-Azem had done nothing to 

reduce popular dissatisfaction, Zaim decided to act. 

On 30 March 1949, in a bloodless coup, Zaim arrested 

President Quwatli, the Premier, and other politicians. 

When Parliament refused to sanction his a~tions, he 
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14 Aug 49 
Zaim over
thrown by 
Hinnawi 

··~' 

dissolved it, and took for himself the title of Head of 

State. His actions had widespread popular approval. 

With this support, he instituted a number of reforms, 

among which were: ·extension of the suffrage to literate 

women; virtual separation of church and state, accom

panied by curbs on the clergy; introduction of a civil 

code base~ in large part on European models; and 

inauguration of extensive public works. In quest of 

foreign support, Zaim entered into negotiations with 

Iraq and Jordan, which encouraged backers of the "Greater 

Syria" movement. He changed his course, however, when 

it seemed that he could gain more by a close association 

with Egypt and Saudi Arabia. A visit by Zaim to Cairo 

at the end of April brought Egyptian and Saudi recog

nition, and far-rea?hing pledges of military and 

financial aid. 

Zaim's switch, plus his growing arrogance and 

infatuation with his own importance, began to arouse 

opposition to him at home. An electi.on on 25 June 

brought him resounding support, but there were wide

spread charges ·that his victory had been anything but 

legal. There was also a growing suspicion that in his 

search for foreign recognition Zaim was prepared to 

draw close to France. A final factor in the growing 

dissillusionment with Zaim was his unwillingness to 

bu~ld a political party system behind him. Without it, 

he was unable to carry out many of his projected reforms 

and public works projects, and these unfulfilled promises 

were still another source of dissatisfaction. 

There ~as little public opposition then, when, on · 

14 August 1949, Colonel Sami Hinnawi, in a sudden coup, 

executed Zaim and his premier. H~nnawi did not nave 
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19 Dec 49 
Shishakli 
comes to 
power 

Zaim's ambitions~ and left the country in the hands of 

a civilian caretal<:er government. Hinnawi' s coup had 

not been aimed at restoring the Quwatli government, but 

· merely at preventing the establisrunent of a military 
. ' 

dictatorship. The new go~ernment began preparing the 

.way for a new constitution, while Hinnawi reopened 

negotiations with Iraq and Jordan. The returns of 

general elections held in November seemed to approve 

this policy, and, by so doing, opened the way for a 

third ~· 

The leading clique in the Army was strongly opposed 

to any union with the Hashimites, and to forestall this 

union~ on 19 December 1949, Lt Col Adib el-Shishakli 

removed Hinnawi and his influence from the government. 

A number of ?fficials, accused of plotting for a union 

with Iraq, were arrested, but left in office were 

President Hashim al-Atasi and Premier ru1alid el-Azem, 

who had been installed by Hinnawi. The new Cabinet 

apparently contained representatives of both major 

parties. 58 

58. The Middle East (RIIA), pp. 472-475; 
Lenczowski:-The M1ddle-East, pp. 251-256; The Middle 
East, 1957, pp. 319-320-:;-r;arleton, "The Syrian Coups 
~atQrl949," MEJ, Jan., 1950, pp. 1-11. This 
section on Syria rs-also based, throughou~on the 
chronologies in MEA and ~· 

Colonel Shishakli declared that the Army would no 

longer inte~fere in politics, and that governm~nt by 

civilians would be maintained. It was clear, however, 

that the Ar.my would continue to resist any policy counter 

to its wishes, especially any movement for adoption of 

the "Greater.Syria" scheme. Khalid el-A~em•s Cabinet 
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5 Sep 50 
New Consti
tution 

was in a sense a caretaker goverrnnent, since work was 

started almost immediately on drawing up a new consti

tution. The Cabinet, without any real common policy, 

resigned·in June 1950, and a new one was formed con

sisting entirely of members of the Populist Party. 

Early in July, debate began on the new constitution, 

and it was approved and promulgated on 5 September. 

While the new constitution made no fundamental changes 

in the form or structure of the government, it contained 

some interesting provisions. It paid lip service to 

the principle of Arab unity, but seemed to block 

effectively any hopes for a "Greater Syria" by stress

ing Syria's independence and the fact that the nation 

was "fully sovereign." It also stressed the principles 

of republicanism, and included a long Bill of Rights, 

defining in considerable detail the fundamental 

principles of freedom and the social and economic rights 

of individual·citizens.59 

59. Majid Khadduri, "Constitutional Development 
in Syria," MEJ, Spring, 1951, pp. 151-160i The Middle 
~ (RIIA)-;--j). 476. -

The new constitution did not bring stability to 

Syria. Its promulgation was followed, indeed, by a 

marked instability in Syrian politics. In the fall of 

1950, a number of assassinations took place, including 

an attempt on Shishakli's life, which indicated that 

internally Syria was far from undivided. This confused 

state of affairs continued throughout 1951. The govern

ment fell several times duri~ that year, and, Colonel 

Shishakli's statement to the contrary, the Army con

tinued to interfere ip politics--a situation that 
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2 Dec 51 
Shishakli 
gains 
virtual 
dictator
ship 

brought strong opposition from the Chamber of Deputies. 

On,29 November, finally, Shishakli executed another 

coup, which led to the establishment of a military 

dictatorship on 2 December. The Syrian president 

resigned, the Chamber of Deputies was dissolved, and 

many politicians were imprisoned. Colonel Fawzi Silu 

was appointed chief of state ad interim, but Shishakli 
60 was the real power behind him. 

60. The Middle East (RIIA}, p. 476; The Middle 
East, 1957, p. J2o •. 

Diring 1951, Syrian foreign affairs were dominated 

by hostility toward Israel, especially during the period 

March-May, when a series of frontier incidents occurred 

between the two states in connection with Israel's 

proposed drainage of the Huleh marshes. Fighting 

threatened to assume serious proportions, but a UN 

cease-fire .was arranged before the conflict got out of 

hand. Syria's antipathy toward Israel, however, was 

reflected in Syrian relations with the United States. 

The US was denounced as a friend of Israel·, there were 

popular anti-US demonstrations, and the government made 

it clear that American aid was unwanted. While some 

Syrian politicians declared themselves in favor of a 

pro-Soviet policy, Syria made no definite move toward 

aligning itself with the USSR. 61 

61. Lenczowski, The Middle East, pp. 257-258; 
The Middle East, 1957,-p: 320. F~yrian foreign 
relations insofar-as-they concerned the other Arab 
states, see above, the section on relations between the 
Arab states. 
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Jul 53 
New Consti
tution 
Shishakli 
President 

From the end or 1951 until early 1954, Colonel 

Shishakli controlled the Syrian government. In April 

1952, all political parties were dissolved, and in July 

decrees were issued permitting the dismissal or judges 

and the suppression or newspapers in the national 

interest. On 27 August, Shishakli announced the 

formation of the Movement of Arab Liberation, apparently 

intended as a national political party, to the exclusion 

of all others. In Septe~ber, more stringent controls 

on newspapers were established. Shishakli stated in 

November, however; that he would soon restore free 

parliamentary rule. 

In March and April, 1953, plans were announced for 

a new constitution and for the election·of a new Syrian 

president. The proposed constitution was approved in 

July, and Spishakli, now a general, was elected presi

dent. He immediately issued a decree amalgamating the 

premier's office with that of the president. One of 

the first actions of his new government was to promulgate 

a new electoral law, on 1 August. In September, another 

decree opened the way for formation of political parties 

on condition that officials of the government, the Army, 

and the police, and also students, should be ineligible 

for membership, and that the parties should not corres

pondend to ethnic or religious divisions within the 

country. 

Elections held in October 1953 gave Shishakli's 

Movement of Arab Liberation a decisive majority in the 

new Chamber of Deputies. The victory was due, however, 

to the fact that all of the former political parties 

dissolved in April 1952 boycotted the contest. In 

November, nearly 150 politicians 'opposed to the Shishakli 
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31 Oct 54 
al-Khouri 
forms Govern
ment 

I ..._...· 

regime met in Damascus to organize a Front of National 

Opposition. Led by many former government officials~ 

they refused to recognize as legal the results of the 

October election~ and declared their intention to end 

Shishakli's autocratic rule and restore democracy. 

Student demonstrations in Damascus and Aleppo during 

December pointed up the anti-Shishakli sentiment and 

provoked strong military countermeasures. At the end 

of January 1954~ many prominent opposition political 

leaders were arrested~ and Shishakli imposed marti~l 

law on a number of areas. On 25 February, however, an 

Army revolt forced Shishakli to flee~ and~ after a few 

days of fighting, his supporters were suppressed. 

Former President Hashim al-Atasi was proclaimed presi

dent again, and immediately promised the restoration· of 

civil government and new elections.62 Despite these 

62. The Middle ~~ 1957, p. 320. ' 

moves~ foreign political observers reported that Syria 

was still in a state of political turmoil, that no 

pattern of progress was indicated, and that the country 

still appeared to be "a long way from either democracy 

or stability. n63 

63. Joseph G. Harrison, "Middle East Instability~" 
MEA, March~ 195l~ ~ p. 75. 

During the spr~ng and summer of 1954, Syria revoked 

many of the autocratic decrees promulgated by Shishakli, 

and attempted to restore democracy to the country. 

Elections were held in September, giving independent 

candidates the largest ·bloc of seats. After some 

difficulty, Faris al-Khouri formed a new government on 

31 October. 

- 154 -

:· 



1955 
al-Asali 
replaces 
al-Khouri 

18 Aug 55 
Quwatli 
President 

Soviet 
penetration 

The end of the Shishakli regime meant a return to 

the constitution of 1950, but the elections of September 

1954 provided no clear-cut solution to the unstable 

situation in the country. The large number of inde

pendents or semi-independents elected to office made 

for difficulties in establishing a smoothly working 

government. There was, moreover, constant friction 

between those favoring union, or at ieast close cooper

ation, with Iraq, and those who looked for establishment 

of a close and effective arrangement with Egypt. Among 

the latter was former President Quwatli, who returned 

to Syria in August 1954, from Egypt, where he had fled 

after his release from arrest by Colonel Zaim in 1949. 

The Army also continued to make its presence felt; still 

able to exert a strong influence from behind the scenes 

on the conduct of national affairs. 

The first months of 1955 were filled with evidence 

of unrest in Syria. Demonstrations against the Baghdad 

Pac_t and other anti-Western sighs were evident. Premier 

Faris al~Khouri 1 s government fell and was replaced by 

another headed by Sabri al-Asali. Meanwhile, the 
6l4. country was moving closer to Egypt, and the assassi-

64. See above, the section on relations between 
the Arab states. 

nation of a pro-Egyptian Army leader brought wide 

arrests. On 18 August, Quwatli was elected president, 

sharp indication of Syria's new pro-Egyptian orient

ation. 

This orientation was accented by a simultaneous 

improving of Syrian-Soviet relations. In the period 

1954-1956, Syria, the only Arab state in which the 
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raised their mutual diplomatic missions to the status 

of embassies. And in early 1956 the first reports 

began to circul~te that Syria had joined Egypt in look

ing to the Soviet bloc fpr military equipment. Within 

another year, Soviet bloc arms shipments. were reported 

reached Latakia in. large amounts, Communist trade 

missions had been established in Damascus, and technical 

experts and instructors from the Soviet bloc were 

increasingly evident in Syria. 

Syrian antipathy to the West, and especially the 

United States, was maintained. In 1956, for example, 

Standard Oil offered to build a refinery in Syria at its 

own expense, to be operated as a commercial enterprise, 

paying taxes and selling its products at competitive 

prices. Although an oil refinery had been a hope of 

Syrians for several years, the Standard Oil offer was 

refused. Syria finally decided to build a refinery at 

Syrian expense, and early in 1957 a contract was given 

to a Czech firm, although better terms could have been 

had from American concerns. The implications of this 

arrangement are made even clearer by the fact that 

Syrian finances were not in the healthiest condition, 

and the country would have done well to drive the best 

bargain it could. 65 

65. The Middle East, 1957
4 

pp. 320-325 passim; 
New York Times, 2 Apr-s7; ~ -5; Shwadran, The 
1\R'Qd!'elSa~il and the Great Powers, p. 416.--
~~~--~ 
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alliance with Egypt, and Syrian activities in regard to 

Jordan during this period have already been discussed.66· 

66. See above, the section on relations between 
the Arab states. 

The most dramatic indication of Syria's pro-Egyptia~, 

anti-Western orientation came after the Anglo-French 

invasion of Egypt, when the IPC oil pipeline in Syria 

was sabotaged and repairs not permitted to be begun 

until March 1957. Since Syria earned a considerable 

income from the two pipelines (Tapline and IPC) running 

across its territory--Syria has no oil itself--such 

action was but another indication of the strong anti-
. . 67 

Western sentiment prevalent in Syria. 

67. New York Times, 2 Apr 57, ~m-2:4; Shwadran, 
~Middle East, Oil and the ~ Pm'lers, p. 416. 

Early in 1957, forty-seven Syrian politicians anq 

army officers were tried, some in absentia, on charges 

of plotting with Western, Israeli, and Iraqi conspirators 

against the Syrian state. On 26 February, twelve ·were 

sentenced to death, and thirty to prison. This tr~al 

effectively pointed up the fact that Syria was firmly 

controlled by anti-Western forces. The influence of the ' 

'communist party, moreover, was unquestionable. While 

it had no·official role in Quwatli's government, it 

nevertheless played a substantial part in the formation 

of policy.. Esp.ecially was it strong in the Army, where 
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22 Feb 58 
Syria merges 
with Egypt 

Serraj, the pro-Soviet intelligence chief, who headed 

a clique of leftist officers. While apparently not a 

Communist himself, Serraj believed firmly that cooper

ation with the USSR was best for Syria's interests. 

Former Premier Khalid el-Azem, the Minister of Defense 

at this time, was also believed to be strongly allied 

with the Communists. 

In October 1956, President Quwatli had visited the 

Soviet Union, and in July 1957 the Defense Minister and 

Chief of Starr paid another visit to the USSR. The two 

negotiated better terms for Soviet arms and were promised 

further military and economic aid and political support. 

On their return, the Chief of Staff resigned without 

explanation, and was replaced by a strong leftist. 

This was immediately followed by a sharp purge of pro

Western or pro-Iraqi officers. At the same time, the 

discovery of an allegedly US-inspired plot to overthrow 

the Syrian government was announced. · The Syrian-Turkish 
68 crisis in the fall of 1957, emphasized .. still further 

68. Discussed above, in the section on relations 
between the Arab states. 

Syria's anti-Western orientation.69 

. 69. J. s. Raleigh, "The Middle East in 1957-
A Political Survey," MEA, March4 1958, pp. 93-95, 99; 
~ ~ ~~ 2 Apr-;J, ME-2: -5. 

The culmination of Syria's romance with Egypt came 

with the marriage of the two countries in the formation 

of the United Arab Republic, announced on 22 February 

1958. President Quwatli gave way as head of state to 
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Egypt's Nasser~ who became the first UAR president. 

UAR foreign policy \'Tas described by Nasser as "positive 

neutralism." Internally1 Syria banned all political 

parties~ and announced the suppression of Comnunist 

acti"ities.70 

70. Perlmann, "Fusion and Confusion," MEA, April, 
1958, pp. 126-127; New ~ ~~ 10 Aug 58~5:4. 

On 10 May, revolt broke out ~n Lebanon, a revolt 

which Lebanese Foreign Minister Malik charged was being 

supported by men and arms from Syria. Syria has 

rejected these charges~ and in this has been supported 

by the report, on 1.~ July, of a UN observers group. 

This report has been strongly disputed by the United 

States and Great Britain.71 

71. New York~, 6 Aug 58, 6:1. 

In the summer of 1958, Syria, which a dozen years 

earlier had established its independence and which had 

since consistently asserted that it would remain inde

penden~ was linked in a firm union with Egypt. Syrian 

hopes and aspirations were tied with Egypt's, Syria's 

immediate future, it appeared,had·'become dependent on the 

clever and ambitious Colonel Nasser. 

Lebanon 

In Lebanon, as in Syria, French control gradually 

Dec 46 lessened at the end of World War II. By 31 December 
Complete inde-
pendence of 1946, the last foreign troops had left Lebanon, and the 
Lebanon 

little republic--which had been acting semi-independently 
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since the US and USSR recognized it in 1944--had now 

achieved complete political emancipation.72 

72. Lenczowsk1~ ~ Middle ~~ pp. 247-248. 

Independent Lebanon continued its traditional 

political pattern, by which the presidency remained in 

the hands of a Christian and the post of prime minister 

was allotted to a Moslem. Bishara al-Khouri, as 

president, and Riyadh as-Sulh~ as prime minister, were 

high in public opinion~ since--like their counterparts 

in Syria--they had.been in office when the French 

departed and took much of the credit for this departure. 

When elections were held on 22 May 19.!.J-7, less than six 

months after the French had left, Khouri and Sulh 

recorded such a triumph that the new Chamber of Deputies 

be-came known as the "Puppet P~rliament." The elections 

were so corrupt and controlled~ however~ that the 

prestige of the two declined considerably. In September 

of th~t year opposition groups met in the Lebanese city 

of Tripoli to demand the dissolution of the Chamber and 

the holding of new elections. Nothing came of these 

proposals, and, indeed, President Khouri soon scored 

another triumph. In May 1948 it was suddenly proposed 

to suspend the constitutional provision that a president 

could not succeed himself, and, although Khouri s~ll 

had a year to go on his six-year term of office, to 

re-elect him for another term (1949-1955). On 22 May, 

the Chamber approved the necessary constitutional 

change, and, on the 27th, re-elected Khouri.73 
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73. Ibid. p. 248; George Britt, "Lebanon's 
Popular ReVOTC,~ MEJ, Winter, 1953, pp. 1-7 P~~sim; 
Raphael Fatai (ed:T; The Republic of Lebanon vola.; 
New Haven: Human RelatlOns Area Files [HRAF-4 Patai-6], 
1956), II,·552; The Middle East (RIIA), pp. 478-479. 
This section on LeDanon is also based, throughout, on 
the chronologies in ~ and ~· 

Khouri's re-election by his 11 Puppet Parliament," 

on the heels of an obviously rigged election, brought 

immediate public reaction, and destroyed most of the 

prestige he had built up~ Resentment was strong through

out the country, and it was charged that his next step 

would be to have himself confirmed in office for life, 

perhaps with the title of king. His personal political 

machine, through which he ran the country with all the 

resourcefulness and dishonesty of some of the less 

Governmental savory American political bosses, was now revealed 
tion 

conomic fully for what it was, and opposition was growing swiftly. 
ifficulties 

Disillusionment with the government was further intensi-

fied by the results of the Palestine War--in which 

Lebano~ fared poorly as a member of the Arab League74--

74. For the Palestine War and other aspects of 
Lebanon relations with other Arab states, see above, 
the section on relations between the Arab states. 

by economic difficulties arising from French devaluation 

of the franc in January 1948, and by the loss of trade 

with Palestine. 

Beginriing in the fall of 1948,.the Lebanese govern

ment took stern measures against the more extremist of 

the opposition groups. Surveillance, arrests, and 

short jail terms wer~ the weapons used by the govern

ment, but they failed to stop opposition. In mid-1949, 
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an attempted·coup py the so-called Syrian People's 

Party (which favored a union with Syria) failed, and 

on 7 July the government arrested the leader of the 

group and promptly executed him. Measures to restrain 

other opposition groups were also taken, including the 

suppression of all newspapers with a circulation of less 

than 1,500, as well as a large number of political news

papers. As the year ended, the moderate opposition, led 

by Camille Chamoun (a Christian) and Kamal Jumblatt 

(a Moslem), was rapidly gaining popular support. 

In March 1950, an unsuccessful attempt was made 

on the life of Prime Minister Riyadh as-Sulh. Khouri 

might have wished the assailant more luck, for the 

president and Sulh were soon engaged in a dispute over 

patronage. As a result of this disagreement, the Sulh 

cabinet resigned on 13 February 1951, and new elections 

were scheduled. These were held on 15 April, and, while 

Khour1 1s forces were overwhelmingly victorious, a small 

number of opposition deputies managed to retain their 

seats through.a bitter fight in a contest somewhat 

fairer than. that of 1947. These deputies continued to 

protest.against the government, amidst rising popular 

support. Lebanese refusal, in March 1950, of a Syri~n 

offer for .full economic and financial union had caused 

a rupture in Syrian-Lebanese economic relations, result

ing in further economic difficulties in Lebanon, and 

increased popular discontent. 

The new Prime Minister in April 1951 was Abdullah 

al-Yafi, an immediate target for opposition demands for 

reforms. When he attempted to initiate reforms, he 

los~ favor with Khouri's supporters, and when he failed 
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in his attempt, the opposition returned to the attack. 

Eight months after its formation then, the·Yafi Cabinet 

stepped down, to be replaced by one headed by Sami Solh 

in February 1952. The instability thus indicated in 

the Lebanese government would soon lead to the downfall 

of the Khouri regime.75 

75. Britt, "Lebanon's Popular Revolt," MEJ, 
Winter, 1953, pp. 2-11 passim; The Middle Eas~RIIA), 
pp. 479-480; Lenczowski, The Miaaie East, pp. 248-249; 
The Middle East, 1957, pp-:-2'46-247. ---- ----

puring 1952, Chamoun and Jumblatt took advantage 

of rising popular discontent to press their opposition. 

Their political newspapers continously attacked Kho~i, 

and in mid-June the president suspended nine newspapers 

for printing anti-Khouri articles--an action which 

caused a protest strike by most of tl1e remaining papers. 

In August, Chamoun and Jumblatt formed a new opposition 

party, the Socialist National Front 1 and that month led 

a mass meeting of 10,000, who shouted their opposition 

to Khouri as few would have dared a short while earlier. 

The·president hastily announced his own program of 

·reforms, but it was now too late. In early September, 

even Prime Minister Sohl joined the attack on Khouri, 

and then resigned. 

The end followed quickly. While Khouri attempted 

to set up a new government, opposition groups called a 

general strike on 15 September. Planned for only two 

days, the strike continued past its scheduled end as 

a result of the great popular opposition to Khouri. 

So far, all had been peaceful, but on 18 September, in 

the face or rising calls for his resignation, Khouri 
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Fall or 
Khouri 

23 Sep 52 
Chamoun 
becomes 
President 

Jan 53 
us aid 

realized that riots and bloodshed might soon occur. 

While the president still controlled a majority or the 

Chamber1 the decisive influence obviously lay with the 

Army and its commarider1 General Fouad Chehab. Summoned 

by the president that evening 1 Chehab advised him to 

resign1 which he did late that night. His last ~ct 

was to appoint Chehab prime minister. 

In a performance strikingly similar to his actions 

in 1958, Chehab refused to allow the Army to become 

involved in political and firmly declined the job or 

president. When Chamoun was elected to that position 

on 23 September1 Chehab also resi~ned from the post of 

prime minister. Not without some difficulty1 by early 

October Chamoun had formed a new cabinet under Khaled 

Chehab 1 a distant relative of t.he gener•al, and a man 

with few political affiliations to be challenged by the 

divergent groups that had opposed Khouri. 76 

76. Britt, "Lebanon's Popular Revolt," MEJ, · 
Winter, 19531 pp. 12-17; Patait ~ Regublic of Lebanon, 
II, .553; ~Middle ~ (RIIAJ, p. 4<:> • 

During the fall and winter of 1952, the new 

Lebanese government introduced reforms, including 

changes in the electoral law. On 12 January 1953, 

Lebanon signed an agreement with the US for ·technical 

assistance to agriculture 1 and on 17 February another 

for aid on an irrigation anq hydroelectric power project. 

Attempts to achieve some sort of economic accord with 

Syria broke down, however. A one-year agreement signed 

the previous February was renewed for six months on 

25 February 1953, as a temporary measure. 
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The Chehab Cabinet resigned on 28 April 1953~ after 

a heated debate by the deputies over the government's 

powers of appoint~ent and reorganization. Saeb Salem 

formed a new cabinet on 1 May, but on the 30th President 

Chamoun dissolved Parl~ament and called for general 

elections in mid-July. These elections, the first under 

the new electoral laws, were marked by violence as the 

various independent groups that ha~ united in opposition 

to former President Khouri fought among themselves. 

No group won a majority of seats, and the new Cabinet 

formed in mid-August, ~ith Abdullah al-Yafi as Prime 

Minister, consisted mainly of non~controverslal 

members.77 

77. The Middle East, 1957, p. 247; The Middle 
East (RIIA~p. 48o; Patal,~ Republic or-Lebanon, 
n:-559. ·- -

One of Yafi's first steps was to at~empt to 

increase the government's income from the oil pipelines 

(Tapline and IPC) running across Lebanese territory. 

New agreements had been signed with the oil companies 

in 1952, but the Lebanese Chamber of Deputies refused 

to ratify them, and called for immediate negotiations 

to obtain better term~ •. In September 1953, Yafi attempted 

to open new negotiations with the oil companies, but met 

with refusal. No new agreements had been signed by the 

beginning of 1955, but a new arrangement was apparently 

worked out during that year. ·In 1956, a dispute took 

place between IPC and the Lebanese government over a 

proposed new pipeline that IPC wanted to build across 

Lebanese territory. No solution had been reached when 

the sabotage of the pumping stations in Syria in 
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influence 

\._; 

November 1956 ~hrew the pipeline question into further 

disorder. New talks were begun between IPC and the 
. . . 78 

Lebanese government in December of that year • 

. 78. Shwadran, The Middle East, Oil and the Great 
Powers, pp. 416-417; The Middle~~ 1957, p~5o. 

During the period from 1953 to 1956, Lebanon•s 

financial and economic relations with Syria remained 

on a provisional basis, based on a series of short-term 

agreements. The Lebanese government was unable to 

reach a.permanent agreement satisfactory to both 

countries. It was more successful, however, in its 

efforts to promote internal development. In August 

1955, for example 1 the World Bank granted Lebanon a 

$27-million-loan for a hydroelectric scheme expected to 

more than double the amount or el~ctric power in Lebanon 

and also to provide increased irrigation. A number of 

commercial treaties with Soviet bloc countries were 

indicative of the growing penetration of Soviet influence. 

Pacts were signed l'lith the USSR in April 1954, with 

East Germany in November 1955, with Red China in 

December of that year, and with Poland in January 1956. 

In 1956, also, the Soviet Union bought large quantities 

of Lebanese citrus fruit and began discussions on the 

purchase of Lebanese tobacco. Soviet financial and 

technical assistance was subsequently offered to Lebanon, 

and an official Leba~ese trade mission visited Moscow 

in October 1956. Trade with czechoslovakia was also 

considerably increased,· a commercial agreement was 

signed with Bulgaria in mid-1956, and the Chinese Commu

nists expressed interest in trade with Lebanon. The. 
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country, however, still is linked commercially to the 

United States because of the oil pipelines and the 

tourist trade. Moreover, in the diplomatic field, 

Lebanon has not allowed its relations with the Soviet 

bloc to pass beyond the limits of normal comm~rcial 

intercourse. The country has attempted to remain 

neutral between conflicting interest ~roups in the 

Middle East, shying clear of both the Egyptian bloc and 

the Baghdad Pact~79 

79. ~Middle!!!!' 1957, pp. 247, 249-250. 

Lebanese politics during the years immediately 

following the electiop of Chamoun remained unusually 

stable for a Middle East country.80 Prime Minister 

80. Except \'lhere indicated, the remainder of 
this section is based on the chronologies in MEA and 
~· 

Yafi's government remained in power until September 

1954, with only one interruption, in February of that 

year, when Yafi had submitted his resignation and then 

quickly formed a new government. On. 18 September 1954, 

Sa.nti: Solh formed a new government, re-formed it on 

9 July 1955, and then finally resigned on 13 September 

after a dispute in his Cabinet, apparently over the 

question of cooperation with Egypt. A new government 

under Rashid Karami was quickly formed and lasted until 

mid-March 1956, ~hen former Prime Minister Yafi again 

established a Cabinet. Yafi re~formed his government 

in early June, and retained his position until shortly 

after Israel's invasion of Egypt in th~ ra~l of that 

yea;r. 
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31 Oct 56 
Reaction 
to Israeli 
invasion of 
Egypt 

1957 
Relations 
with US 

\_.,: 

On 31 October 1956 1 two days after the l·sraeli 

attack1 Lebanon declared a state of emergency. Censor

ship was put into effect in Beirut on 1 ~ovember1 and 

National Guard reinforcements·were rushed to Tripoli 

on ~ November after an oil pipeline t~ere was cut. On 

the 16th1 Prime Minister Yafi's government resigned~ to 

be replaced two days later by a Cabinet headed by Sami 

Sohl. In recognition of the danger· of war 1 General 

Chehab was given the post of defense minister in the 

·new cabinet. Meanwhile 1 Beirut was rocked by q series 

of anti-Western.riots and bombings 1 reportedly aimed at 

forcing the government to break relations with Great 

Britain and France. After several days of these 

demonstrations 1 on ~o November1 the Army moved in and 

took control of the city. Lebanese security authorities 

linked the disturbances with Egypt. · By the beginning 

of the year~ with tensions in the Middle East somewhat 

eased~ General Chehab resigned from the government and 

once more assumed his position as head of the Army. 

On 7 January 1957~ Foreign Minister Malik left on 

a foreign tour that included a stop in the US for talks 

on the Eisenhower Doctrine. On his return1 he reported 

that President Eisenhower had been sympathetically 

impressed with a Lebanese appeal for increas~d militar,Y 

aid. On 16 March~ the US and Lebanon issued a joint 

statement to the effect that the US had agreed in 

principle to supply Lebanon with ·certain equipment 

needed to strengthen the Lebanese armed forces. On 

4 April~ Prime Minister Sohl asked Parli~ent for formal 

approval of the Cabinet's decision to work with the US 

for mutual defense against Communism1 and received an 
' almost unanimous vote of confidence on this question. 
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Lebanese alignment with the West was not, however, 

as·clear cut a matter as this might indicate. There 

was a growing opposition to such an alignment, with 

former Prime Ministers Yafi and Salem leading this 

opposition. The two were not, strictly speaking, pro

Soviet or anti-Western, but were intent on neutralism 

as the best course for their country. That their course 

led them to join with others of a more extreme. view, 

however, was probably inevitable. These two, then, 

headed the opposition to Sohl's policy, and were the 

outstanding leaders against the Prime Minister in the 

Lebanese election campaign that opened on 12 May.81 

81. For the Lebanese elections, see also Raleigh, 
"The Middle East in 1957," MEA, March, 1958, p. 99; 
"Developments of the Quarter;"' MEJ, Summer, 1957, 
p. 284. 

The campaign \'las a violent one. The opposition 

supported a platform that was extremely pro-Egyptian, 

anti-Western, and neutralist. It was also intent on 

preventing enactment of ·any constitutional amendment 

that might permit Chamoun to succeed himself, like 

Khouri, when his term ended in 1958. On 30 May, rioting 

broke out in Beirut when government security forces 

attempted to break up an anti-Solh mass meeting. Former 

prime minister Salem was beaten and arrested. Much of 

the blame for the rioting was placed by Sohl on Syrians 

and Palestinian refugees, and on 6 June Lebanon closed 

its frontier with Syria and confined all Palestinian 

refugees to their camps. Three days earlier, the 

opposition groups had ca;tled orr a general strike after 

Sohl had agreed to accept two "neutral" ministers in 
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the Cabinet, and General Chehab had given assurances 

that the election would be fair. On 8 June, the day 

before the election, Lebanon received from the US 40 

jeeps equipped with anti-tank rifles, the first material 

sent to the Middle East unde~ the Eisenhower doctrine. 

The elections began on 9 June, and voting was to 

take place on four successive Sundays. The government 

had taken ~tringent precautions against further election 

rioting, suspending arms permits and putting a temporary 

ban on alcohol sales and political meetings. There were, 

nevertheless, a number of armed clashes during this 

general period. As the election progressed, pro-Govern

ment candidates were leading. On 17 June, the two 

"neutral" ministers appointed earlier in the month 

resigned on the ground that, while the elections appeared 

to be fair, the 11general atmosphere" was such as to 

mitigate against a free contest. By the end of the 

month, when the elections were completed, the government 

had won a resounding victory. Acts or sabotage and 

terrorism, however, continued ·to plague the country. 

On 18 August, Prime Minister Sohl formed a new 

Cabinet, and on the 29th declared Lebanon's intention 

of continued cooperation with the US and the Free World. 

During the summer and fall, acts or violence continued 

to take place throughout the country. These acts were 

more and more charged to Syria by the Lebanese Govern

ment, and to cope with them the government took increas

ingly stronger measures. As violence continued and 

increased in early 1958, the Sohl Cabinet resigned on 

12 March, but, two days later, at the request of 
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May 58 
Beginning 
of revolt 

22 May 58 
Lebanon asks 
UN con
sideration 

President Chambun, Sohl formed a new Cabinet. On 

25 March, the Lebanese Government' announced that Lebanon 

would join neither the UAR nor the Arab Federation, nor 

any other group that would limit its independence, 

sovereignty, or freedom. 

The increasing violence reached a climax in May. 

On 8 May~ ov-mr of an anti-Government, pro-Nasser news

paper was assassinated in Beirut. The next day, armed 

rioters, reportedly instigated by a call for a general 

protest strike, demonstrated against the Government and, 

in-the process, sa~ked and burned the USIS libr~ry in 

Tripoli. Reports indicated that 15 people were.killed 

and well over 100 wounded. As the riots developed into 

a revolt on 10 May, the Army moved into Tripoli to 

restore order. By 12 May, however, an armed insurrection 

had spread to most or the country. The USIS library in 

Beirut met the fate of the one in Tripoli; an IPC pipe

line·was blown up; and a general strike was called in 

northern Lebanon. The Government decreed a state of 

alert and imposed a curfew in Beirut. 

On 13 May, Foreign Minister Malik accused the UAR 

of massive interference in Lebanon, and of providing 

men and arms to the rebels. A note to this effect was 

sent to the UAR and promptly rejected. ~t the same 

time, on 14 May, the us announced that, at Lebanon's 

request, it was rushing shipments of police equipment 

to that country. During the next week, fighting con

tinued in Lebanon and the Government repeated its 

charges against the UAR. 

On 22 M~y Lebanon called for UN consideration of 

UAR interference in Lebanon. The next day, however, 

Malik announced that the question· t'las to be considered 
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·11 Jun 58 
UN Obser
vation Group 
established 

Jul 58 
US sends 
troops 

by the Arab League Council, and on the 27th requested 

that consideration by the UN be deferred. The League 

Council met early in June, but took no action, and on 

6 June, speaking before the UN Security, Coun.cil, Malik 

accused the UAR of "massive, illegal, and unprovoked 

intervention" in Lebanese affairs. On 11 June, the 

Security Oouncil adopted a Swedish proposal and estab

lished a UN Observation Group "to ensure that there is 

no illegal infiltration of personnel or supply of arms 

or other material across the Lebanese borders." The 

Observation Group began arriving in Lebanon on 12 June 

and made its first report on 4 July. This report stated 

that there was no evidence of massive infiltration. 

The Lebanese Government expressed its dissatisfaction 

with these conclusions; and the US and Great Britain 

stronglY disputed the report. 

A new element was introduced to the situation on 

14 July, when a military coup overthrew the royal govern

ment of Iraq. The next day, 15 July, President Eisenhower 

announced that the US was sending troops to Lebanon at 

the request.of President Chamoun. At a meetirig of the 

UN Security Council, an hour after Mr. Eisenhower's 

announcement_ US Representative Henry Cabot Lodge stated 

that American troops were not in Lebanon to engage in 

hostilities, and that they would be withdrawn when the 

United Nations took steps to protect the independence 

and integrity of Lebanon.82 

82. ~ ~ ~, 6 Aug 58, 6:1. 
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SECTION III 

THE "NORTHERN TIER" AND PALESTINE 

A. TUrkey 
B. Iran. 
c. Pakistan 
D. Palestine 



TURKEY, 1910 TO THE PRESENT 

The history of Turkey from 1910 to World War I 

consists, in brief, of the efforts of the Western-minded 

Young Turks to revitalize the decadent Ottoman Empire 

by means of Turkish nationalism and a governmental 

system imitating ·the forms and techniques of the leading 

~uropean powers, and of the difficulties the Young Turks 

encountered, including political and religious 

opposition, armed insurrections (encouraged, in one 

case, by the Sultan), a war with Italy, two Balkan wars, 

and the assassination of the head or one of their 

Cabinets. 

The Young Turks, who worked through an organization 

called the Committee or Union and Progress, secured the 

restoration of the Constitution of 1876 by Sultan Abdul-

Jul 1908 Hamid II in July 1908 after a successful revolt against 
Restoration 
of Constitu- his despotic rule. The Committee of Union and Progress 
tion of 1876 

had as its chief aim to prevent the destruction of the 

Ottoman Empire, and the revolt against Abdul-Hamid 

res~lted from fear that three Macedonian provinces in 

which disorders were occurring would be lost to the 

Empire if a British reform scheme for the provinces 

approved by Tsar Nicholas· II in talks with Edward VII 

of Britain in Revel, Estonia, in June 1908, were put 

into effect. 

Abdul-Hamid saved himself from deposition on this 

occasion by restoring the Constitution and adopting the 

role of a good rather who had been misled by his 

ministers. In the ensuing elections for a National 

Assembly, or Parliament, the Young Turks received a 

large majority, and t~eir organization now became the 

Party of Union and Progress.l The Party was dominated 
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.1a. L. Lewis, Turke~ (London: Ernest Benn 
Limited, 1955), p. 43; w 111am L. Langer1 ed. and 
comp., An Encyclopedia or World History \Boston:· 
Houghton-Mifflin co., 1~), p. 731. 

by Turkish nationalists, between whom and deputies or 

the subject nationalit~es of the Empire a rift soon 

developed over the desire or the Turkish nationalists 

for a strong central government, as opposed to decentral

ization in favor of the various nationalities, and the 

establishment of Turkish as the only official language. 

As a result of the Young Turks• admiration for Western 

institutions and methods, the army was soon placed under 

German instruction and the navy under instructors led 

by Admiral Sir Douglas Gambles, while a French expert 

was brought in to help organize the finance department. 2 

2nTurkey," Encyclopedia Britannica (1942), 
XXII, 605. 

The Western predilections of the Young Turks $roused 

conservative, especially religious, opponents, who 

·demanded government in conformity With' the sacred law 

of Islam.3 

3Lew1"s, Turkey, p. 43. 

It was principally the religious and other conserva

tive elements, joined by the First Army Corps (chiefly 

Albanian), Who made the first insurrection against the 

13 Apr 09 Young Turkish government, on 13 April 1909, at 
Insurrf?-c-
tion Constantinople. The Sultan, overestimating the strength 
against the 
Young Turks of the revolt, endorsed ·it. But the Party of Union and 

Progress called in troops from-Macedonia, under Mahmud. 

Shevket.Pasha, put down the revolt, and executed the 
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Spring 1910 
· Suppression 
of Albanian 
Revolt 

28 Sep 11 
Italian 
ultimatum 

leaders. On 26 April, by unanimous vote of the 

Parliament, Abdul-Hamid II was deposed. (He went into 

exile at Salonika.) His brother succeeded h1m as 

Mohammed v, a weak and helpless ruler. 

In the course of the next three years, the Young 

Turkish government had to contend with two Albanian 

revolts, aggression by Italy in opening the Tripolitan 

war, a tremendous amount of criticism at.home, and 

dissolution qf the Parliament by the Sultan. The first 

of the two Albanian revolts was put down in the spring 

of 1910 by a large T~rkish army, but only after much 

bloodshed. Italy chose the fall of 1911 on 28 September, 

to send a 24-hour ultimatum to the Turkish government 

on the pretext of Turkish interference with peaceful 
Beginning 
of Turko- Italian penetration of Tripoli. While the war with 
Italian War 

21 Jul 12 
Fall of 
Young 'rttrk 
Cabinet 

Italy was in progress, and after criticism of the 

government had swollen to extraordinary vol~e, 

Mohammed V dissolved the Parliament, on 16 January 1912. 

In the elections for a new Parliament held the following 

April, the Party of union and Progress again won a 

large majority, but apparently only after having brought 

every form of pressure to bear on the electorate. This 

new government of the Young Turks was short-lived, 

howeverj for the Albanians revolted again, and this 

time were joined oy a faction in the army. The Cabinet 

was forced to resign, to be replaced, on 21 July 191?, 

by a Cabinet representing moderate groups. 

This government of the moderates dissolved the 

Turkish-nationalist-dominated Parliament by force on 

5 August ~d proclaimed martial law. It then barelY 

ended the Tripolitan War with Italy before Turkey was 
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15 Oct 12 
Treaty of 
OUchy 

18 Oct 12 
Treaty of 
Lausanne 

Beginning 
or Balkan 
War 

plunged into the First Balkan War. By the Treaty of 

Ouchy, 15 October 1912, Italy retained Tripoli but 

agreed to accept there a representative of the Sultan 

in his capacity as Caliph (1.e.1 the spiritual leader 

of Islam), and Turkey regained those islands or the 

Dodecanese group occupied by Italy during the war. 

These terms were made definitive by the Treaty of 

La~sanne, 18 October. 

On the last-mentioned date Bulgaria, Serbia, and 

Greece declared war on Turkey, joining Montenegro, 

which had declared war ten days earlier. The motivation 

of the Balkan countries is indicated in the ultimata 

issued on 14 October by Bulgaria, Serbia, and Greece 

which demanded reforms and the demobilization of the 

Turkish army in the Balkans. After a series.of victories 

by the Balkan countries, the European powers ~pened ~ 

17 Dec 12 peace conference at London, on 17 December; but the 
to 6 Jan 13 
London conference broke down, on 6 J~uary 19131 because or 
Conference 

TUrkey's rerusal to give up Adrianople, the Aegean 

Islands, and Crete. Finally, however, the powers 

prevailed on the Turkish government to agree, on 

22 Jan 13 22 January, to abandon Adrianople. 
Turks give 
up Adrianople The next day a coup_9 1etat in Constantinople by 

23 Jan 13 extreme nationalists, led by Enver Bey, overthrew the 
coup d'etat 
or Enver government of the moderate groups. The Turkish 

16 Apr 13 
Balkan 
Armistice 

Nationalists resumed the Balkan war on 3 FebrUary, but 

were unable to save Adrianople, which fell to the 

Bulgarians on 26 M~rch. Bulgaria and Turkey concluded 

an armistice on 16 April, in which they were joined by 

the other belligerents. 
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The big powers now insisted on overseeing the 

territorial settlements. The London Peace Conference 

was reopened on 20 May, to be followed by the Treaty 
' 30 May 13 or London on 30 May,.ending the First Balkan War. By 

Treaty or 
London ends its terms Turkey gave up all territory west or a line 
first Ballcan 
war drawn from Enos to Midia, and also Crete. (Enos--subse-

29 Jun 13 
Second 
Balkan war 

quently Inoz--is a tQwn on the coast or the Aegean Sea, 

east of the mouth or the Maritsa River; Midia--now · 

Midye--is a town on the coast of the Black Sea, north

west or Istanbul.) The status or Albania and or the 

Aegean Islands was left to the decision or the great 

powers. 

The Second Balkan War soon followed the end or the 

First, but with a different line-up of belligerents. 

Serbia and Greece, dissatisfied wit~ their spo~ls from 

the First Balkan ·war, signed a treaty or alliance on 

1 June against Bulgaria. War broke out on 29 June, and 

Turkey (as well as Rumania) seized this opportunity to 

retrieve territory lost to Bulgaria in the First Balkan 

War •. Bulgaria) rapidly defeated, signed the Treaty or 

Bucharest with Serbia, Greece, and Rumania on 10 August, 

giving up·parts of Macedonia to Serbia and Greece and 

the Northern Dobrudja to Rumania. By the Tr~aty or 

29 Sep 13 Constantinople, on 29 September 1913, Turkey regained 
Treaty of 
Constantin- Adrianople and the line of the Maritsa River. 
ople 

The Young Turk government or extreme nationalists 

that had come to power by the ~~ d 1etat or January 

1913.continued to govern Turkey until that nation's 

collapse at the end or World War I. However, the grand 

vizier (equivalent or prime minister) installed by the 

coup, Mahmud Shevl<:et Pasha, was assass~nated on 11 June 

1913. He was succeeded by Talaat Bey, and a period or 
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Aug 1914 
Secret 
Alliance 
with 
Germany 

Young Turk terrorism followed, lasting until World War I. 

Probably the most influential man in the Cabinet was 

the Minister of war, Enver Pasha. He was a great 

Ge~anophile; and though he was not uncommon in this 

respect, he w~~ probably more responsible than any other 

individual for Turkey's entering World war I on the side 

of Ge~any. 

World.War I ---
At the height or the JUly crisis among the great 

powers in Europe in 1914, the Turks themselves suggested 

an alliance between Turkey and Germany, directed at 

Russia. The Germans accepted, and the result was a 

secret alliance, with Austria also adhering to the 

agreement, binding the Turks to enter the war as soon 

as hostilities should begin between Russia and either 

Germany or Austria. This commitment, which was conclud

ed about 1 or 2 August, was known to only a few of the 

TUrkish ministers~ As matters turned out, Turkey was 

permitted by Germany and Austria to maintain the appear

ance of a neutral for some time after the beginning of 

the war, in order to make the necessary military 

preparations. 

Great Britain, not knowing about the arrangement 

between Turkey and Germany, made numerous efforts, 

from August to October, to persuade Turkey to agree to 

remain neutral. Among the inducements offered were a 

guarantee of Turkish independence and integrity1 and 

proposed modifications of the c~pitulations, 4 

4The capitulations had been granted by the TUrkish 
sultan, in accordance with existing practice, to the 
various foreign powers having relations with Turkey, 
beginning in the·16tp qentury. The capitulatiops 
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7 Sep 14 
Turkey 
enters WWI 

exempted ~he subjects or foreign powers from TUrkish 
law and Turkish taxation. Foreigners enjoying the 
benefits of the capitulations could be arrested and 
deported only by order of their own Ambassador, and -
disputes between them and TUrks were settled by the 
consular courts of the foreigners, in accordance with 
their own laws. At the time the sultan had granted the 
capitulations he had been at the height of his power; 
the capitulations were then considered in no way a sign 
or weakness, and they were rarely abused in the earlier 
period. With the decline of the Ottoman Empire, however, 
abuses became common, anq the capitulations came to be 
regarded as TUrkish acknowledgment of the right of 
foreigners to privileged treatment· •. See G. L. Lewis, 
Turkey, pp. 28-29. 

But Britain had commandeered two battleships being 

built for Turkey in British shipyards when the war 

began, an act that caused much TUrkish resentment. 

Germany offered the cruisers Goeben and Breslau to 

replace the vessels .taken. by Britain, and these German 

vess~ls succeeded in eluding the British naval.units in 

the Mediterranean and ma~ipg their way by mid~August, 

to Constantinople, where they were officially bought 

by the Turkish Government and turned over to the German 

commander of the TUrkish Navy, Admiral Limpus. On 

7'September, TUrkey declared the capitulations abolished; 

and on 29 October, TUrkish warships, including the 

Goeben and Breslau, bombarded Russian ports on the 

Black Sea. Thus Turkey entered the war, though war was 

not declared on TUrkey by the Allied powers for several 

more days. 

The only action of note during World War I on what 

is now Tur~ish soil was the Gallipoli Campaign, by which 

the Allies sought to capture the Dardanelles and 

Constantinople, thus opening a supply route to Russia 

from the Mediterranean. Naval attacks on the Turkish 

positions began in February 1915. An·army force of 

about 75,000.men, under Sir Ian Hamilton, arrived i~ 
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April, and efforts to break the resistance of the Turks 

continued until the fall. By this time Hamilton had 

been replaced by Sir Charles Munro, apd preparations 

were made for evacuation, which was car·ri~d out in 

December and the first part of January. The TUrkish 

forces in this campaign were commanded by General 

. Otto Liman von Sanders, a German, but the hero of the 

Turkish resistance was Mustafa Kemal, then commanding 

a division, but destined to lead the TUrkish nation in 

the pe.r.iod between the two World Wars. 

Though what is now Turkey, except for the 

Gallipoli Campaign, wa~ not the scene of any important 

fighting in World War I, it figured prominently in 

Allied plans for after the war. The four principal 

agreements on Allied division of the Ottoman Empire 

and their main provisions were as follows: (1) The. 

18 Mar 15 Constantinople Agreement of 18 March 1915 1 between 
Constantin-
ople Britain, France, and Russia, allotted to Russia 
Agreement 

26 Apr 15 
Secret 
Treaty of 
London 

16 May 16 
Sykes~Picot 
Agreement 

Constantinople and the western coasts of the Bosporus,. 

Sea of Marmora, and the Dardanelles, plus Thrace south 

of a line between Midye and Enez 1 the northeastern part 

of Asia Minor (Anatolia), and the islands of Dnbros and 

Tenedos and those in the Sea of Marmora. Under this 

agreement Arabia was to become an independent Moslem 

state. (2) The Secret Treaty of London, dated 26 April 

1915, gave the approval of the same three powers to 

Italy's receiving the area around Adalia (in south

western Anatolia). (3) The Sykes-Picot Agreement, 

signed by Britain and France on 16 May 1916 1 assigned 

to Russia the vilayets of Erzurum, Trabzon, Van, and 

Bitlis, al~ in the northeastern part of Anatolia; gave 
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17 Apr 17 
St. Jean de 
Maurienne 
Agreement 

France Syria and the southeastern part of Anatolia; 

and assigned Britain the so~thern part .of Mesopotamia, 

including Baghdad,· and the ports of Haifa and Acre •. The 

agreement provided for an Arab state, or confederation 

of Arab states, between the French and British areas, 

divided into French and British spheres of influence. 

(4) The St. Jean de Maurienne Agreement, dated 

17 April 1917 1 between Britain, France, and It~ly, which 

clarified the Italian and French shares of Anatolia 

under the Secret Treaty of London and the Sykes-Picot 

Agreement by assigning Adana to France and the remainder 

of southern Anatolia 1 including the city and vilayet or 

Smyrna, to Italy. (This agreement lapsed because it was 

never ratified by Russia.)5 

5The material on Allied agreements for 
partitioning the Ottoman Empire is all taken from 
Lewis, Turkey, pp. 48-49, 50. 

Settlements After World War I ----.-. 
By mid-October or 1918, it was plain that the 

Turkish forces could not hold out much longer. The 

British, assisted by the Arabs, were pushing northward 

through Syria, Damascus having fallen to them on 

1-2 October. On the 7th or the month, French naval 

forces had taken aeirut. The Sultan; now Mohammed VI 

(who had succeeded Mohammed V on ~ July 1918) 1 dis

missed his Young Turk ministers Talaat and E~ver on 

13 October and appointed Izzet Pasha as grand vizier. 

Th~ new government, after appealing to President Wilson 

to arrange an armistice and. receiving no reply, 

liberated a British general. who had been taken prisoner 

and sent him with a request for armistice talks to the 
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30 Oct .18 
Armistice 

14 May 19 
Greeks 
occupy 
Smyrna 

British naval commander in the Aegean Se~, Admiral 

Cal thorpe. 

Admiral Calthorpe met with the Turkish Minister 

of Marine on the Island of Mudros. On 30 October 

they concluded an armistice, effective the following 

day. By its terms Turkey was to open the Straits, 

repatriate Allied prisoners, demobilize the Turk·:1.sh 

armies, sever relations with the Central Powers, and 

place Turkish territory at the disposal of the Allies 

for military operations. The Allied fleet arrived at 

Constantinople on 13 November. Shortly afterward, the 

clty was placed under Allied military ad~inistration. 

Mohammed VI appears to have decided on a policy of 

comptying with the wishes of the Allies in their carving 

up of the Ottoman Empire so ·long as he was allowed to 

be Sultan of what was left. To implement this policy, 

he appointed as grand vizier Damad Ferid Pasha, who, on 

7 March 1919, formed a Cabinet disposed to coope.rate 

with the victorious powers. 

That the peace settlement was not going to be easy 

for th~ Turks soon became apparent. on 29 April 1919, 

the Italians landed on Adalia, the first step in the 

Allied taking over of southwestern Anatolia. But the 

first serious violence occurred when the Allied naval 

units sent a Greek force ashore to occupy Smyrna. 

Having been welcomed by the native Greeks and blessed 

by the Metropolitan of Smyrna, the Greek soldiers 

proceeded to carry out a systematic massacre of Turkish 

residents of·the city and province. The Allies were 

shocked, but felt that there was little they could do 

in the circumstances. 
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The embryo of the new Turkey now began to form. 

Five days after the landing of the Greeks at Smyrna, 

Must~fa Kemal arrived at Samsun (on the shore of 'the 

Black Sea, northeast or Ankara), where he had been 

appointed by the Sultan as inspector or the Third Army. 

Kemal was an outstanding hero of the war just ended, 

because of his distinguished conduct at Gallipoli and 

because, when it appeared that the TUrks had only the 

alternatives of surrender or complete rout in the face 

of Allenby's advance northward through Syria, Kemal was 

able to organize a fighting retreat to the mountains 

north of Aleppo, where he was preparing to make a stand 

when news of the Mudros Armistice arrived.6 Kemal was 

6 Lewis, Turkey, p. 53. 

known as an ardent nationalist, and his appointment 

as inspector of the Third Army was thought to be a 

good way, by removing him from the capital, to prevent 

him from interfering with the Sultan's policy or 

cooperation with the Allies~7 But as soon as he arrived 

7 l Ibid. I p. 5 ~. 

at his new post, Mustafa Kemal began organizing 

nationalist resistance to the dismemberment of Turkey. 

As a result of his efforts,, two congresses of 

nationalist delegates were. held in the summer of 1919-

one at Erzurum, from 23 July to·6 A\~ust, for the 

eastern provinces of Turkey, and one at Sivas, in 

September. Out of these congresses came the National 

Pact. or its six provisions, the most important ones 

called for a free vote to settle the destinies of the 
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Ar~b-populated port~ons of the Ottoman Empire that 

were und~r enemy occupation on 30 October 1916, while 

stipulating that the remaining portions, inhabited by 

an Ottoman-Moslem majority, should not be divided for 

any reason; agreed to the opening of the Dardanelles 

and Bosporus to the commercial traff+c of the world 

on such terms as might be negotiated between.Turkey 

and the interested powers, provided that Constantinople 

and the Sea of Marmora remained immune from harm; stated 

that the rights of minorities, including Moslem 

minorities, were to be guaranteed; rejected any 

restriction that would hamper the political, judicial, 

or financial development of Turkey.8 The Declaration 

8 . 
~., pp. 58-59 • 

. . 

of Sivas, issued 9 September 1919, affirmed the unity 

or Turkisn territory and opposed Allied occupation and 

the formation of an Armenian state. Mustafa Kemal, who 

had been officially d1s,missed by the Sultan on 8 July 1 

and outlawed on 11 JUly, presided at both congresses. 

One of the conclusions of the Sivas Congress was 

that the National Assembly should meet at once to 

sett~e the nation's destiny. A message was sent in the 

name or th~ congress to the government, calling for the 

resignation or the Cabinet or Damad Ferid Pasha and the 

immediate convening of the Assembly. When no response 

of any kind had occur~ed by 11 September, Mustafa Kemal 

sent an ultimatum, threatening the closing of telegraph 

offices to communications traffic from the government. 

The threa~ was made good when the government ignored 

the ultimatum, and on 2 October Damad Ferid Pasha 

resigned.9 
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16 Mar 20 
Allies 

gibid., pp. 56~57 • 

An attempt at reconciliation with the nationalists 

was now made. A new C~binet, under Ali Riza Pasha, was 

for.med, and elections were held, in which the national

ists received a large majority. The National Assembly 

met on 12 January 1920, and on 28 January it adopted the 

National Pact. At th~ same time, arms were being 

stolen in sizable quantities from Allied dumps. The 

Allies became alarmed at the trend of affairs and forced 

·the resignation. or Ali Riza Pasha~s Cabinet·. On 16 

occupy March, an Allied force, under a British general, 
Constantin-
ople occupied Constantinople. Denying any intention of 

depriving the Turks of the city, the Allies announced 

that the object of the military occupation was to keep 

open the Straits and protect the Armenians. When Ali 

Riza Pa~ha's successor as grand vizier refused to dis

avow the nationalist movement, he too was forced to 

resign, and Damad Ferid Pasha was again appointed. 

Damad Ferid Pasha now declared the nationalists to be 

rebels against the Sultan. On 11 April 1920, the Sultan 

dissolved the National Assembly, and many of the 

deputies were arrested and sent into exile •. The approach 

ot the Sultan and that of the nationalists to Turkey's 

postwar problems had proved irreconcilable. 

Mustafa Kamal, though elected a deputy for 

Erzurum to the National Assembly in the elections of 

October 1919, had considered it prudent to remain in 

Ankara while the National Assembly was in session in 

the early months of 1920, and so was not in Constantinople 

when the break between the Allies and the Sultan, on 
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the one hand~ and the nationalists, on the other, had 

occurred. Those deputies who escaped arrest upon the 

dissolution of the Assembly joined Kemal in Ankara. 

There they formed the Grand National· Assembly or 

23 Apr 20 Turkey, which began its first session on 23 April 1920, 
Schismatic 
Government with Mustafa Kemal as President. The GNA announced 
under Kemal 

20 Aug 20 
Treaty of 
Sevres 

that sovereignty belonged unconditionally to the nation~ 

and that the Grand National Assembly was the "true and 

sole representative of the nation.n10 

10 6 Lewis, TUrkey, p. 1. 

For the next two and one-half years, two govern

ments contended for the right to speak for Turkey in 

the pos.twar settlements: that of the Sultan, at 

Constantinople, backed by the Allies and with such 

Turkish forces as it could c_ommand, strengthened by the 

Greek forces in Turkey; and, opposing the Sultan's 

government, the nationalist provisional government, 

headed·by Mustafa Kemal. 

In the be.ginning, the nationalists suffered 

reverses; for, besides fighting the Sultan's forces, 

they found themselves engaged with the Ar-menians in the 

northeast and with the French in Adana.11 In August 1920, 

11Ibid. 

the Allies felt the situation was well enough in hand 

to conclude the Treaty or Sevres with the Sultan's 

government (the treaty was signed on the 20th). By its 

provisions the Turkish government renounced all claims 

to non-Turkish territory; the Kingdom or Hejaz was 
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20 Jan 21 
The Funda
mental Law 

\_;· 

recognized as independent; Syria became a mandate of 

France; Mesopotamia (with Mosul) and Palestine became 

British mandates; Smyrna and its hinterland were to be 

administered by Greece for five years, after which a 

plebiscite was to be held; the Dodecanese Islands and 

Rhodes went to Italy; Thrace and the remaining TUrkish 

islands in the Aegean went to Greece; Armenia was 

r.ecognized as independent; the Straits were to be inter

nationalized and the adjoining territory demilitarized; 

Constantinople and the strip of territory to the 

Chatalja lines remained Turkish, as did the remainder 

of Anatolia. 

Mustafa Kemal and the nat~onalist government did 

not recognize the Treaty of Sevres. 

As the winter of 1920 approached, the nationalist 

government victoriously concluded its hostilities with 

Armenia. On 3 December, it signed a treaty by which 

Turkey received Kars and Ardahan, leaving Armenia 

reduced to the province of Erivan. · Forces released from 

the Armenian front were now able to join those fighting 

the Greeks, and on 10 January 1921, Ismet, the 

nationalist government's chief of starr, threw the 

Greeks back to.Bursa after a fierce engagement at 

Inonu. Ten days later, the Grand National Assembly 

adopted the Fundamental Law, which provided for 

sovereignty or the people, a parliament elected by ~an

hood suffrage, a ministry responsible to the parliament, 

and a president with extensive power. 

The Allied powers now called a conference of the 

contending forces in Turkey, With a view to effecting 

a settlement. Representatives of both Turkish govern

ments and of Greece met in London, in February, but 
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the efforts to reach an adjustment broke down. 

On 1 April 19211 Ismet threw the Greeks back 

again at Inonu, after a new Greek offensive. But the 

superior numbers and equipment of the Greeks now began 

to tell 1 and they succeeded in making a menacing 

advance toward Ankara. To deal with this crisis, the 

Grand National Assembly made Mustafa Kemal commander in 

chief of the nationalist forces, with all its authority 

vested in him personally. In the last week of August 

and the first half of September the Battle of the 

Sakarya raged; but at last the Greeks withdrew, and 

Ankara was saved. 

In this year of 1921, the nationalist government 

was busy on the diplomatic, as well as the fighting, 

front. On 13 March, the Italians agreed to evacuate 

Adalia (in southwestern Anatolia) in exchange for 

promises of extensive economic concessions (tpe last 

Italian forces left in June). On 16 March, Soviet 

Russia had recognized Turkey's possession of Kars and 

Ardahan in return for Turkey's retrocession of Batum. 

The nationalist government signed the Treaty of Kars on 

13 October, by which Turkey formally recogniz~d the 

Armenian Soviet Republic. And on 20 October, France 

and Mustafa Kemal 1s nationalist government concluded 

the Franklin-Bouillon agreement,. which ended hostilities 

with the French in Cilicia (area around Adana) and 

provided for French evacuation of the area in return 

for economic concessions. 

The year 1922 brought complete victory for the arms 

of the nationalist government. In March of that year 

the nationalist Turks rejected an effort of the Allied 
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powers to mediate between them and the Greeks~ saying 

that there could be no settlement until the Greeks 

got out or Anatolia, A second Allied effort at 

mediation was rejected in June. In August 1 the Turks 

began their counteroffensive against the Greeks; and 

early in September1 having been driven out or BUrsa, 

the Greek army broke and fled in rout toward the coast. 

On 9-11 September, the Turks took Smyrna--which, 

remembering the massacres perpetrated nere by the 

Greeks in May 1919 1 they almost destroyed by fire. On 

15 ~eptember, Lloyd George, wno had encouraged the 

Greeks in their campaign in Turkey as a means or forcing 

the terms of the Treaty of Sevres on the Turks, appealed· 

to the other Allied powers and th~ British Dominions to 

join in defense of the Straits against the Turks. But 

France and Italy, which had concluded agreements with 

Mustafa Kemal the previous year, took a negative 

attitude, and among the dominions only Australia and 

New Zealand showed any interest. An armistice was 

arranged, and at the Conference and Convention or 

3-11 Oct 22 Mudanya, 3-11 October, the Allies agreed to the return 
Conference 
and · or Eastern Thrace an~ Adrianople to the Turks, while 
Convention 
of Mudanya the Turks accepted the neutralization of the Straits 

1 Nov 22 
Sultanate 
abolished 

under unternational con~rol. 

Mustafa Kemal now made ·it clear who would speak 

for Turkey in negotiations for revision or the Treaty 

of Sevres. On 1 November 1922, he proclaimed the 

abolition of the su~tanate. Mohammed VI fled from 

Constantinople on 17 November in a British ship, and 

the next day his cousin, Abdul-Mejid, was proclaimed 

Caliph (spiritual leader of Islam). 
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24 Jul 23 
Treaty of 
Lausanne 

The Lausanne Conference met on 20 November 1922 

to conclude peace between the Allies and the Turks. 'On 

4 February 1923, it broke up temporarily ·after heated 

discussions concerning the status of Mosul an~ abolition 

of the capitulations, but resumed sittings on 23 April 

and completed the Treaty of Lausanne on 24 July. Its 

provisions included the following: Turkey gave up'all· 

claims to non-Turkish territories lost in World War I 

but recovered Eastern Thrace to the Maritsa River, with 

Karagach (suburb of Adrianople.south of the Maritsa 

River); Turkey got the islands of Imbros and Tenedos, 

but the other Aegean Islands went to Greece; Italy 

retained the Dodecanese; Great Britain retained Cyprus;. 

the capitulations were abolished in return for a promise 

of Judicial reforms; Turkey accepted treaties to 

protect minorities; Turkey paid no reparations; the 

Straits were demilitarized, with a zone on each bank, 

and were to be open to ships of all nations in time of 

peace and also in time of war if Turkey was neutral, 

and were to be open to all but enemy ships if Turkey 

were at war. A separate Turkish-Greek agreement 

provided for.oompulsory exchange of populations; i.e., 

Greeks in Turkey were to be moved in Greece, and Turks 

in Greece were to be moved to Turkey • 

.'!!!! Turkish Republic !2_ ~ ~ ll 
Only after the Treaty of Lausanne had been safely 

signed and the Allies had evacuated Constantinople did 

the Grand National Assembly vote to make Angora(now 

Ankara) the .permanent seat of the capital, on 13 October 

1923. This action had been delayed by Mustafa Kemal to 

avoid any possible difficulty in the return of 
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29 Oct 23 
TUrkish 
Republic 
proclaimed 

Constantinople, which, while the Allies regarded it as 

the Turkish capital, would be considered by them as 

virtually essential to Turkey.l2 The for.mal proclamation 

12tew1s, Tu k 7c. r ey, p~ ~.,.~. 

ot the Turkish Republic came on 29 October 19231 with 

Mustafa Kemal as President and Ismet Pasha as Prime 

Minister. 

From this time until his death, on 10 November 

1938, Mustafa ~emal remained President and guided the 

destiny of Turkey. Though the government h~d the form 

ot a republic and it was necessary tor Kemal to be 

re-elected by the Grand Natio~al Assembly every four 

years, hi~ personal prestige and authority were so great 

that he was able to exercise dictatorial powers through

out his tenure or the presidency. In the elections or 

1927, he was empowered to name all candidates for the 

Assembly, and, as a result, h~s party (The People's Party) 

had a monopoly, making his unanimous re-election a 

foregone conclusion. Prior to the next elections, 

however, the formation or an opposition party was 

permitted--the Liberal Republican Party, headed by Ali 

Fethi Bey. This party, organized in 1930, favored a 

more moderate nationalism and greater cooperation witl?. 

the West. It did very poorly in the elections, where

upon Ali Fethi Bey dissolved it, but an independent 

group or deputies continued to exist 1n the Assembly. 

Mustafa Kemal was re-elected in 1931, and again in 

1935. The day after his death, Ismet, who had taken the 

family name Inonu in 1935 (~ee below), was unanimously 

elected President by the Grand National Assembly. 
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3 Mar 24 
Caliphate 
abolished 

1925 
Kurdish 
Revolt 
suppressed 

Dec 1930 
Dervish 
Revolt 
suppressed 

The core of Mustafa Kamal's domestic program was 

the Westernization of Turkey. The opposition to this 

program centered in the religion that pervaded every 

aspect of life for Moslems--Islam. A necessary first 

step in his program, Kemal believed, was the abolition 

of the'caliphate. This he succeeded in accomplishing 

on 3 March 1924, with all members of the House of Osman 

banished. For the time being, however, Islam remained 

the state religion, and was so described in the 

constitution adopted on 20 April the same year. But 

the adoption or the constitution was preceded by a law 

placing all school instruction directly under government 

control, and by another abolishing religious courts.13 

13Lewis, Turkey, p. 82. 

In the years that followed, the two revolts worthy 

of mention were both religiously motivated. The.first, 

occurring early in 19251 was a great insurrection in 

Kurdistan. The Kurds sought autonomy because of their 

disli~e for the government 1s religious policy. The 

insurrection was put down, much blood being shed in the 

process, and the leaders were executed. On 2 September 

of that year, religious orders were suppressed. The 

other revolt was a rising or dervishes near Smyrna in 

December ~930. As a result, 28 leaders of the Moslem 

opposition to Kema1•s program were executed. 

In the decade from 1925 to 1935, introducing his 

measures gradually, Kema1 went far toward achieving 

his object of a Westernized Turkey. In August of 1925, 

polygamy was abolished and divorce was introduced, and 

the following November the wearing or the fez was 
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9 Apr 28 
Islam no 
longer the 
state 
religion 

l ·.) ,......, 

prohibited. At the beginning or 1926, new civil, 

criminal, and commercial law codes were introduced, 
' based, respectively, on Swiss, Italian, and German 

systems. At the same time the Gregorian calendar was 

adopted, effective 1 January 1926. Civil marriage was 

made compulsory on 1 September or the same year. The 

a~ticle of the constitution making Islam the state 

religion was dropped on 9 April 1928, and on the follow

ing 3 November the Latin alphabet was introduced by a 

decree requiring it to be in universal use within 15 

years and compelling all Turks under·4o years of age 

to attend school to learn it. In 1934, women were 

given the vote in ·general elections and permitted to 

sit in the Assembly, to which 17 women were elected in 

1935. On 1 January 1935, family names became compulsory. 

Mustafa Kemal, at the suggestion of the Assembly, 

adopted the name Kemal Ataturk (Kemal, meaning perfec

tio~l4 was a name he had acquired in school as a boy 

14 Webster's Biographical Dictionary (1949), 
entry "Kemai Ataturk." 

because or his proficiency in mathematics; Ataturk 

means rather 2f. ~ ~). Ismet1 the Prime Minister, 

took for his f~1ily name Inonu, the name or the place 

where he had twice defeated the Greeks in the war or 

TUrkish nationalism • 

. The names or cities were also changed in Kemal • s 

program; but here the result; though exemplifying 

Turkish nationalism, seemed to go counter to the 

Westernizing current as names long familiar to the West 

disappeared and were replaced by TUrkish names. To 

mention some of the chief examples, Constantinople 
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became Istanbul, Angora became Ankara, Smyrna became 

Izmir, Adrianople became Edirne, and Adalia became 

Antalya. These changes were made in March 1930. 

EconomicallY# as well as politically, Kernal aimed 

at Turkish independence. Under him the country stead

fastly rejected all foreign investments while gradually 

buying up foreign concessi.ons. In June 1929., a high 

tariff was introduced to encourage the development of 

Turkish industry. Steps benefiting Turkey's foreign 

credit were taken in 1928 and 1933 in the form or 

agreements with bondholders of the Ottoman public debt. 

Kemal Ataturk•s principal international agree

ments, designed to promote the security of Turkey, 

consisted of a treaty of alliance with the USSR, the 

Balkan Entente, the Montreux Convention, and the 

Saadabad Pact. 

Kemal had been on friendly terms with Soviet Russia 

since 1920, when, under ~ military agreement, the 

Bolsheviks had furnished him supplies in his war to 

prevent the Allied dismemberment of Turkey. On 17 

December 1925, the·Republic of Turkey concluded a 

treaty or friendship and non-aggression with Soviet 

Russia, establishing close political and economic 

collaboration. This treaty was extended and amplified 

four years later; it was renewed for five years on 

30 October 1931, and for an additional ten years in 

November 1935. 

The Balkan Entente, including TUrkey, Greece, 

Rumania, and Yugoslavia (Bulgaria. refused to join), w~s 

signed on 9 February 1934. The four contracting powers 

mutually guaranteed the security of their Balkan 

- 194 - . 
.t' 



20 Jul 36 
Montreux 
Convention 

8-9 .. rul 37 
Saadabad 
Pact 

·.__.......'· 

frontiers and promised to take no action with regard 

to any Balkan non-signatory without previous discussion 

among themselves. Turkey entered this pact mainly 

as a safeguard against possible aggression on the part 

of Fascist Italy. 

It was Turkey's fear of Italian aggression that 

led also 'to the Montreux Convention, dated 20 July 

1936. On 11 April of that year, fearing possible 

reprisals by Mussolini because of her support of League 

action against Italy in the Ethiopian crisis, Turkey 

had requested the signatories of the Treaty of 

Lausanne of 1923 for permission to :rteforti.fy the 

Straits. In the conference that followed at Montreux, 

the powers concerned had agreed, with Italy abstaining. 

The Saadabad Pact, concluded on 9 July 1937,15 

15 . . 
Langer, Enc~clopedia of World History, p. ~097, 

gives 9 July, but July is given in tewls~rkey, 
p. 115.. . 

was ~esigned to secure Turkey on her Asiatic side in 

the way the Balkan Entente did on the European side. 

The participating countries, besides Turkey, were Iraq, 

Iran, and Afghanistan. 

Besides its treaty of friendship with Soviet 

Russia., Turkey signed a naval agreement w1 th that 

country, on 8 March 1931, under which ·neither party 

was to add to its Black Sea fleet except after six 

months 1 .notice to the other. Turkey also signed 

b+latera1 agreements with various other countries 

during the 1920's and 1930's. One of these was a 

nonaggression pact with Italy for five years, signed on 

30 May 1928 and extended for five years on 25 May 1932. 
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A treaty with Bulgaria on 6 March 1929 settled many 

outstanding questions, and a frontier dispute with 

Iran was ended by an agreement dated 23 January 1932. 

A nonaggression pact with Greece for ten years was 

concluded on 14 September 1933, some five months 

before conclusion of the Balkan Entente, to which, as 

already indicated, both Turkey and Greece adhered. 

Turkey Joined ~he League of Nations on 18 July 1932. 

As World War II approached, TUrkey. and.Great 

Britain concluded an agreement providing for mutual 

assistance in case of aggression or ~ar in the 

"Mediterranean area." Though Turkey had close economic 

relations with Germany, its government sided with 

British efforts to check German expansion into the 

Balkans. 

The agreement with Great Britain was soon followed 

by a nonaggression pact with France, signed on 23 June. 

This marked the settlement of difficulties between 

Turkey and France over the SanJak (district). of 

Alexandretta on the northeastern shore or the 

Mediterranean Sea, west of Aleppo, Syria. In the 

settlements following World.War I, Alexandretta had 

been included in the state of Syria, which was 

mandated to Franoej but since about 40 per cent of the 

population was Turkish, France had assented to a 

special regime for the district in the Franklin~Bouillon 

Agreement of 20 October 1921, by which France had agreed 

to evacuate the Adana area or Anatolia. TUrkey 

expressed concern ~or the future security of the Turkish 

population of the sanJak when the Franco-Syrian Treaty 

or Alliance, dated 9 September 19361 provided tor Syrian 
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independence within three years. Turkey claimed the 

Turkish population to be a large majority; French 

figures indicated it to be the largest single ethnic 

element, but ~nounting to only 39 per cent or the 

whole. 16 A fundamental law for the Sanjak of 

16 
Avedis K. Sanjian, 1'The Sanjak of Alexandretta 

(Hatay~: Its Impact ~n Turkish-Syrian Relations (1939-
1956), MEJ, Autumn, 1956, p. 380. · 

Alexandretta was drawn up b~ neutral experts under the 

auspices or the League or Nations, and, after its 

accept·ance by both Turkey and France, was adopted by 

the League in 1937. The regime thus prescribed called 

for demilitarization, autonomy, and special rights for 

the TUrkish popu1a~ion. Disorders in the area, which 

had been chronic for some years, continued in connection 

with the forthcoming elections for choosing deputies in 

a legislative assembly for A1exandretta. On 3:. July 

1938, Turkey and France agreed that each would send 

2500 troops into the sanjak to supervise the elections, 

which were scheduled for September. The Turks secured 

22 or the 4o deputies elected; and, on 2 September 

1938, by vote or the new Assembly, the Sanjak or 

Alexandretta became the autonomous Republic or Hatay. 

The republic had only a. pro~ existence, being 

obviously controlled by Turkey, and ceased to exist 

after the Hatay Assembly voted, on 29 June 1939,17 for 

17 . 
Lewis, Turkey, p. 116. 

union With Turkey, six days after the nonaggression 

pact between Turkey and France. 
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19 Oct 39 On 19 October 1939, after Germany and the USSR 
Treaty with 
UK and had made their pact of the previous August and Great 
France 

22 Feb 45 
Turkey 
enters 
WWII 

Britain and France were already at war with Germany, 

Turkey entered a tripartite agreement with the two 

democracies. This Anglo-Franco-Turkish Treaty provided 

that Turkey would render all aid in her power to 

Britain and France if aggression by a European power 

should lead to a war in the Mediterranean ~ea involv

ing Britain and France, or if they had to go to war to 

honor their guarantees given Greece and Rumania in 

April 1939. ·Britain and France were to a1d Turkey to 

the limit or their power if Turkey were the victim or 

aggression by a European state, or became involved in 

a war in the Mediterrane~n area resulting from 

aggression by a European state. 

~!!!:!! 

Turkey remained peutral during World War II until 

shortly before the end, tina~ly declaring war on 

Germany and Japan on 22 February 1945, effective 

1 March 1945. Her entering the t·;ar resulted from the 

decision of the Yalta Conference that only those nations 

that had declared war on the Axis by 1 March 1945 would 

be invited to participate in the inaugural conference of 

the United Nations at San Francisco.l8 

1 Lewis, Turkey, p. 121. 

It would appear that Italy's declaration of war 

on France and Great Britain on 10 JUne 1940, with no 

provocation except the apparent opportunity to share 

the spoils of victory with Germany, constituted 

aggression by a European power·. that brought a war to 
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the Mediterranean area involving Britain ~d France. 

Under such circumstances, Turkey was bound by the 

Anglo-Franco-Turkish Treaty of October 1939 to come to 

the aid of Britain and France. A quite specific 

condition binding Turkey under that treaty to come to 

the aid or her allies was met When Britain was called 

upon by, and honored her guarantee of 13 April 1939 to, 

Greece after that country was attacked by Italy on 

28 October 1940. However, Turkey continued to be 

officially neutral, though her press, for the most 

part, favoreq Britain and France from the start. 19 

It was agreed at the Casablanca conference, in 

January 1941, and again at the Tehran Conference, in 

December 1943, that Turkey should be brought into the 

war. The Allied leaders particularly desired the use 

of air bases in Turkey. Negotiations to bring the Turks 

in were delegated by the Conferences to the British. 

Besides communicating with the TUrks through the nor.mal 

diplomatic channels, Churchill met President Inonu at 

Adana, Turkey, in January 1943, for personal talks, and 

again in December of that year in Cairo; the British 

Foreign Minister, Anthony Eden, met with the Turkish 

Foreign Minister in Cairo in November 1943. The Turks, 

though friendly, remained very cautious, and wished to 

avoid any appearance or provocation that might result 

in German retaliation.20 

20see Churchill's Hgg§e of Fate (Boston: Houghton 
Miffl~n Col., 1950), pp. · , 70'5-:;-7!3-714, and his 
Closin~ the R;~ (Boston: Ho~hton f.11fflin co.,_ 1951) I 
PP• 35 -35j~ I 357-358, 367-368, 371-372, 3~9-393, 
415. . 
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Churchill at first took ah indulgent attitude 

towards the Turks~ failure to honor their treaty 

obligations. At the time or the casablanca Conrerencej 

Churchill considered it "obviously impossible" to regard 

the treaty as binding in the altered circumstances 

following the events of May 1940, which revealed that 

Turkey's army, though excellent by World War I standards, 

was not equipped for warfare employing modern aircraft 
21 and tanks in blitzkrieg tactics. But by the time or 

21 Grand Alliance (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Co., 
1950) ' p:jO. 

the Tehran Conference, he was ready to tell the Turks 

that if they refused to come into the war, they.would 

forfeit their chance to sit at the peace conference and 

would be treated like other neutrals, and Great Britain 

would tell them that she had no further interest in 

their affairs and w9uld stop the supply or arms. 22 

22closing the Ring, p. 392. 

However, as indicated in the first paragraph of this 

section, Turkey bided her time. 

Two acts on the part or Turkey during the war 

reveal, by their timing, a good deal about her caution 

and her motivation. In June 1941, three days before 

the German assault on the USSR, Turkey signed a non

aggression pact with Germany (it was ratified on 6 JUly). 

Three years later, on 14 June 1944, after the successful 

Anglo-American cross-Channel invasion or Normandy, the 

announcement was made that Turkey had consented to close 

the Straits to the thinly disguised German naval 

- 200 -



7 Jan 46 
FoWlding 
of 
Democratic 
Party 

auxiliaries that she had long been permitting to go 

through to the Black Sea 1 not only in violation of the 

Montreux Convention or 1936, but also of. the 1939 

treaty wit~ Britain and France.23 

23 Lewis 6 Turkey, 117, 120. 

Turkey ~ ~ !!!!:. !! 
The principal domestic developments in Turkey 

since World War II have been (1) the successful 

organization of an opposition party to counter the 

People's Party (or Republican People's Party); and 

(2) the modirication 6 or even reversal in some oases, 

of various important parts of Kemal Ataturk 1 s political 

and economic program. 

In September 1945, an attempt to found an opposition 

party, called the National Recovery Party, with a 

program of free enterprise on the American model and 

the establishment of close· ties with the Moslem states 

of the east, failed. A few months later, however, on 

7 January 1946, the Democratic Party was successfully 

rounded. Its organizers were Adnan Menderes, Mehmed 

FUad Koprulu, Refik Koraltan, and Celal Bayar. All 

had been members of the Republican People's Party, but 

had split with it on the issues of statism in economic 

policy and concentration of political power in the hands 

of the executive.23 

23 . 
Lewis, Turkey, 122-123. 

The elections of JUly 1946 brought the new party's 

first test at the polls. Standing for 273 of the 465 

seats in the National Assembly, Democrats won 62 places. 
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14 May 50 
Democrats 
win 
election 

It was improbable that the Democrats would have won a 

majority in a fair elec.tion, but, becauee of Widespread 

int~idation of voters and dishonesty in counting the 

ballots, their showing was not an accurate reflection 

ot the ~eferences or the electorate. 

To·prevent a repetition of the rigged election or 

1946, the Grand National Assembly passed a new electoral 

law in February 1950, a few months befor~ the next 

general elections. This new law, which had been drafted 

with the approval or both major parties (there was now 

a third party, called the National Party, an offshoot 

from the Democratic Party in favor or a more decisive 

break with Kemalism), provided tor secret ballots and 

public counting of votes--the reverse or the previous 

procedure. The new law also provided that the parties 

should receive equal allocations or political-broadcast 

. time and that the elections should be supervised by the 

judiciary.24 

The elections \'lere held on 14 May. The result was 

a tremendous victory for the Democrats, who· won 408 

seats -as compared with 69 for the Republican People's 

Party, 1 for the National Party, and 9 won by 

Independents. The magnitude or the Democratic majority 

was interpreted as registering a desire for change by 

all with a grievance of some kind against the Republican 

People's Party during its long tenure of power. In 

their electioneering, the Democrats had promised all 

things to all groups. The most numerous group was the 

pietists, who had been promised relaxation or 
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22 May 50 
Bayar 
President 
and 
Mende res 
Prime 
Minister 

anti-Islamic ol'dinances. Farmers had been assured they 

would get higher prices for their produce if the 

Democrats won. And so it went. The most remarkable 

immediate consequence or the elections was an outbreak 

or fez-wearing in the eastern provinces. 

On 22 May 1950, the new Assembly elected Celal 

Bayar President of Turkey, and Adnan Menderes became 

the new Prime Minister. 

Shortly after taking power, the Democrats paid 

a first installment on their debt to the pietists. 

The first day of Ramadan, the month of fasting, came 

on 17 JUne in 1950; sa the Democratically cqntrolled 

Grand National Assembly passed a law permitting, from 

the salient date forwarded, the call to prayer to be 

recited in Arabic instead or Turkish. In March 1952, 

religious instruction was added to the curricUlum of 

the Village Institutes (schools whose primary function 

is to prepare teachers for rural areas). 

In August 1951, the new government took some 

initial steps toward carrying out its economic 

philosophy. The State Maritime Administration was 

handed over to a new corporation known as the Maritime 

BSnk. Private investors were allowed to subscribe 49 

per cent of the capital of this Bank, the remaining 51 

per cent being subscribed by the government. Another 

· law enacted the same month permitted private firms to 

participat~ in the manufacture or alcoholic drinks. 

Also in the same month, the Grand National Assembly 

passed a bill to encourage foreign investment, a 

reversal or Kemal Ataturk•s policy. Under the new 

legislation, foreign investors were permitted to 

transfer profits out of Turkey--and~ in case they 
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liquidated the1~ hoidings, their capital too--in the 

original currency. 

The policy of the Democrats in agriculture 

produced remarkable.results. Turkey's production of 

cereals, which in 1950 had totaled under 8 million 

metric tons, rose in 1953 to 14 million metric tons, 

and Turkey became a major wheat-e~porting eountry. The 

rise in productivity·was accompanied by an increse: in 

mechanization. Whereas there were about 6,000 tractors 

in use in 1950, this figure had grown to 4o,·ooo by the 

end of 1953. Though much credit was_due American aid, 

both in technical advice and the supply or equipment, 

the Democrats took the necessary interest in 

agriculture to bring about the results achieved. 

Though the Democrats had begun as an opposition 

party, as of 1955 there were few signs that TUrkish 

politicians saw any point in having a parliamentary 

opposition, as such. In July 1953, the Democrats 

accused the National Party of being subversive because, 

so the accusation went, it was working for a restoration 

of the Islamic state and a return to Arabic script and 

the veiling of women; on 27 January 1954, the National 

Party was dissolved. However, it was reconstituted, as 

a "new" organization called the Republican National 

Party, on 10 February 1954, ostensibly accepting the 

principle_of division between religion and state (as 

it had done under its former name) but demanding "fUll 

religious liberty." The Republican People's Party was 

also attacked. On 14 December 1953, the Assembly 

passed a bill confiscating all property of that·party 

on the ground that it had embezzled large sums during 
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2 May 54 
Democrats 
retain 
power 

its long tenure of power. On 16 December, the premises 

and plant of the leading Republican paper were taken 

over by the government, and 200-odd branch headquarters 

of the party were closed. The following March a press 

law defined libel broadly enough to hamper opposition 

journalists. 

In the elections ·of 19541 which took place on 

2 May, two additional parties vied for votes with the 

thre~ mentioned heretofore. These were the Democratic 

Workers• Party and the Peasants' Party or TUrkey. These 

were minor, however, and the real contest was between 

the two major parties. The principal issue was the 

economic policy of the Democrats: the Republicans 

objected to the encouragement or foreign investments 

and to the participation of private capital in the owner

whip or industry. The Democrats again won a great 

victory, with 503 seats out or the new total (because of 

increased population) of 541. The Republican People 1s 

Party won 31 seats, the Republican National Party 5, 

the two new parties none, and independent candidates 

won 2 seats. 25 Celal Bayar wa·s re-elected as President, 

25 . 
~·· pp. 108-136. 

and Adnan Menderes was continued as Prime Minister. 

After its second victory at the polls., the 

Democratic Party·emb~rked on a spending program for 

public improvements. More than the economy could stand 

was spent in this. way, and as a result inflation and 

a shortage or consumer goods became serious problems. 

As of late summer in 1957, coffee and chocolate, knives 

and forks, writing paper and ink, and appliances and 
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spare parts had all disappeared from regular supply on 

the market. Only us aid prevented flour and oil from 

being in the same category. 

Faced with the prospect that this situation would 

be worse the following May, when the next elections 

would ordinarily be held, Prime Minister Menderes 

decided, in September 19571 that the next elections 

should be held the following 27 October. His party 

took other steps designed to aid it at the polls. 

Using its large majority in the Grand National Assembly, 

it pushed through last-m~nute appropriations for high

ways and schools, and even for repairs on mosques in 

farm villages. A further bid for farm votes, which 

constitute 80 per cent of the total and are the core of 

Democratic Party strength, took the form of a one-year 

moratorium declared by the Assembly on $345 million 

owed by farmers to the government. 

But the most surprising legislation produced a law 

that forbade the other three parties to form a coalition 

against the Democratic Party in the elections, and also 

prohibited the changing of parties by candidates and 

barred mixed t1ckets. 26 

26 
~~ 23 Sep 57, p. 23. 

When the returns were in, the Republicans had won 

178 seats. Though this was a great increase over 

their 1954 showing, it left the Democrats in firm 

control of the Grand National Assembly, with 424 seats. 

There were Republican charges of fraud and theft of 

votes at the polls, and a few local riots of protest. 

Unofficial counts gave the opposition 51~6 per cent of 
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the vote, but the government refused to release the . 

popular-vote totals. No less a person than Inonu 

charged that there were "serious illegalities 11 in the 

elections. 

Prime Minister Menderes, for his part, dismissed 

these charges and indicated that he intended to cont~nue 

with his programs as in the past.27 

27 ~~ 11 Nov 57, p. 40. 

In the field of foreign relations since World 

War II, Turkey has taken her place unequivocally with 

the non-Communist nations. 

After the end of the war, Britain resumed 

deliveries of equipment and material to build. up 

Turkey's defenses, and by the beginning or 1947 had 

given the Turks 400 aircraft and, in addition, naval 

vessels and equipment worth more than 2! million 

pounds.28 Britain had also been aiding the Greek 

28 . . Lewis, TUrkey, p. 140. 

government, which, besides-the more usual postwar 

problema, had on its hands a Communist-led insurrection, 

constantly receiving aid and ~einforcements from 

Communists in Greece's neighboring states and undoubtedly 

carrying out Soviet policy. 

Turkey, too, stood in danger from the Soviet 

Mar 1945 Union, though not in the same way. In March 1945, the 
USSR 
Announces it USSR had given notice that it would not renew its 
will not re-
new Treaty treaty of friendship with TUrkey, due to expire in 
of Non-
aggression November of that year. The following June the Kremlin 
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Feb 1947 
UK ends 
Turkish 
subsidy 

12 Mar 47 
Truman 
Doctrine 
aid to 
Turkey 

had offered to renew the treaty if Turkey would give 

Kars and Ardahan to the USSR and accept a modification 

of the Montreux Convention of 1936 putting the USSR on 

an equal footing liith TUrkey in the defense of the 

Straits. Turkey refused. Af~er the war, on 8 August 

1946, the USSR again pressed ~or a modification of the 

Montreux convention, and Turkey again refuaed.29 

29 
~· .. pp. 121, 141. 

In February 1947, Britain info~ed the US that 

she could no longer carry the burden or pos~war aid to 

Turkey and Greece.· Since, without continued aid from 

the West, it appeared that both countries would speedily 

be subverted and become Soviet satellites, President 

Truman asked Congress, on 12 March 1947, for $400,000,000 

for military and economic aid tor Greece and TUrkey. 

On 22 May 1947, an act or Congress authorized the ·, 

expenditure or $100 million in military aid to Turkey, 

and $300 million in military and economic aid to Greece. 
' The act also authorized the President to send military 

and civilian experts as advisers to the Turkish and 

Greek goverrunents •.. The policy of aid thus initiated, 

called the Truman Doctrine, was subsequently placed 

on a continuing basis in the Mutual Defense Assistance 

Program, which is still current. 

TUrkey ror.mally applied tor admission to the North 

Atlantic Treaty Organization on l August 1950. Britain, 

France, and the Scandinavian countries were at first 

opposed, and f'or a time TUrkey was "associated" with 

·the work or NATO. Br1 tain withdrew her opposition in 

July 1951, after Turkey had agreed to enter a Middle 
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18 Feb 52 
Turkey 
joins NATO 

18 Oct 50 
Turks aid 
in Korea 

28 Feb 53 
Tripartite 
Treaty of 
Friendship 
with Greece, 
Yugoslavia 

East Defense Pact, all other opposition_ was subsequently 

withdrawn, and on 18 February 1952 Turkey became a 

full member of NATO. The following August, Izmir 

(formerly Smyrna) was chos~n to be the headquarters of 

the Southeastern European Command, under NATO, and on 
. . 

14 October 1953, the 6th Allied Tactioai Air Force was 

also established at Izmir.30 

30tewis, Turkey, pp. 141-142, 149. · 

The role played by Turkey in the Korean conflic·t 

may have helped remove some or the opposition to her 

becoming a member or NATO. When the UN sent out its 

call for troops with which to counter the North Korean 

aggression, TUrkey responded promptly. Over 5,000····

Turkish troops reached Pusan on 18 October 1950, and 

the. strength or the Turkish Brigade was subsequently 

raised to 7 1 000. Some 20,000 Turks served, ~tone time 

or another, in the Brigade; and or these, 617 were 

killed in action, 100 died from other causes, and 

21 156 were wounded.3l Anyone who read the papers while 

the hostilities were in progress knows that.the Turks 

made an enviable record for their fighting qualities. 

To guard against a possible Soviet drive through 

the Balkans, and With the approval or Britain and the 

us, representatives ot Greece, Yugoslavia, and Turkey 

signed a Tripartite Treaty or Friendship and Cooperation 

at Ankara on 28 February 1953. This preliminary tre~ty 

was converted into a military alliance the following 

year when the same three countries signed a Treaty of 
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9 Aug 54 
Tripartite 
Treaty of 
Alliance 

\.__.· 

Alliance, Political Cooperation, and Mutual Assistance, 

-at Bled on 9 August. Any aggression against one or the 

parties is to be considered aggression against all.32 

32 Ibid., 145-146. 

Th~ growth or friendly and cooperative relations 

between Turkey and Greece to replace the fading 

memories or the Turco-Greek War or the 1920's has been 

somewhat jeopardized by the situation on the island or 

Cyprus. The Greek Cypriots, who constitute about 80 

per cent or the population, have for 1nany years demanded 

enosis, or union, with Greece, and this is also desired 

~Y G~eece, though she talks officially of self-determina

tion for the Cypriots. Turkey is concerned in the 

matter, not only because or the location of Cyprus . 

orr her shore, but also because about 18 per cent or 

the island's population is Turkish. Greece is opposed 

to any form or partitioning of the island; Turkey is 

opposed to the island•s· falling into Greek hands. The 

situation has been extremely serious for the last 

.several years because of the bombings, murders, and 

other acts of terrorism committed by extremists. The 

British~ who still govern the island and value. it as a 

base,have developed a series of plans to establish a 

regime acceptable to all parties, but all have been 

rejected by Greece or TU~key, or both. The latest 

plan, sponsored by Prime Minister Macmillan, was 

acceptable to Turkey but _was flatly rejected earlier 

this month by Archbishop Makarios, the exile leader or 

the Greek Cypriots. After this became known, according 

to a current newsmagazine, ··"Cypriots--both Greek and 
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Turkish--braced themselves ror a renewal of blood

letting. n33 

3?Hollis w. Barber, The United States in World 
Affairs, 1955 (New York: Harper & Bros., 19~);---
pp. 157-l;g;-Time, 25 Aug 58, p. 26. 

Turkey's relations with the Arab nations of the 

Middle East since World War II have not been cordial. 

This is partly due to the traditional lack of sympathy 

between Turks and Arabs in general: the Turks tend to 

regard Arabs with thiply veiled contempt because they 

consider them poor fighting men and because the Arabs 

are unable to unite, whereas the Arabs have disagreeable 

recollections of the years of Turkish rule. Turkey's 

28 Mar 49 ~ecogp1tion of Israel, on 28 March 1949, provided a 
Recognition 
or Israel new and·more immediate reason for general Arab 111 

24 Feb 55 
Baghdad 
Pact 

will.34 And TUrkey's conclusion of the Baghdad Pact 

34tewis, ~rkey, pp. 143, 192-193. 

With Ira~, on 24 February 1955, was regarded by the 

Arab League as. a threat to the system or Arab security.35 

3SJ. c. Hurewitz, Diplomacy in the·Near and Middle 
!!!!•!. Documentary Record: l914-195b'TPriii'Ceton, N.J.: 
p. Van Nostrand Co., Inc., c. 1956), II, 390. 
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IRAN; 1910 TO 1958 

The history of Iranl after 1910 cannot be properly 

1Iran was adopted as the official name of the 
country on 22 March 1935, before which time the name 
Persia prevailed (see Webster's Geographical Dictionary 
~Sprinf.field, Mass.: a. & c. Merriam co., 1949), entry 
' Iran. ') For convenience... the currently official n8ll}e 
will be used throughout in thi's account. (one notable 
holdout for Persia instead of Iran was Winston Churchill, 
who required the British .Government in World War II, 
after he became Prime Minister, to use the name Persia 
in all correspondence except formal correspondence with 
Iran; the reason he gave was that the similarity of the 
names Iran and Iraq might otherwise lead to confusion. 
See his The Grand Alliance (Boston: Houghton, Mifflin 
Co., 19~ p.-zJ'79.) 

understood without same preliminary mention of its 

earlier relations with Russia and Great Britain, and 

the constitution granted in 1906. 

In 1828, by the Treaty of Turkoman Chai, Russia 

received from Iran, among other gains, a grant of 

capitulations; in a subsequent annex to the same treaty, 

Russia was given special economic and tariff rights. 

During the latter half of the 19th centur~, Russian 

influence became entrenched in Iran. In 1879, the 

reigning Shah, Nasr-ed-Din, assented to the creation of 

a brigade of.Persian Cossacks, following the Russian 

model and commanded by Russian officers, and forces 

were soon established in Tehran and other northern 

towns. In 1891, the Discount Bank of Persia, a 

·Russian institution, opened its doors in Tehran. 

In the same period, Britain was gaining similar 

concessions. Britain and Iran signed the Treaty of 

Paris in 1857, by which, ·among other things, Britain 

was granted capitulations and special commercial 

privileges. In 1889, a British banker received a 
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concession for the creation of the Imperial Bank of 

Persia.2 

2 Donald N. Wilber~ Iran: Past and Present 
(4th ed.; Princeton, N.~rinceton1Un1vers1ty Press, 
1958), pp. 76-78. 

A New Zealander named w. K. D1Arcy received a 

60-year concession in 1901 to explore for oil through

out mo'st or the country. The government was to 

receive b20,00Q, the same amount in stock, and 16 per 

cent or annual profits. D'Arcy 1s operations were 

unfruitful until he discovered the field at Masjid 

Sula1man in southern Iran~ .in 1908. The next year the 

Anglo-Persian Oil Company was organized to exploit the 

oil deposits. A pipeline was built from the oil fields 

to Abadan Island, in the mouth of the Shatt el-Arab, 

and Iran was soon a leading producer of oil.3 

3william L. Langer, An Enctclopedia or World 
History (Boston: Houghton~iffl n Co.~ c.~9~p. 864. 

Early in the 20th century, being uneasy about 

German policy and activities in the Middle East~ the 

Russians and British concluded an understanding about 

Iran, which they incorporated in the Anglo-Russian 

Entente, 31 August 1907. The northern half of the 

country was to be a Russian sphere of influence, the 

southeastern portion was reserved for the British, and 

a central band was to be open to either country. Iran 

was not consulted in the foregoing arrangements, but . 

the agreement affirmed the principle or the independence 

and the integrity of Iran.4 
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About a year before the Anglo-Russian Entente~ Shah 

Muzaffar-ad-Din had been forced to yield to popular 

dem~d and agree to the convocation of a national 

assembly. The first national assembly, called the 

Majlis, met at Tehran on 7 October 1906 and drew up a 

liberal constitution. Shortly after signi·ng the 

constitution, Muzaffar-ed-Din died~ and was succeeded 

by his son, Mohammed Ali. 

Mohammed Ali was hostile to the new fo~ or 

government from the outset. On 15 December 1907, he 

was unsuccessful in an attempted coup_ .d •etat; but on 

23 JUne ~908 he succeeded, with the secret support of 

the Russian legation and the aid of the Persian Cossack 

Brigade, in closing the Majl1s, having many of the 

liberal leaders killed, and establishing martial law 

in Tehran. A Russian force crossed the border to help 

the Shah's forces put down a popular revolt in the area 

around Tabriz, in the northern part of Iran. 

The cause of const~tutional government now round a 

champion in Ali Kuli Khan, a leader of the Bakhtiaris, 

a powerful nomadic tribe in Iran. Ali Kuli Khan took 

Tehran on 12 July 1909, and deposed Mohammed Ali on 

16 JUly. The 12-year-old son of Mohammed Ali, Ahmad 

Shah, succeeded to the throne. Ahmad Shah was 

controlled by the more radical elements, who set up a 

regent to rule the country. 

In 1911, the government sought the aid of an 

American financial expert, W. Morgan Shuster, in 

setting Iran's finances in order. Shuster arrived on 

12 May, and having been invested by the Majlis with 

almost dictatorial powers, entered vigorously upon.his 

task, which included the organizing of a treasury 
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gendannery. The Russians opposed Shuster's work and 

did all they could to put obstacles in his way. They 

connived with the ex-Shah in an attempt on his part to 

regain power in the summer or 1911, but this effort 

was defeated by the first week of September. Other 

methods having failed, the Russians sent two ultimata 

to the Iranian government in November 1911, aimed at 

securing Shuster's dismissal, and followed them up by 

occupying a. number or towns in northern Iran, The 

24 Dec 11 MaJlis rejected both ultimata; but on 24 December, its 
Iran ruled 
by Directory doors were suddenly closed and locked by a group of' 

politicians, who formed a directory to govern the 

country. Shuster left Iran, and the country remained 

largely under Russian influence from this time until 

World.War z.5 

5Langer, p. 865; Wilber, ~~ p. 82. 

~~! 

1 Nov 14 Early in World War I--on l November 1914--Iran 
Iran 
declares proclaimed neutrality; but since she was too weak to 
neutrality 
in WWI, enforce neutrality• her territory was freely violated 
but becomes 
a field or during the war. The Turks invaded the northern part 
conflict 

ot the country but were stopped by the Russian~. To 

meet the exigencies or war, the British granted the 

Russians a free hand in the ~asian sphere under the 

1907 agreement,_at the same time adding the neutral zone 

to the British sphere, German agents-notably one 

named Wassmuss, the for.mer German consul at Bushire-

were very active in t~e interior. waasmuss organized 

tribes around Bushire to harass the British, who were 

occupying that town; other Ger.man agents were trying 
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to open a route across Iran to Afghanistan, in 

preparation for a Turko-German advance on India. In 

the British zone, in 1916, Sir Percy Sykes organized 

the South Persia Rifles to protect British interests, 

including the oil fiel~s, and, with the aid ot the 

Russians from the north, to conteract German influence. 

By the end of the war, only the British were left 

with forces in Iran. The Turks fell back in the early 

1917 TUrks · part of 1917~ after their defeat at Baghdad; and after 
withdraw 

the Bolshevik Revolution in the autumn of that year, the 

Russians also began to withdraw. In 1918, a British 

force under General Dunsterville moved up to north

western ·Iran ·to encourage the Armenians against the 

Turks and to counter a possible German advance from the 

Ukraine, while another British force under General Sir 

Wilfrid Malleson took a position in northeastern Iran 

to bar a possible Bolshevik move toward India in that 

direction.6 

6Langer, pp. 1106-1107,· Wilber Iran p 82 I-' • • 

Between the World Wars ......._ ______ _ 
The Iranian government sent ~ delegation 'to the 

1919 Iran Paris Peace Conference in 1919 to make the following 
demands end 
of Anglo- demands: abrogation of the 1907 Anglo-Russian Agreement, 
Russian 
spheres of abolition or the capitulations, and restoration of 
influence, 
capitul~· various pieces of territory formerly possessed.by Iran 
tion 

9 Aug 19 
Anglo
Iranian 
Agreement, 
unratified 

to the north and west. However, British influence 

prevented this delegation from being officially 

recognized. 

On 9 August of the same year, the ·British concluded 

the Anglo-Persian Agreement, negotiated by Sir Percy Cox. 

Though this document once more reaffir.med the 
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10 Jan 20 
Iran joins 
League of 
Nations 

1920 Soviet 
invasion, 
occupation 
or Gilan 

independence and integrity or Iran, its object was to 

ensure British dominance. Clauses obligated Britain 

to furnish advisers and officers, to supply munitions 

for a force to preserve order, to make a loan to Iran, 

and to render aid in railroad and road construction. 

There was widespread opposition to the agreement in 

Iran, and the Majlis refused to convene to ratify it. 

On 10 January 1920, Iran joined the League·or 

Nations as one of the original members. 

Near the middle or 1920, Soviet Russia began 

pushing south again. The Bolshevik fleet took Enzeli 

(now Pahlevi) and Resht, both located on the south

western shore or the Caspian Sea, and occupied most or 

Gilan. The British forces in northern Iran now moved 

back to Kazvin. 

At this juncture, an effort to repulse the 

Bolsheviks was made by the Persian Cossack Brigade. 

On 24 August, the Cossack Brigade recaptured Resht, 

but in its subsequent attempt on Enzeli (Pahlevi), it 

was defeated and driven back.7 

7 Langer, pp. 107-1108. 

The man destined to remake Iran now came to the' 

fore. This was Riza Khan, who was born in 1878 in 

Mazanderan, a province between the Elburz Mountains and 

the Caspian Sea. His rather and grandfather had been 

officers in the Pers:f.an Army, and Riza Khan himself, 

as a young man, joined '\;he Persian Cossack Brigade and 

rose rapidly on the basis of ability and force of 

character.a In the reorganization ot the Cossack 
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8 Wilber, ~~ p. 97. 

Brigade after its defeat by the Bolsheviks at 

Enzeli in 1920, Riza Khan became its commander and 

succeeded in expelling the Russian off-icers. Then, 

concerting plans with a p~ominent writer and refor.mer 

named Sayyid Zia ed-D1n, Riza Khan marched on Tehran 

with the Cossack Brigade and exe~uted a coup d'etat 

21 Feb 21 on 21 February 1921. In the resulting new government, 
Coup d'etat 
of Riza Khan Sayyid Zia ed-Din was Prime Minister, and Riza Khan 

Treaty 
with USSR 

was Minister of War and Commander in Chier.9 · 

9tanger, p. 1108. 

Five days later, having dropped the unratified 

agreement or 1919 with Britain, the new government 

signed a treaty with Sovie.t Russia in which the latter · 

reversed the trend of Tsarist policy toward Iran. Under. 

this treaty, Soviet Russia declared all former treaties 

between Iran and Russia·void, and also any treaties 

between Russia and a third party that were not in the 

best interests or Iran; canceled all outstanding Iranian 

debts to Russia; relinquished all concessions made to 

Russia, and Russian assets connected with such concession~ 

including the Discount Bank or Persia, the railroad from 

Julfa to Tabriz, the port or Enzeli (Pahlevi), and roads 

and telegraph lines; denounced capitulations; and gave 

Iran equal navigation rights on the caspian Sea. The 

treaty also provided that each country should prohibit 

activity within its borders designed to harm the other, 

and Soviet Russia reserved·the right, in case Iran were 

unable to cope with a threat to the USSR posed by a 
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28 Oct 23 
Riza Khan 
head of' 
government 

25 Feb 25 
Riza Khan 
dictator 

13 Dec 25 
Proclaimed 
Shah 

third power'~ kc~ivities within !~an. to send troops 
10 

into Iran to counter such a threat. 

10 W1lber1 ~~ p. 86. 

R1za Khan and Sayyid Zia ed-Pin clashed after the 

first hundred days, and the latter was forced to resign 

and leave Iran. After serving as Minister of' War in 

several succeeding Cabinets, Riza Khan took over the 

Prime Ministership himself' on 28 October 1923. A few 

months later, Ahmad Shah lert·the country--never, as it 

happened, to return.ll There was some agitation for a 

11 . 
Wilber,~~ p. 97. 

republic in March 1924 when it was rumored that the 

Shah was coming back; but, having been persuaded to the 

view of the religious leaders, who opposed the establish

ment of a republic,· R1za Khan was able to bring· the 

popular excitement tQ. an end. On 25 February 1925, the 

Majlis invested Riza Khan with dictatorial powers. The 

following 31 October it deposed the ~bsent Shah, thus 

ending the Kajar dynasty. Riza Khan was proclaimed 

Shah by the Majlis on 13 December 1925, and crowned 

25 April 1926 with the title Riza Shah Pahlavi. 

Between this time and the beginning of World War 

II, Riza Shah made notable progress in his program for 

rebuilding Iran. In broad terms, this,called for the 

throwing off of foreign intervention and influence, for 

industrialization, and for economic and social reform 

along Western lines. 
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10 May 28 
Capitula
tions 
abolished 

1931-1932 
Measures 
against 
foreign 
influence 
and 
economic 
interests 

One of the more objectionable forms of foreign 

privilege in Iran was that conferred by the capitula~ 

tiona, the essential feature or which was the immunity 

granted foreigners from Iranian law, allowing them to 

be tried in consular courts according to the law of 

their own land.· In 1927 Riza Shah established a new 

judicial system, based on the French system, and gave 

notice that in a year's time the capitulations would 

be abolished. On 10 May 1928 the announced action 

took place, with the consent of all nations concerned.12 

12william s. Haas Iran (New York: Columbia · 
University Press, 1946J,-p:-153; Langer, pp. 1108-1109. 

Other steps against foreigners followed in the 

economic sphere. In January 1931, foreigners were 

prohibited from owning agricultural land in Iran. The 

next month the government took over the Iranian lines 

of the Indo-European Telegraph Company. In 1932 the 

National Bank of Iran, which had been founded in 19271 

took over from the British Imperial Bank the right to 

issue currency.l3 The concession granted D'Arcy in 1901 

13wilber, Iran, p. 264. ~er, p. 1109, gives 
the date of rounding of the National Bank as September 
1928. 

relating to oil, which formed the basis of the Anglo

Persian Oil Company's operations from 1909, was canceled 

on 26 November 1932. After a period of negotiations, 

the terms of a new concession were agreed on, on 29 May 

1933. The principal provisions were as follows: (l) the 

terminal year of the new contract was to be 1993, as 

against 1961 in the old concession; (2) the area 
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covered was td be 250 1 000 square miles 1 as against 

500 1 000 previously, and after 1938 was to be 100,000 

square miles; (3) the minimum royalty paid the govern

ment ~s to be ~750,000 annually.14 

14 
Langer~ p. 1109 •. 

After 1930, foreigners were no longer given 

positions of authority, but were employed as technicians 

or engineers.15 

15 Wilber, ~~ p. 99. 

In the field or industry1 the end of' World War I 

found Iran with only a few electric light plants and 

some match factories. Efforts on an important scale 

to make the country as economically self-sufficient as 

possible began with the session of the Majlis that 

opened in December 1930, and by the time World War II 

interrupted Riza Shah 1s program of industrialization, 

Iran had some 30 moderately large factories owned and 

operated by the government, and nearly 200 other 

industrial plants. Textile weaving ·was first in 

importance, with food materials and vegetable products 

next.l6 

Governmental supervision and control was exercised 

through regulatory laws and through olmersh1p. In 1931 

a law was passed requiring ,the registration of all stock 

companies, and their compliance with certain regulations •. 

A new commercial code was put ~nto effect in 1932, and 
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under it the goVW~nment took the lead in organ~zing 

new companies, owning some outright but possessing only 

a controlling interest in others and less than that in 

still others. In Augus~ 1936 a law was passed requir

ing application to the Bureau of Industry and Mines by 

any person or persons desiring to form a new company. 

and formation of new companies in certain categories of 

industry was encouraged. Foreign participation was not 

invited. 

Because of the important relationship between 

foreign trade and domestic industries, the government 

took steps to con~rol imports and exports, using a 

system of monopolies and controls. In 1936, as a result 

of its controlling interest in or outright ownership of 

firms enjoying various import or export monopolies, the 

government had direct control of 33 per cent of all 

imports and 44 per cent of all exports. Since the 

prices of monopolized imports tended to be high, the 

Iranians paid for their country 1s industrial development 

by a form of indirect taxation.l7 

17 Wilber, ~~ pp. 246-249. 

Financ~al reforms had begun in 1922, th~ year 

following R1za Khan's coup d'etat, with the arrival or 

a mission headed by Dr. A. c. Millspaugh, an American 

expert. Within the next five years, the mission 

succeeded in establishing a Qalanced budget and in 

assuring the efficient collection of fair taxes. The 

government maintained a balanced budget for se~eral 

years after the departure or the mission, in 19271 .but 

the problems caused b¥ the world depression necessitated 
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the government's taking over the control of trade and 

industry.lB 

The importance of a railway connecting the Persian 

Gulf with toe caspian Sea in promoting the commercial 

life of the nation was obvious, and steps looking to 

the construction of such a line had been taken even 

before Riza Shah became the ruler of Iran,. but no real 

progress had been made. Having authorized survey work 

in 1926, Riza Shah had ~ law passed in 1927 authorizing 

construction of the railway. In 1928 a syndicate of 

American and German engineering firms was awarded a 

contract to survey the entire line and to construct 

segments south from the caspian and north from the 

Gulf, but this contract was canceled in 1931. The job 

was turned over in 1933 to Swedish and Danish firms, 

who subcontracted various stretches of track, and in 

1938 the line was in operation. A single-track 

standard~gauge railway, it ran from.Bandar Shapur, on 

the Persian Gulf, to Bandar Shah, on the southeast 

corner or the Caspian Sea, a distance of 865 miles.l9 

19wilber, Iran, pp. 273-274. Langer, p. 1109, 
gives January l~as the date of opening or the line. 

The effects of Riza Shah's program on the social 

order were profound. Nobles lost prestige and power, 

and the use of titles was abolished. ·The merchant class 

became virtually a class of government employees because 

of the controls exercised by the government and its 

extensive participation in the ownership of industria~ 
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and commercial firms. The Shiite clergy, undermined 

economically, lost its independence along with 

control of much or its vast trust funds. .The 

principal forms through which Shiism (the heterodox 

branch of Islam prevailing in Iran) influenced or 

manifested itself in public life wer~ eliminated as 

religious law gave way to civil and criminal code~, 

civil marriage and divorce registers were established, 

passion plays were prohibited, and dervishes were 

barred from appearing in towns. The secular authority 

was further asserted in the requirement of licenses 

for the wearing of clerical garb, the opening of 

mosques to non-Moslem visitors in Iran, and the 

substitution of state schools tor re~igious teaching. 

Riza Shah's approach was not essentially antireligious, 

but he was determined to rid Iran of those aspects of 

Shiism that seemed incompatible with the nature of a 

progressive modern state.20 

20wilber, ~~ pp. 98-99; Haas, Iran, pp. 152, 
157. 

This program of revolutionary changes was not 

accomplished without attempts at opposition, but none 

or these seriously ·challenged Riza Shah's supremacy in 

the state. Special attention was given to breaking 

the power of leaders of such tribes as the Qashqa 11, 

the Mamasanis, the Lurs, and the Bakhtiari. In 1934, 

after trial in Tehran, four Bakhtiari leaders were 

executed, four more were given life imprisonment, and 

16 others lesser prison terms. As late as 1936, 

however, the Qashqa 1i were in revolt against the Shah's 

government.21 
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22 Apr 26 
Mutual 
Security 
Treaty with 
Turkey and 
Afghanistan 

9 Jul 37 
Saadabad 
Pact 

21 
Wilber, Iran, p. 99. 

In the field of foreign relations under Riza 

Shah Pahlavi, two principal tre~ties may be noted, and 

certain events leading from the one to the other. 

The first or these,· dated 22 April 1926, was the 

Persian-Turkish-Afghan Treaty or mutual security, which 

was concluded under Soviet auspices. It tailed to 

prevent consideraple trouble between Iran and Turkey 

over the Kurdish populations in the boundary area, but 

these difficulties were subsequently settled in an 

agreement between the two oo~tries revising the 

boundary in the vicinit~ of Mt. Ararat, on 23 January 

1932. The same Kurdish question caused friction between 

Iran and the new, post-world war I state or Iraq; but 

the way was paved for better r~lations when Iran finally 

recognized Iraq, on 11 Augus~ 1929, and relations were 

further improved by a visit of King Faisal of Iraq to 

Tehran on 26 April 1932. Iran and Turkey drew closer 

as the result or a visit or Riza Shah to Ankara and 

Constantinople in JUne and July or 1934.22 

In 1937, the better understanding that had 

developed in the intervening decade led to a new 

agreement to replace the one or 1926, with Iraq Joining 

the signatories or the earlier agreement. The new 

agreement, often called the Saadabad Pact (from the 

name or th~ Shah's palace near Tehran, where it was 

signed), concluded on 9 July 1937, linked Turkey,.Iran, 

Iraq, and Afghanistan in an Oriental Entente comparable 
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Relations 
with USSR 

to the Balkan·Entente. By its provisions~ which are 

still operative~·the signatories·agreed to refrain' 

trom interference in each other's internal affairs, 

to respect their mutual frontiers, to refrain from 

aggression against each other, and to consult together 

in case of an international conflict threatening their 

common 1nterests.24 

23Lang~r, p. 1109; Haas, Iran, 219-220; Wilber, 
Iran, p. 146. Haas tells why me-saada.pad Pact was 
so-called; Wilber states that it is still in effect. 

Ri?a Shah regarded Soviet Russia with suspicion 

and fear, ·and ruthlessly suppressed all manifestations 

of communism or socialism within Iran. A law enacted 

by the Majlis in 1931 was designed to deal with 

persons disseminating a foreign ideology. It_provided 

imprisonment for anyone advocating forcible overthrow 

of the political, economic, and social order, 

endeavoring to separate territory from Iran, or trying 

to weaken the patriotism necessary to the independence 

and unity or· the country. However, Riza Shah maintained 

rather close economic and commercial relations with the 

USSR. He concluded five pacts with that country in 

1927, and several more in 1935, relating to fishill$ 

rights in·the Caspian Sea, the return to Iran or 

installations.at the caspian port of Pahlevi, commercial 

matter~, customs tariffs, and guarantees of mutual 

neutrality and security. Between 1935 and 1940 trade 

between Iran and the USSR steadily increase_d because 

of barter agreements.24 
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24wilber~ ~~ pp. 98, 261; Haas, Iran, pp. 
141-142. 

Riza Shah's relations with Britain before World 

War II had among their chief incidents the modification 

or abolition or concessions granted by former Shahs. 

The abolition or the capitulations, the withdrawing or 

the right or currency issue from the British-owned 

Imperial Bank or Iran, and the cancellation and 

renegotiation or the Anglo-Persian Oi~ Company's 

concession on more favorable terms for Iran--all 

22 Nov 27 mentioned above--are eases in point. On 22 November 
Iran claims 
Bahrein 1927 the.Iranian government advanced claims to the 

Bahrein Islands~ in the Persian Gulf off the Saudi

Arabian coast. The ruler or these islands, though 

nominally independent, is closely dependent upon the 

British government. The British rejected the claim. 

It remains a ~urrently unsettled question. In spite 

or the Bahrein claim, the British accepted and 

supported Riza Shah.25 

25 . Wilber, Iran, p. 98; Haas, Iran, p. 141; 
Langerr. p. llOar-weoster•s GeograpEICil Dictionary~ 
entry 'Bahrein Islands." 

As for Germany, after the Nazis came to power 

that country steadily improved its position in Iran. 

Using a combination of economic penetration and 

propaganda, Nazi Germany achieved first place in both 

the industrialization and the foreign trade or Iran. 

Germany had the advantage over both Britain and the 

USSR~ in Riza Shah's mind, or a past record free or any 

apparent design on Iran, which made her assistance 
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Iran 
declares 
neutrality 
in WWII 

26 Aug 41 
UK and USSR 

. occupy Iran 

16 Sep 41 
Riza Shah 
abdicates 
in favor 
or present 
Shah. 

'-.._/' 

especially. welcome; .and the· numerous German engineers. 

and other experts employed in Iran all doubled as Nazi 

propagandists. But what appealed to the Iranian ruler 

most or all in regard to Nazi Germany was that country's 

fanatical hostility to Connnunism, a feeling he shared.26 

26Haas, ~~ pp. 221-222. 

~!!!!. .ll 
At t;he beginning of World War II, Iran declared 

her neutrality and attempted to carry on normal 

relations'with all the powers.· She particularly wanted 

to continue ner trade relations with Ge~any because 

or their importance to her industrial and economic 

programs. After Germany declared war on Soviet Russia, 

however, Britain and the USSR saw at once that Iran 

would have tq be kept out of German hands and from 

serving Germ~ purposes. From 1940, German secret 

agents had been operating there, organizing fifth 

columns and support among the tribes or the southwest 

and at Isfahan and Tehran. The British and the Russians 

called on Riza Shah to live up to his neutrality. When 

he failed to comply effectively, they marched in, on 

26 August 1941.27 

27 
Wilber, ~~ 101-102. 

To save his dynasty, Riza Shah decided to abdicate, 

and did so on 16 September.28 He was succeeded by his 

28webster•s Geographical Dictionary, .entry "Iran." 

son, the present Shah, Mohammed R1za Pahlavi. 
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29 Jan 42 
Alliance 
with UK 
and USSR 

9 Sep 43 
Iran 
declares· 
war on 
Germany 

.... _../ 

On 29 January 1942,; Iran 1 Great Britain, and 

Soviet Russia signed the Tripartite Treaty of Allianc·e. 

The two Allied powers agreed to respect the territorial 

integrity, sovereignty, and political independence or 

Iran., and to use their best. efforts to safeguard the 

economic existence or the Iranian people against the 

contingencies of the war. They specified the facilities 

to be granted them on Iranian soil, but stated that 

their forces were not in military occupation of the 

country and would be withdrawn from Iranian territory 

within six months after the cessation of all hostilities 

between the All~ed powers, on the one hand, and Germany 

and her associates on the other.29 

29 Wilber1 ~~ pp. 102-103. 

The value or Iran to the Allied war effort would 

be ha~d to overestimate. In the course of the war, the 

Allies moved over five million tons of war materials 

from the Persian Gulf across Iran to the Soviet army, 

mainly by means of the Trans-Iranian Railway, but 

supplementing the railway with truck convoys.30 Iranian 

oil was vital to the Allied war effort.3l 

31 
Haas,~' p~·223. 

On 9 September 1943, Iran declared war on Germany, 

and announced her adherence to the Declaration or the 

united Nations. Churchill, Stalin, and Roosevelt held 

qne of their wartime conferences at Tehran, 27 November 
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to 2 December, 1943. out of this conference, among 

other things, came the Tehr~ Declaration, in which 

the Allied leaders recognized Iran's role in the war 

and her resulting problems, promised full consideration 

of these problems by international conferences or 

agencies after the W$r, and again expressed their 

desire for the maintenance of the independence, 

sovereignty, and territorial integrity of Iran.32 

32wilber, Iran, p. 103; Webster's Geographical 
Dictionary, entry-"'Iran ... 

Nov 1945 In November 1945, there was open disorder in the 
Troubles in 
Azerbaijan province of Azerbaijan, mainly brought about by the 

radical Tudeh ("Masses") Party, which had been nominally 

replaced by the so-called Democratic Party of Azerbaijan. 

Government reinforcements were sent from Tehran, but 

were stopped short of their destination by Soviet 

forces. In December, the Democratic Party of 

Azerbaijan announced the establishment ot the autonomous 

state of Azerbaijan. Iran placed this matter, in 

Jan 1946 January 1946, before the UN Security Council, which 
Iran takes 
case unanimously adopted a reso~ution calling on Iran and 
against 
Soviet the USSR to inform it or the results or their · 
interference 
in negotiations on the matter. The date previously agreed 
Azerbaijan 
to UN on by the Allies for complete evacuation of troops 

4 Apr 46 
Soviets 
agree to 
leave Iran 

from Iran, 2 March 1946, came and passed, and only the 

US and British troops had left. Iran's Prime Minister 

Ahmad Qavam, who had taken office in February 1946, 

negotiated an agreement in Moscow, made public on 

4 April, calling for the withdrawal of all Soviet 

forc~s from Iran within six weeks,· for the presentation 

to the next session or the Majlis or a proposal for 
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forming a joint Irano-Soviet oil company to exploit 

the oil resources in northern Iran, and for the peaceful 

internal settlement of differences between the central 

government and the revolutionary mpvement in Azerbaijan. 

The Soviet troops finally left Iran.33 

33 Wilber, ~~ pp. 104-105. 

After long negotiations with the leaders of the 

so-called government of Azerbaijan, the.Iranian 

government obtained its agreement to certai~ general 

points. In October 1946, the Shah issued a decree 

providing for elections for the new Majlis 1 and the 

Prime Minister announced that the elections would be 

held as soon as security forces were positioned through

out the country to supervise the voting. The insurgent 

government in A.zer'Qaijan now refused, though it had 

previously agreed, to permit such supervision. There

upon, the central government sent troops to Azerbaijan 

Dec 1946 early in December. The capital, Tabriz, was taken at 
Collapse of 
insurgent once, the Aze~baijan regime promptly collapsed, and some 
government 
in of its leaders fled across the Soviet frontier.34 
Azerbaijan 

34 
~., p. 106. 

15 Mar 51 On 15 March 1951 the Majlis passed a bill providing 
Bill for 
nationaliza- for the nationalization of the Anglo-Iranian Oil 
tion of · 
Anglo- Company, and on 20 March the Senate approved the same 
Iranian 
Oil co. bill. ·Rioting broke out, with three British nationals 

being kilied at Abadan. Britain announced her readiness 

to "act as we see fit to protect British lives and 

property." The National Front deputies in the Majlis 
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29 Apr 51 
Mossadeq 
Prime 
Minister 

reproached Prime Minister Hoseiri AlaJ who had taken 

office on 11 March, for his alleged unwillingness to 

carry out nationalization, and were backed by the 

public. Hosein Ala resigned on 27 April• 

Mohammed Mossadeq was elected Prime Minister on 

29 April, after the Majlis had voted unanimously for 

immediate seizure of the oil industry., 

A series or fruitless negotiations now took place. 

On 11 June 1951 an Anglo-Iranian Oil Company (AIOC) 

ne~otiating mission, headed by the Deputy Chai~an or 

the company, arrived in Tehran, but left after ten days 

or unsuccessful talks. In mid-July, w. Averell 

Harriman arrived in Tehran as President Truman's 

personal representative to try to find a common ground 

for renewing negotiations. He was followed by an 

official British mission headed by Richard Stokes, Lord 

Privy Seal and Minister of Materials, early in August. 

In December 1951, the International Bank offered its 

services as intermediary, and in March 1952 it sent a 

mission to Tehran, which proved unsuccessful. President 

Truman and Prime Minister Churchill sent a joint note 

to Mossadeq on 30 August 1952, outlining a broad 

formula for settlement of the dispute, but Mossadeq . 

formally rejected this on 24 September.35 

35wilber, Iran, pp. 112-114. 

22 Oct 52 On 22 October 1952J Iran s~vered relat~ons with· 
Iran severs 
relations Britain. 
with UK 

Throughout the first half of 19531 the oil issue 

was quiescent. On 29 June, President Eisenhower 

answered a letter received from Mossadeq the previous 
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month in which the Iranian Pr~e Minister had called 

attention to the dangerousness or the situation in 

Iran •. In his rep~y, President Eisenhower stated that 

so long as the oil issue was not settled, the United 

States would not be in a position to extend·more aid 

to Iran or to purchase Iranian .oil. 36 

36Wilber, ~~ 119-120. 

Matters at length came to a head in August 1953. 

13-16 Aug 53 On the 13th or that month, the Shah signed a firman 
Mossadeq 
dismissed (d~cree) dismissing Mossadeq, and another naming General 

Fazlollah Zahedi Prime Minister. The fir.man of dis

missal was delivered to Mossadeq at 1 a.m. on 16 August. 

He held an emergency session or his ·cabinet, but said 

nothing about the firman. on the afternoon or the l6tn, 

a mass meeting arranged by the National Front received 

word that the Shah and his wife had gone to Baghdad by 

air, and there were shouts of "Down wfth the dynasty," 

and "Death to the Shah." The next day rioting crowds 

at Tehran ·pulled down statues or Riza Shah and the 

reigning Shah. The violence or the abuse poured out on 

the Shah in Nationalist Front newspapers, and excesses 

like the pulling down or the statues, provoked a 

ground-swell reaction in favor or the Shah. It started 

early on 19 August in Tehran, and by the end or the day 

General Zahedi had taken over the government and quiet 

reigned. On 22 August the Shah returned to a tumultuous 

welcome.37 
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. I: I ' ' 
Mossadeq and his chief of starr, Gene~al Riahi, 

were placed on trial, on 9 November~ before a military 

court, charged with, among other things, having failed 

to obey imperial firmans and with having plotted to 

overthrow the constitutional monarchy. They were 

sentenced on 21 December: Mossadeq to three ·years in 

prison, and Riahi to two years.38 

38 
~., p. 125. 

The oil issue remained to be settled. In October 

1953, H~rbert Hoover, Jr., made the first of several 

trips to Iran to help in arrangements looking toward 

10 Apr 54 an agreement. On 10 April 1954 an oil consortium was 
Oil 
consortium formally established in London, including the following 
established 

5 Aug 54 
Oil 
agreement 

eight companies: Anglo-Iranian Oil Company (name 

changed to The British Petroleum Company Ltd. in 

December 1954), Gulf Oil Corporation, Socony-Vacuum 

Company, Standard Oil of California, Standard Oil of 

New Jersey, The Texas Company, The French Petrol 

Company, and Royal Dutch Shell. The Consortium sent 

representatives to Iran, and on 5 August the Iranian 

delegation and the International Consortium announced 

full agreement in principle, subject to putting the 

agreement into legal form and having it ratified by all 

parties concerned. It was the belief of the companies 

that in the first. three full years of operation under 

this agreement Iran would receive a total direct 

income of '150,000,000. The agreement was approved 

by the Majlis on 21 October, after consideration 
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11 Oct 55 
Iran Joins 
Baghdad 
Pact 

lasting a month~ and soon afterward was also ratified 

by the Senate. In February 1956 the oil consortiUm 

announced satisfactory progress in an atmosphere of 

full cooperation during its first year or operations 

in Iran.39 

39 . 
~., pp. 125-126, 129. 

On 11 October 1955 Iran adhered to the Baghdad 

Pact~ which had been initiated in February of that year 

by Turkey and Iraq, and thereafter Joined by Great 

Britain and Pakistan. ~arly in January 1957 Iran 

enthusiastically subscribed to the Eisenhower 

Doctrine.40 

40Ibid., pp. 129~ 130. 

The present Prime Minister of Iran is Dr. Manuchehr. 

Eqbal,.who was appointed by the Shah in April 1957. 41 

41
Ib1d . _., p. 130 • 
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15 Aug 47 
Pakistan 
created 

PAlCISTAN 

After nearly a half century of struggle for 

independence, Pakistan and the Indian Union became 

simultaneously sovereign Dominions in the British 

Commonwealth on 15 August 1947. Before partition the 

entire Indian Subcontinent, containing the two major 

communities of Hindus and Moslems, had been one 

administrative unit divided into eleven provinces 

under the British Crown. Since the early years of the 

19th century the Moslem League had fought for a Moslem 

state, free of either B:ritish or Hindu control. 

Britain had accepted, in June 1947, Moslem demands for a 

separate homeland as the basis for partition. In 

many ways, Pakistan was an anomaly in the history of 

nation-states, lacking geographical and economic unity, 

a uniform culture, a common language, and a history of 

national unity. The concept of nationhood stemmed 

largely from the desire of the Moslem peoples, a one

to-three minority on the Indian Subcontinent, to 

pres~rve their Islamic way of life.1 

Partition ~Transfer of ~ 

Not until three days after the formal transfer 

of sovereign powers to the co-heirs of British India 

were the details of partition announced.2 Mohammed 

2. Department of State, Background Pakistan, 
March 1953, p. 4. Eppstein, J. (ed), Pakistan, LOndon, 
1957' p. 6. 
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Riots during 
fall of •47 

1947-1948 
Chaos 
resulting 
from 
Partition 

1947-1951 
Early 
leadership 

1947-1958 
Slowness of 
democratic 
evolution· 

Ali Jinnah1 ''1~~iler ~r Pakistan," later remarked that 

the partition ief't·' hirit with "a truncated; moth-eaten" 

Pak1stan.3 The P"l.llljab and Bengal provin~ea were 

3. Quoted in Atlantic Monthly, Sep 57, p. 4. 

divided between India and Pakistan. Trouble broke out 

in Punjab, where the Sikhs had a long-standing vendetta 

with Moslems. Riot, chaos and slaughter spread across 

the peninsula. Moslems fled India., while Hindus and 

Sikhs left Pakistan. The two new governments took 

measures to stop the rioting by speeding the evacuation. 

At the end or 1948 some 6,500,000 persons had entered 

Pakistan, while about 5,563,000 had gone to India. 

Problems £! Partition 

As a result of these mass evacuations, Pakistan 

faced a Herculean task of refugee relief and resettle

ment. To make matters worse, there was no nucleus of 

trained administrators on which the government could 

depend. Trade and commerce were at a standstill. 

Communications had broken down and serious food short

ages existed. Nor were there adequate ar.med forces to 

maintain law and order. 4 

4. Department of State, Background, pp. 4-5. 

During the first thirteen months, Jinnah, by 

exercising virtually absolute power, managed to hold 

the young nation together. After his death in September 

1948, his Lieutenant, Liaquat Ali, for three years 

maintained eff~ctive control or the government. The 

effect ot these gigantic.problems was to slow down 

democratic development and to foster political insta

bility. A constitution was not drafted until May 1955. 
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11-1947 
lem 
olt in 

Kashmir 

May 48 
Fighting 
Widespread 

·-J 

The Constitutio~ Bil1 was passed 1n February 1956, at 

which time Pakistan became an Islamic Republic within 

the British Commonwealth.5 

5. See Callard, £2• £!!., Ch III, pp. 77-124. 

The political parties race their first critical 

test or a national election in balloting scheduled for 
6 

November of this year {1958}. 

6. NYT, 9 Apr sa, 8:3 • 

.ru_ Kashmir ~ 

At the time of partition, the principality or Jammu 

and Kashmir had the option or joining India or Pakistan, 

or of remaining independent. Although the population of 

Kashmir was over 80 per cent Moslem, it was ruled by 

a Hindu prince, t'lho had a "stand-still" agreement with 

Pakistan. The Maharaja's Moslem subjects, however, 

refused to "stand still" and rose in revolt, hoping to 

insure union with Pakistan. Stories of persecution by 

the Maharaja's troops aroused the fiery tribesmen in 

Pakistan, and they invaded the state to protect their 

coreligionists. The Maharaja hurriedly requested the 

Delhi Government to accept his accession to India and 

to dispatch military assistance. First India and then 

P~kistan sent in troops, and by May 1948 fighting was 

w~despread. 7 Through the efforts of the UN Commission 

1. Eppstein, JohO (ed.), ~· ci~., pp. 15-17. 
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Jan 49 
·UN Negoti
ates a 
cease-fire 

Pakistan's 
viewpoint 

India's 
claim 

for India and Pakistan a cease-fire agreement was 

obtained in 1949. A series of UN and Commonwealth 

efforts have to date failed to solve the dispute. 8 

8. Levi, Werner, "Kashmir and India's Foreign 
Policy", in Current History, June 158, pp. 340-341. 

Pakistan's claim to Kashmir, apart from·the 

religious bonds between the two peoples, is based upon 

economic, geographic and strategic considerations. Many 

Pakistani rivers, required for the development of power 

and irrigation, rise in Kashmir, and Karachi is the 

natural port to this region. The occupier of Kashmir 

outflanks the already weak defenses of West Pakistan. 

Because of these and other factors, Pakistan holds that 

Kashmir is rightfully hers. No other solution can be 

tolerated. Since a plebiscite would in all probability 

be in her favor, Pakistan has backed this means as a 
. 9 

basis for s~ttling the dispute. 

9. ~., pp. 341-342. 

India is equally adamant, pointing to the Maharaja's 

decision to join the Union as legal and final. Pakistan's 

membership in the Baghdad Pact and SEATO' has been used 

by India as an argument against holding a plebis*ite. 

India maintains that Pakistan's participation in these 

defense pacts has brought the "cold war 11 to India's 
. 10 

border. 

10. Eppstein, £a• cit., p. 17. 
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Fall 1947 
Pathan 
Referendum 

1954 
Peak of 
Afghan· 
Agitation 

Dec 56 
Dispute 
Eases 

This continuing dispute has created tensions 

between Pakistan and India which affect regions and 

issues far beyond the two countries immediately involved. 

~ Pakhtunistan Question 

Trouble with and among the hardy P~than tribesmen 

of the northwest frontier was a perennial problem for 

the British rulers of India. In a 1947 referen4um the 
11 Pathans voted to join Pakistan. since the Afghans 

11. Ibid., pp. 13-15. 

had long advanced claims to a.large area inhabited by 

the Pathans, Karachi acquired both Pakhtunistan("home 

of the Pathans'? and a border controversy with Kabul. 

Afghanistan's attitude toward Pakistan was revealed 

in September 1947 when its UN.delegate cast the only 

negative vote on Pakistan's petition for UN membership. 

Afghanistan, apparently with the encouragement of the 

USSR, engaged in a campaign to create disaffection 

among the Pushto-speaking tribes within Pakistan. The 

agitation reached a peak in late 1954 after Karachi 

decided to consolidate the units of West Pakistan into 

a larger political entity. Public demonstrations and 

attacks on Pakistani diplomatic property occurred in 

Kabul and Jalalabad. After a brief reconciliation the 

dispute flared up again in 1956~ and each nation with

drew its diplomatic envoys. At the end of the year, 

normal diplomatic relations had b'een resumed and the · 

situation eased. The tribesmen on the whole have been 
. 12 

unreceptive to this agitation. 

12. Ibid., p. 15. Callard, ~· £!!·~ pp. 316-318. 
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Foreign Relations 

Pakistan's belief in the essential unity and pur-

pose ~f the Moslem world has been reflected in her 

Support for · foreign policy. At the UN, Pakistan normally has thrown 
Moslem Causes 
1947-1957 her influence on the side of any Moslem cause. She has 

The 
"Northern 
Tier" 1954 

constantly supported the Arab World in the Palestine 

dispute and has strongly favored independence for 

Tunisia., Morocco, Malaya, the Sudan, and Indonesia. 

Although the official government attitude was more 

restrained, public demonstratjOns during the Anglo

Iranian oil dispute and during the opening stages of 

the Suez Crisis indicated strong sympathy for the cause 

of fellow Moslems. However, Pakistan's membership 1n 

the Baghdad Pact has cooled somewhat her relations with 

Egypt and Syria.l3 

13. Callard, ££• £!!~, pp. 314-316. 

From the first days of her national existence, 

Pakistan's foreign (and domestic) policies have been 

strongly conditioned by the serious tension arising 

from her disputes with India.- the most serious ·being 

the Kashmir issue. This was one of the reasons for 

Pakistan's readiness to fall in with Mr. Dulles' concept 

for the defense of the "Northern Tier. 11 Mr. Dulles 

wanted pacts; Pakistan wanted money and arms. In 1954 

Pakistan signed a Mutual Defen~e Agreement with the US, 

signed an agreement with Turkey (which was supplanted 

by the Baghdad Pact the following year), and adhered 

to the Manila Treaty (SEATO). Shunning neutralism, 

Pakistan had declared for the West. 14 However, recent 
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Noon's 
statement 
Mar 1958 

14. ~-~ pp. 320-321. 

reports have indicated a growing resentment in 

Pakistan because of Western reluctance to back her 

completely in the dispute with India.l5 

15. ~~ 7·Apr 58, 3:1. 

In March 1958 Prime Minister Malik Noon, criticiz

ing Western nations for supplying arms to India, warned 

that Pakistan might have to revise her policy towards 

the West unless the UN aids in a Kaslunir settlement .16 

16. ~~ 9 Mar 58, 27:1. 

One expert on the subject has this to say concern

ing Pakistan's foreign policy: "It is still obsessed by 

Kashmir, but no longer to the virtual exclusion of all 

other issues. It would, however, be· idle to pretend 

that domestic changes or the possibility of settlement 

with India might not bring about a sudden and drastic 

alteration in Pakistan's world v1ew.nl7 

17. Cal lard, .2E.. ~·, p. 324. 
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29 Aug 97 
Beginning 
of Zionist 
Organization 

... _./ 

PALESTINE-ISRAEL, 1910-1958 

Zionism6 to which the modern state or Israel 

owes its existence, first achieved a definite and 

purposeful organization in 1897. In that year, on 

29 August, in the Swiss city of Basel, the First 

Zionist Congress assembled, under the leadership of 

Theodor Herzl. This Congress adopted the Basel 

Program6 which stated that the aim of Zionism was to 

create for the Jewish people a publicly recognized 

and legally secured home in Palestine, and provided 

for certain measures designed to realize this aim. 

These measures were: To promote the settlement of 

Pale:stine by agricultural and industrial workers, 

to organize the whole Jewish people by local and 

international institutions, to strengthen Jewish 

national sentiment and consciousness, and to seek the 

concurrence or the powers so far as necessary in 

achieving the Zionist goal. 

Other Congresses followed the first, and under 

HerZl's guidance Zionism became a firmly established 

mass movement. He died in 1904, but his work was 

carried on by others.1 In 1914 there ·were 12,000 

1. Joseph Dunner I The Republic or Israel: Its 
History and Promise (New York: Whittlesey Rouse; c. 
1950), pp:-23-24, 26-27. 

Zionist settlers in Palestine. (Not all, however, had 

immigrated as a result of the work of the Zionist 

Organization founded by Herzl; many were indebted to 

the generosity of Baron Edmond de Rothschild.) The 

total number of Jews in Palestine in 1914 was a 
2 little under 100,000. 
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British 
promises 
to Arabs 

2. James Parkes, A History of'Palestine from 
135 A.D. to Modern Times (New York: Oxford Uni"Versi·ty 
Press, 19~), p. 275. 

World War I and the Postwar Settlement 
____....... ......- _. - --

Though considerable fighting occurred in Palestine 

in World War I, with the British taking Jerusalem on 

9 December 1917, the period of the war is or interest 

chiefly because of the various agreements and commit

ments made by the European powers, particularly 

Britain, for. the disposition of Palestine after the 

war. 

The Arabs considered that a commitment regarding 

Palestine had been made to them in correspondence 

between Sir Henry McMahon, British High Commissioner 

in Cairo, and Hussein, the Grand Sherif of Mecca. The 

l~tter, in setting forth his terms for joining the 

British in fighting the Turks, stipulated in a letter 

dated 14 July 1915 that independence should be 

recognized for the area including the whole of the 

Arabian peninsula (except Aden) and all of what is now 

Iraq, Palestine, Jordan, and Syria, running up to the 

borders of Iran on the east and slightly into the 

present Turkey on the north.3 

3. Royal Institute of International Affairs, 
~Britain and Palestine, 1915-1945 (Info~ation 
Papers No. 20,~h ed.; London, 1946)~ p. 5. 

In Sir Henry's reply, dated 25 October 1915, he 

stated that.the -"two districts of Mersina and 

Alexandretta and portions of Syria lying to the west 

of the districts or Damascus, Home, Hama and Aleppo 
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9 May 16 
Sykes-Picot 
Agreement 

cannot be said to be purely Arab, and should be 

excluded ;rrom the limits demanded." Subject to this 

modification, he said, the British would accept the 

limits specified by HUssein.4 

The Arabs have insisted that, since Damascus is 

the farthest south or the districts specified by Sir 

Henry to mark the eastward boundary or the excepted 

portions or Syria, ~he line running from Aleppo, on 

the north, to Damascus, on the south, should extend 

no farther south than Damascus. Thus, Palestine would 

not be excluded by Sir Henry's language from the 

boundaries .set forth by Hussein. The B~i~ish, on 

the other hand, have steadily maintained that it was 

their consistent intention to exclude P$lestine from 

the independent area, and there is evidence that this 

was made clear in an interview between Commander 

D. G. Hogarth of the Arab Bureau in Cairo, and ~ing 

Hussein of the Hejaz in January 1918. But the 

Palestine Arabs have never been willing to accept 

this view.S 

5. ,!lli_., p. 6 •. 

Palestine figured in the secret Sykes-Picot 

Agreement of 9 .May 1916, between Britain and France, 

in a way not incompatible with the British interpreta

tion of their understanding with HUssein. The portion 

of the Sykes-Picot ~reement applying to Palestine 

stated that it was to be "separated from Turkish 

territory and subjected to a special regime to be 
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determined by agreement between Russia, France and 

Great Br1tain."6 The te~s or this treaty were kept 

' 

p. 7. 
6. Quoted in RIIA, ~Britain.!:!!!! Palestine,. 

secret from Sherif Hussein, but aft~r the Russian 

Revolution the Bolsheviks published them, on 24 

November 1917.7 

7. 
8 n. 

RIIA, Great Britain and Palestine, pp. 7-8, - -' 
Before the last-mentioned date, the Balfour 

Declaration had been issued. As long as Tsarist 

Russia, which did not view Zionism With favor, was 

among the Allies, the latter did not encourage the 

Zionists. But in February 1917 the Russian Revolution 

began, and during the same month Sir Mark Sykes . 

established close relations with Dr. Chaim Weizmann, 

then a member of the chemistry faculty or Manchester 

University on leave to the Admiralty for special 

research, but destined to become the first President 

of Israel. Weizmann and Arthur Balfour, representing 

the Zionist Organization and the British government, 

respectively, carried on negotiations during the 

summer of 1917, with the approval of the US, and 

2 Nov 17 these negotiat1Qns resulted, on 2 November, in the 
Balfour 
Declaration Balfour Declaration. Having the form of a letter 

written by Balfour to Lord Lionel Walter Ro~hschild1 

the Declaration made the following statement: 
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His Majesty's Government view ~th 
favour the establishment in Palestine of 
a National Home for the Jewish People, 
and will use their best endeavours to 
facilitat.e the achievement of this object, 
it being clearly understood that nothing 
shall be done which may prejudice the. civil 
and religious rights of existing non-Jewish 
Communities in Palestine or the rights and 
political status enjoyed by the Jews in any 
other country.B . 

8. RIIA, ~ Britain ~ Palestine, pp. 8-9. 

On 7 November 1918, an Anglo-French declaration 

defining war aims and promising "administrations 

deriving their authority from the initiative and free 

choice or the indigenous populations, in Syria and 

Mesopotamia," was regarded by the Arabs as superseding, 

or at least qualifying, the Sykes-Picot Agreement. To 

the Arabs, the name Syria included Palestine, the 

last being a ter.m not in use among them.9 

9. ~., p. 10. 

At the Peace Conference there was optimism that 

the promises to the Jews and Arabs could be carried 

out simultaneously; for the Jews agreed that nothing 

should be done to prejudice the civil and ~eligious 

rights ·or existing non-JeWish communities in Palestine, 

and Faisal, the son of Sherif Hussein, !:speaking for 

the Arabs, said-that they would 11wish for the effective 

super-position of a great trustee" in Palest1ne, "so 

· long as a representative ·local administration commended 

itself by actively promoting the material prosperity 

of the country." (In January 1919, it chanced that. 

F~sal and Dr. Weizmann, of the Zionist Organization, 

met in LQndon, and on that occasion they committed to 
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25 Apr 20 
British 
receive 
Mandate 

paper an agreement promising "the mo~t cordial goodwfll 

and understanding".;..·Faisal still feeling entitled at 

that time to speak for all the Arabs, and both he and 

Weizmann being convinced that the terms of their 

agreement could be carried out. BUt the Arab lands 

were subsequently divided, with Faisal eventually becom

ing King of Iraq and answerable only for that country, 

a contingency oove·red by a general reservation he had 

written into the agreement with Weizmann to relieve 

himself of responsibility in such circumstances.)lO 

10. ~., pp. 10-12. 

The status of Palestine as it emerged from:the 

settlements following World war I was that of a 

mandated territory allocated by the League of Nations 

to Great Britain on 25 April 1920. This allocation 

to Britain was accompanied by a rider making Britain 

responsible for implementing the Balfour Declaration. 

The terms of the mandate were not approved until 

22 July 19221 and it was then deemed undesirable to 

promulgate them until those. of the French mandate for 

Syria were ready also. As a result, it was not until 

29 September 1923 that Britain's mandate for Palestine 

finally went into effect. The terms made the mandatory 
. ' 

nation "responsible for placing the countey under such 

political, administrative# and economic conditions 

as will secure the establishment of the Jewish national 

home, as laid down in the preamble, and the development 

of self-governing institutions, and also for safeguard

i.ng the civil and religious rights of all the inhabitants 

of Palestine, irrespective or race and religion." The 
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~ltour Declaration was further ~plemented by 

provision for a recognized Jewish Agency to advise 

the Mandatory Administration on the establishment or 

the National Home~ and for the encouragement or Jewish 

immigration and settlement on the land, subject to the 

rights and position of other inhabitants. The maqdatory 

power also was to encourage local autonomy and assume 

all responsibility connected with rights and access 

to the Holy Plaoes.ll 

11. ~·~ pp. 13-14. 

By the terms of the mandate, Britain thus had a 

threefold obligation to fulfil~: to safeguard Arab 

rights, to provide a National Home for ·the Jews, and 

to secure self-government for the.Joint community. The 

prospect that she would be able to meet these obliga

tions was good, though clouded somewhat by the differ

ence between Britain and. the Palestinian Arabs in the 

interpretation placed upon the McMahon letter to 

Sherif Hussein, and the consequence that many Arab~ 

therefore denied the validity of the mandate.l2 

As set up by.the ~ague or Nations, the Mandated 

Territory of Palestine included Transjordan. But this 

~rea was regarded by Britain as falling within the 

limits agreed upon between McMahon and Hussein. 

According~y, Britain obtained from the League Council, 
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Sep 1922 
Trans jordan 
excluded 
from certain 
provisions 
of' the 
Palestine 
Mandate 

in September 1922. exemption of Transjordan from those 

clauses of the mandate dealing with the Holy Places 

and the Jewish National Home. An agreement recognizing 

the Emir Abdullah, second son of Sherif HUssein and one 

of the two older brothers of Faisal, as "administrator" 

of Transjordan under the mandate had already been 

negotiated, in February 1921, by the British authorities 

in Jerusalem, and this arrangement was approved by the 

British Cabinet in 1922. After the exemption of 

Transjordan from those clauses of the mandate relating 

to the Jewish National Home, Jews were refused the 

right to acquire land there. They protested this 

exclusion as a violation of the article of the mandate 

prohibiting discrimination on grounds of race, religion, 

or language--but without suooess.13 

Between!!!!:,~!!!.!:! 

.Until the middle of 1920, Palestine was.gov~rned 

by British military authority. The allocation of the 

Jul 1920 Palestine mandate having been made in April of that 
British 
Civil year, a civilian administration took over from the 
Administra-
tion in military as of 1 JUly, With Sir Herbert Samuel as High 
Palestine 

Commissioner. For a time Sir Herbert worked with the 

aid of a nominated Advisory Council consisting or ten 

British officials and ten Palestinians (seven Arabs, 

including four Moslems and three Christians, and three 

Jews), with good results. In August 1922 he proposed 

a Constitution which, a~ a first step toward self

government, would have substituted for the Advisory 

Council a Legislative Council consisting of the High 
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Commissioner and 22 members~ 10 official and 12 

elected. Of the elected members, 10 were to be Arabs 

(8 Moslems and 2 Christians) and 2 Jews; and all 12, 

as an additional function, were to form a standing 

committee to advise the Government on all questions 

of 1mmigration.l4 

14. RIIA, ~ Britain and Palestine, pp. 39, 41. 

The Palestinian Arab Executive (see below) rerused 

to accept this Constitution unless the Arab representa

tion were a cl~ar majority of the total membership of 

the Legislative Council. They boycotted the elections 

to the Council, and Sir Herbert was forced to give up 

Arab non- the proposed Constitution. He returned to the nominated 
cooperation 
in govern- Advisory Council, but the Arab members now refused to 
ment 

cooperate with that body any further, all resigning 

within a short time. After 1923, therefore, legisla

tion originated with the High Commissioner after 

consultation with an Advisory Council composed entirely 

of British officials; but, except in emergencies, all 

ordinances were published sufficiently in advance to 

enable interested persons to discuss them and, if 

necessary, request amendment.l5 

15. .!!&.2.· .t p. 41. 

The failure of Sir Herbert's proposed Constitution, 

which had attempted to bring representatives of the 

Jewish and Arab communities together in a single 

governmental body, left the two communities separately 

organized, with only the British Administration provid

ing liaison between them. 
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The JeWish 
Agency 

All negot1atiorl~ with the Palestine Government 

on matters concerning the Jewish community were carried 

on by the Jewish Agency. This entity was provided, as 

we have seen, by the terms of the man~ate, to advise 

the Administ~ation on the establishment of the National 

Home. From 1922 until 1929 the Zionist 9rganization 

acted as the JeWish Agency. In the latter year, after 

negotiations had been going on since 1924 With non

Zionist Jews, including the non-Zionist American Jews, 

and after consultation with the Mandatory, the Jewish 

community c~eated a new and enlarged JeWish Agency. It 

consisted or a Council on which Zionists and non- · 

Zionists were equally represented, and of a standing 

executive in Palestine, with the President or the 

Zionist Organization the ex officio President of the 

Jewish Agency. 

The Jewish community was also organized into 

political parties, at least from 1927 on, when it was 

granted a certain measure.of self-government. The 

community had an elected Assembly and a General Council, 

which worked through an Executive or five members. 

Most of the poiitical parties supported the Zionist 

Organization. The largest and most powerful party 

was (and is) the Mapai, the Socialist Labor Party, 

headed by David Ben Gurion.l6 

16 • .ill.£• 1 pp. 19-21. 

The Arabs were not so well organized as the Jews. 

They had no Arab Agency comparable to the Jewish Agency, 

having refused 1t when it was offered. Their position 

on this point was that their sole object was 
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1920-1936 
The Arab 
Executive 

independeno&"~rl·ti~ an Ari.'b Agency analogous to the 

Jewish one, for that would only tend to put them on an 

equal footing with the "alien" Jews. Religiously, they 

fell into two main groups: the Christian Arabs, who 

numbered approximately 87,000 in the 1940's and of whom 

the majority were members of the Greek Orthodox Church 

under the leadership of the Greek Orthodox Patriarch; 

and the Moslems, whose religious affairs were governed 

by the Supreme Moslem Council. The Council, which had 

no counterpart among the Christian Arabs, wielded 

considerable power until, suspected of sedition, it 

was deprived of its funds and leader in 1937 by the 

British. 

The body that usually handled the Arab case 

against the Government, until 1936, was the nationalist

minded Arab·Executive, which was elected by the Pales

tine Arab Congress. The first Congress was held in 1920 

as a result of the growth of the joint Moslem-Christian 

associations led by leaders of the Hussein! family. 

The Arab Executive denied the val.idity of the mandate, 

and tor that reason followed a policy of noncooperation 

with the Government until 1925. After that year, it 

began demanding the establishment of a democratic 

parlimentary system ot government, and later added a 

demand ·that Jewish immigration cease.17 

In 1935, six Arab political parties composed their 

Apr 1936 differences and consolidated. In April 1936 their 
Arab Higher 
Committee leaders combined to form the Arab Higher Committee. 

This body superseded the Arab Executive as the chief 

mouthpiece for the Arab cause.l8 
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3 .1\ul 22 
Churchill 
Memorandum 

1929 
Attack on 
Jews 

The period of the 1920's~ except for an Arab 

attack on the Jews in 1921 and again in·l929~ pass~d 

peacefully. 

After the 1921 attack, a committee of Inquiry 

reported the cause was Arab hostility 11 connected with 

Jewish immigration and with their conception of Zionist 

policy as derived from Jewish exponents."l9 The 

19. Cmd. 1540, p. 54. Quoted in RIIA~ ~ 
Britain !:!!2, Palestine, p. 4o. 

Churchill Memorandum, iss~ed by the British Government 

on 3 June 1922, was designed to reassure the Arabs by 

clarifying the Government's interpretation of the 

Balfour Doctrine. By that document, Churchill 

wrote, Britain did not contemplate that Palestine as 

a whOle should be converted '-nto a Jewish National 

Home, but that such a Home should be rounded in 

Palestine.20 

20. RIIA, Great Britain and Palestine, p. 4o • 
. -. -- . 

The 1929 actj.on was far more serious, b.eing the 

first large-scale attack of the Arabs on the Jews. It 

grew out of' cont~oversy over use of' the Wailing Wall in 

Jerusalem anq spread to other cities. As a result, 133 

Jews were killed and 339 wounded, and six Jewish 

colonies were completely destroyed. There were 116 

known Arab deaths. 21 

. 21. Ibid·., pp. 44-45. --
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A Commission of Inquiry, headed by Sir Walter 

Shaw, having investigated the outbreak, concluded that 

its fundamental cause was the Arab feeling of animosity 

and hostility towards the Jews because of their fear 

that, by Jewish immigration and land purchase under the 

Jewish National Home project, the Arabs might be 

deprived of their livelihood and eventually pass under 

Jewish domination. The Shaw Report recommended, among 

other things, that the British Government lay dpwn more 

explicit directions for the conduct of policy on such 

vital issues as land tenure and 1mmigration.22 

22. ~., pp~ 45-46. 

The Permanent Mandates Commission of the League 

of Nations held an extraoJ'(linary session on the 1929 

Palestine disturbances, in June 1930, and published 

a report on the following 25 August. The report held 

that Britain, as the mandatory, was fundamentally 

responsible for the trouble, because the exercise of 

a little foresight could have prevented many of the 

incidents and because, depsite warnings from the 

Mandates Commission, inadequate police forces had 

been maintained in Palestine.23 

23. ~·· pp. 48-49. 

From this time until the outbreak of World War II, 

Palestine continued to·be the subject of studies and 

inquiries by governmental commissions as the British 

Government sought a solution to the conflict between 

the Arabs and the Jews. In its efforts to deal with 

the problem by implementing some of the recommendations 
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resulting from these various inquiries, Britain round 

it impossible to please both sides, or even one side 

much of the time. 

To implement one of the recommendations or the 

Shaw Report, the Government appointed Sir John Hope 

Simpson, in May 1930, to inquire into land settlement, 

tmmigration, and de~elopment. The Hope Simpson Report 

20 Oct 30 was published on 20 October 1930, along with a 
Hope S~pson 
Report and government statement ot policy, ·in the form ot a White 
White Paper 

14 Feb 31 
MacDonald 
Letter 

Paper, based on the report. The White Pape~ stressed 

the plight ot the growing Arab landless proletariat 

and the increasing land hunger, and stated as principles 

that Jews should be forbidden to acquire more land 

while Arabs were landless and .that account should be 

taken or Arab ·as well as Jewish unemployment in 

estimating the absorptive capacity or Palestine for 

determining the rate at which Jewish immigration should 

be perm1tted.24 

24. Ibid., pp. 50, 53~56; William L. Langer, ed. 
and comp.,~;y;clmedia or World History (rev. ed.; 
Boston: Houghton rtiin~o-:-;-!9"48) I p. 1101. 

The Jews erupting in a storm or protest, argued 

that the principle~ set forth in the White Paper were 

inconsistent with the terms or the mandate. Chaim 

Weizmann resigned as President of the Zionist Organiza

tion and President of the JeWish Agency. There was 

acrimonious debate on the White Paper in Parliament. 

Finally, on 14 February 1931, the publication_ of a 

letter from Prime Minister Ramsay MacDonald to Weizmann 

changed the whole situation. MacDonald•s letter, which 

was to be regarded as an authoritative interpretation 
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of the White Paper., indicated that 11 landless Arabs" 

would be only those who could be shown to have been 

displaced as a result.of certain land's having passed 

into Jewish ownership and who had not subsequently 

obtained other holdings or a satisfactory occupation; 

it was not the policy or the Government to prohibit 

the additional acqUisition of land by Jews; and the 

stoppage of Jewish 1mmigr~t1on., in any of its categorie~ 

was not contemplated.25 

· 25. RIIA, Great Britain and Palestine., pp. 56, 
81-83; Langer, p. 11o1. · --- · 

It was the turn or the Arabs to protest. And 

though the event was nearly three years later, the 

first m~ifestation of Arab feeling against the 

Government., rather than against the Jews only., appears 

to have stemmed from the despai~ or the· Arabs at what 

seemed to be the entrenched Jewish influence in London, 

as evidenced in Ramsay MacDonald's letter "interpreting" 

the principles announced in the White Paper to mean 

nearly the reverse of what was at first generally 

understood by those most concerned. The immediate 

cause tor the expression or Arab resentment against the 

Government was published accounts of the plans for 

continued Jewish immigration into Palestine discussed 

at the Zionist Congress at Prague in 1933. In 1932, 

1933 Rise 9,553 Jews had immigrated into Palestine; but 1933, 
in Jewish 
immigration the year in which Hitler came to power in Germany, had 
leads to 
Arab seen such an acceleration that. the total for the year 
violence 

was to be 30,327. Alarmed by the news from Prague, 

the Arab Executive called on the Arabs to demonstrate 

against the Government, and in October 1933 they did 
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sp, in riots,.shootings~ and strikes.26 

26. RIIA, Great Britain and Palestine, pp •. 63, 85. -- .. -- .... 

In 1934, 42,359 Jews tmmigrated into Palestine; 
. 6 84 27 in 1935, 1, 5 • In November of the latter year, 

the Arab leaders presented the Mandatory Administration 

with various demands, among them the establishment or 

democratic government, the prohibition or the transfer 

or land to Jews, and the immediate suspension of 

Jewish immigration pending study, by a competent 

committee, of the absorptive. capacity or Palestine, 

and the laying down or a principle for 1mmigration.28 

28. ~-· p. 86. 

The following month the High Commissioner 

communicated to the Arab and Jewish leaders a. new 

~roposal for a Constitution, which had been in , 

preparation for some time. It called for a Legislative 

Council of 28 members, including a large majority _or 

nonoff'icials, made up as follows: 5 officials, 

2 commercial representatives, 8 elected and 3 nominated 

Moslems, 3 elected and 4 nominated· Jews, and 1 elected 

and 2 nominated Christians, plus an impartial president 

from outside Palestine who would neither debate nor 

vote. 

Soon afterward, on 1 February 1936, 'the Colonial 

Officel replied to the November 1935 demands or the 

Arab leaders. Speaking through the High Commissioner, 
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it state~ that the proposed new Constitution was a 

practical step toward democratic government; regarding 

sales of land, ~t intended to enact a law prohib~ting 

such unless the Arab landowner retained a "viable 

minimum"--i.e., sufficient land to support himself and 

his family; as for immigration, the rate or Jewish 

~igration was carefully gauged according to the 

country's capacity, and a new Statistical Bureau was 

being established for estimating this. 

Arab reaction was mixed, some of the more 

moderate favoring the acceptance of the new Legislative 

Council and the adoption of a policy of cooperation 

Without racial bias, whereas others regarded the 

power~ left to the High Commissioner by the riew 

Constitution were far too great. The Jews, on the 

other hand, unanimously condemned both the proposed 

Legislative Council and the Government's reply to the 

Arabs. The Arab majority on the Council would, they 

contended, frustrate the establishment of the promised 

National Home; and they charged that the "interference" 

with s.ales of land was contrary to the clause in the 

mandate requiring the encouragement of JeWish land 

settlement.29 

29. ~., pp. 87-88. 

The debates in Parliament, in February and March 

1936, on the proposed Legislative Council for Palestine, 

in which the proposal was severely criticized, seemed 

.. to the Arabs one more manifestation or the extent of 

Jewish influence in Britain, and also made the prospect 

or satisfactory action by the British on their demands 
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Apr 1936 
Arabs 
strike for 
demands -
organize 
Arab 
Higher 
Committee 

seem very remote. This helped put them in the mood 

for the Arab general strike that followed. · Disorders 

began on 15 April1 when a Greek Jewish immigrant was 

killed in .a holdup of Jews by Arabs on the road from 

Nablus to Tulkarm, and soon became widespread. on 
26 April the Arab Higher Commi.ttee was formed, as has. 

been stated previously; it once more presented the ' 

demands of November 1935, and a general strike was 

declared, pending granting of the demands. Local 

committees, a new development, backed the Arab Higher 

Committee. Demonstrations and riots reached the 

dimensions of open warfare, and the British were forced 

to bring in additional troops.30 

The British Government now appointed another 

Royal Commission, on 29 July. This one, headed by 

Earl Peel, was directed to inquire into the cause of 

the Arab disturbances beginning in the middle of April, 

and also to inquire into the general question of the 

manner in which the mandate was being implemented in 

Palestine, and make recommendations if any changes 

seemed desirable. 

Before the Commission arrived in Palestine, on 

15 November, the Arab general strike had ceased. 

Economic hardship, combined with the prospect of an 

excellent orange season (owing to the civil war in 

Spain, the chief competitor) beginning in November, 

appears to have been the principal reason. Since the 

main object of the strike had not been ach~eved--i.e., 

the suspension of Jewish immigration--the Arab Higher 
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Nov 1936 -
Jan 1937 
Peel 
Commission 

8 Jul 37 
Peel 
Commission 
recommend 
partition 

Committee needed a face-saving p~etext for calling it 

ott. This was provided by the dontinued attempts at 

mediation on the part or the rulers of Iraq, Trans

jordan, Saudi Arabia, and Yemen. Similar attempts at 

mediation by the same rulers in August had been to no 

avail. But on 11 October the Arab Higher Committee 

published a message from the four rulers calling on 

their 11 sons the Arabs of Palestine" to 11 resolve tor 

peace in order to save further shedding of blood," and 

indicated that it believed the community. should 

comply.31 

31. RIIA, Great Britain and Palestine, pp. 
92-97; Langer, p. ilol. 

The Peel Commission held hearings in Palestine 

from the middle of November 1936 until 18 January 1937. 

An Arab boycott of the Commission was called ott only 

12 days before the Commission left Palestine. In its 

report, which was published on 8 July 1937, the 

commission declared itself convinced that the Arabs 

and Jews could not get along together, and recommended 

a scheme for partitioning the mandate, making three 

states: (1) a Jewish state (about one-third of the 

whole area) embracing the coastal territory from the 

northe~ boundary to just south of Jaffa, populated 

by about 300,000 Jews and 290,000 Arabs, with most ot 

the iand held by the Arabs; (2) a territory mandated 

to Britain, comprising a strip from Jaffa along the 

railway to Jerusalem, with both cities, and also 

Bethelehem, included Within its.bo~daries; (3) an 

Arab state, united With Transjordan.32 

32. Langer, p. 1101. 

.. 261 -



The immediate reaction or both the Jewish and the 

Arab community in Palestine to the partition scheme 

was disapproval. The Arabs never wavered thereafter 

in their condemnation of partition. However, at the 

20th Zionist World Congress, which met at Zurich 3-17 

August 1 Dr. Weizmann pointed out to his fellow Jews 

that for the first time tne world was discussing the 

problem in te~s or a Jewish state, and appealed for 

support or a modified partition proposal. The 

resolution finally adopted by the Congress denied that 

the mandate had become unworkable, but authorized the 

Executive to enter into negotiations "with a view to 

ascertaining the precise terms or His Majesty's 

Government for the proposed establishment of a Jevdsh 

State.'•33 

33. 'RIIA, Great Britain and Palestine, pp. 
102-106. The source-or the quotation Is cited as 
.!:!!!! ~~ Aug-Sep 19371 . p. 227. 

On 16 September 1937, ~he Council of the League 

or Nations authorized the· united Kingdom Government. 

to explore the iqea of partition, while pointing 

out that the mandate must remain in effect "until such 

time as it may otherwise be decided.n34 

34. Le~e of Nations Official Journal, Special 
· Supplements, o .. 109 (Records ot the 18th Ordinary 

Session of the Assembly). Cited in RIIA, Great Britain 
~ Palestine, p. 108. · ------

To explore the idea or partition, the British 

Government decided to send a technical commission to 

Palestine. The terms or reference or the commission, 

by which it was to work out a detailed scheme or 
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Sep-Oct 
1937 Arab 
violence 
leads to 
severe 
British 
reaction 

partition on the basis of the scheme recommended by the 

Peel Commission, but with full liberty to suggest 

modifications~ were published on 4 January 1938. The 

personnel of the commission, headed by Sir John 

Woodhead, was announced the following March.35 

35. RIIA, ~ Britain ~ Palestine, p. 108 
and 108 p.2. 

Meanwhile, in Palestine~ a gradual but·noticeable 

increase in tension following_ the publ~cation or the 

Peel Report led up to the renewal of a terrorist 

campaign or murder and intimidation by tne Arabs, 

starting with the murder or the Acting District 

Commissioner for Galilee, and of his police escort, on 

26 September 1937. Striking baclt hard, the British 

published an official communique on l October announcing 

the dissolution or the Arab Higher Committee and all 

National Committees, and the issuance.or warrants for 

the arrest of the six members of the Arab Higher 

· Committee. At the same time 1 the Mufti of' Jerusalem 

was deprived of' his office as President of'. the Supreme 

Moslem Council and of' membership in the General wagr 
Committee, of which he was chairman. Five of' the· 

members or the Arab Higher Committee were arrested and 

subsequently deported to the Seychelles IslandSJ but 

one of' these escaped and fled to Syria. The Mufti left 

Palestine secretly.for Lebanon. The dismissal of the 

MUfti from his office prevented him from further 

administration or funds or the Supreme Moslem Council 

and the wagr Committee amounting to a6o,ooo annually, 

and also from exercising the extensive rights pf 

pat~onage and the local influence connected with the 

off1ce.36 
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36. ~ ... pp. 112-113. 

Since disorders continued to increase rather 

than to decrease, the British took two further steps. 

They set up military courts through Palestine with 

authority to impose death sentences for such 

offenses against the law as carrying firearms or bombs, 

and they brought more forces into Palestine. Whereas 

there had been only two British infantry brigades in 

Palestine throughout 1937, by July 1938 two additional 

infantry battalions, two squadrons of the Royal Air 

Force, an armored car and cav~lry unit, and a battle 

cruiser were trying to suppress terrorism, which, since 

April, had become open rebellion. The main military 

campaign culminated during the first weeks or October 

1938, and by the end of that month Palestine was under 

military control. The country was divided into four 

districts, each under a military governor, for the 

purpose or restoring orde·r and capturing or driving 

out the armed rebel bands.37 

It was estimated that there were about 1,000 to 

1,500 permanent active rebels, split up in small 

bodies and mixed among peaceful citizens, most of 

whom probably sympathized With them. Two elements or 

the population went beyond.general sympathy in 

rendering support: the educated effendi, who were 

chiefly engaged in organizing supplies and finance, 

and terrorist thugs. The two principal.rebel leaders 

were in touQh with and largely directed by the Mufti 
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Oct 1938 
Woodhead 
Report 

Feb-Mar 
1939 
Conference 
in London 

and the Arab Higher Committee from outside Palestine. 

By the middle of' May 1939, the "combing out" 

operations of' the British were beginning to produce 

signs of' their effectiveness. About the same time, 

there were indications that the terrorists in Palestine 

suspected the members of' the Arab Higher Committee in 

Damascus of' u~ing for their own benefit rurids that 

were supposed to be for the rebellion. Thus, the 

rebellion, ~s the British military forces were bringing 

it under control, was also disintegrating tram w1thin.38 

38. ~., PP•. 117-119. 

It was while the Arab rebellion was at its height 

that the Woodhead Commission went to Palestine. The 

Commission took evidence from April until August, 1938, 

but was systematically boycotted by the Arabs.39 

39. Langer, p. 1102. 

The Woodhead Report was published in October 1938. 

According to it, the Commission had examined three 

plans of partition--the Peel Plan, and two others of 

tqe Commission's own devising--and had round all of 

them 1mpracti~al.4o 

40. ~., pp. 108-109. 

The British Government then proceeded to invite 

the following to a Round Taple Conference in London: 

the Palestinian Arabs; the neighboring states or Egypt, 

Iraq, Saudi Arabia, and Yemen and Transjordan; and the 

Jewish Agency. The conference met on 7·February until 

17 March, 1939, but Without being able to bring about 

agreement on a cQ~rse or aQtion.41 
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17 May 39 
White Paper 

41. ·~., pp. 119, 124; Langer, p. 1102. 

On 17 May 1939, the British Government published 

its final proposals, in the _form of a White Paper. 

These prov~ded for an independent Palestine state in 

ten years, in treaty relationship with Great Britain. 

Arabs and Jews were to share in the government "in such 

a way as to ensure that the essential interests of 

each community were safegua~ded." During a transitional 

period, Arabs and Jews were to serve as heads of 

departments (but with British advisers), and to take 

part in an advisory executive council according to 

population. After five years, a representative body 

was to draft a constitution, which was to provide for 

the different communities and for a Jewish home. In 

the matter of Jewish immigration, the principle of 

the absorptive capacity of the country was discarded. 

Immigration was to cease after five years unless the 

Arabs agreed to its continuation. Within that period 

75,000 might be admitted, giving the Jews one-third · 

of the population ot Palestine in 1944. The government, 

henceforth, was to prohibit or regulate transfer ot 

land. 42 

42. Langer, p. 1102. 

This plan was approved (on 23 May) by a smaller 

majority in Parliament than the Government usually 

commanded--89 as against the normal 200 or more. It 

was rejected by both the Arabs and the Jews. The 

reason for the Arab rejection is not altogether clear, 
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since the plan provided tor an independent ~alestinian 

state in the reasonably near future,· and at the same 

time removed the possibility that Jewish immigration 

would cause the Arabs to be outnumbered in that state. 

Probably the waiting period.ot ten years tor 

independence figured in their action, and possibly 

tactical considerations also. The Jews· considered the 

plan a breach or faith with the promise given in the 

Balfour Declaration,. and a surrender to terrorism. The 

Jewish community in the United States, in particular, 

was incensed, and it tried ~o persuade the United 

States Government to make representations to the 

British Government for modification ot the pian.43 

43. · RIIA, Great Britain and Palestine, pp. 
125-126; Langer,-p:-!102~ --- · 

In JUne 1939, the Per.manent Mandates Commission 

ot the teague or Nations considered the pol~cy tor . 

Palestine Qontained in the British White Paper. Pour 

ot the members of the Commission did not believe the 

White Paper was in accordance with the mandate; three 

thought exieting ciroums.tances would Justify 1 t if the 

Council or the League did not oppose it. The British 

filed .a statement with the Commission on 5 August1 

defending the White Paper policy. They affirmed again 

that continued immigration of Jews up to the absorptive 

·capacity or the co'lintry, regardless of all other 

considerations, would _perpetuate a fatal enmity between 

Arabs and Jews, and pointed out that this would defeat 

. the provision of the Mandate requiring the British to 

provide .such political and economic conditions as would 

secure the establishment of the Jewish National Home. 
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The outbreak.dt w~r on S September prevented the League 

Council from considering the report of the Permanent 

Mandates Commission and the British comments on the 

report. 44 

44. RIIA, ~Britain ~ Palestine 1 pp. 
126-128. 

~warn~~ 

Jewish The Palestinian Jewish leaders pledged their 
support tor 
the Allies loyalty to Britain at the beginning of World War II1 
in WWII 

and affirmed their intention to fight on the side of 

the democracies. These promises were made good as 

thousands or Jewish men and women volunteered tor 

national service; many or the men served with the 

British armed forces.45 

45. ~·· pp. 128-130. 

However, the Jews in Palestine did not believe 

loyalty to Britain req~ired acquiescence in the 

implementation of the White Paper or 1939. At least 

one prominent leader, navid Ben Gurion, several times 

made such a statement. The Jews therefore resisted 

when, on 28 February 1940, the British announced the 

Land Transfers Regulations, implement+ng one part of 

the White Paper. These regulations severely limited 

the areas in which Jews could acquire land. ~he Jews 

also set their faces against the provision of the White 

Paper that_Jewish immigration should cease altogether 

after five years (i.~e., on 31 March 1944). At the 

World Zionist Conference in New York, in May 1942, Ben 

Gurion succeeded in Winning endorsement for the 

so-called Biltmore Progr~ which was published on 

- 268 -



11 :May. This o~lied for unlimited Jewish immigration 

into Palestine under the supervision of the Jewish 

Agency~ the establishment of Palestine as a Jewish 

Commonwealth, and the creation of·a Jewish Army. This 

Program~ in whole or in part~ .received considerable 

support in the United States. At its Conference in 

September 1943 in Ohio, the Zionist Organization of 

the United States pressed strongly for the withdrawal 

ot the White Paper and the carrying out ot the Biltmore 

Program. Resolutions were introduced in both Houses of 

Congress in 1943 and in 1944 calling for the United 

.states Government to use its good offices to obtain 

freedom of entry into Palestine for Jews and, ultimately, 

the reconstitution or Palestine as a Jewish 

Commonwealth. (However, the resolutions were not 

brought to a vote in either year.) As the Hitlerite 

persecution of Jews in Europe proceeded in the course 

or the war~ there was a ~reat.deal of illegal immigra

tion of Jews into Palestine. Jewish organizations, 

notably the Irgun zvai Leumi (Revisionist Defense 

Cbrps) and the Stern Group (named for its leader, 

Abraham Stern) 1 engaged in bombings, shootings~ and 

other terrorist activities in Palestipe, but violence 

of this. sort was denounced and disavot-Ted by the leaders 

of the Jewish community there. Although Britain 

announced in November 1943 that the 32,000 immigration 

certificates remaining.unused from the 75,000 allotted 

tor the five-year period would be good at any t~e, 

even after the end of the period, terrorist activities 

showed no significant abatement until the fall of 1944. 

With the appointment or Lord Gort as High Commissioner, 

on 3i October 1944, there was a relaxation of tension.46 
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A notable development o~ the war was the g~dwing 

identification of interest between the Arab States 

.and the cause of the Palestine Arabs. This was helped 

along to some degree by the fact that the on~Y leader 

apparently enjoying general acceptance among the 

Palestine Arabs, Jamal Husseini, was detained in 

Rhodesia while petitions for his release and return to 

Palestine were consistently refused by the Palestine 

authorities. For this reason, the P~lestine Arabs 

had to depend on the Arab leaders outside their 

country to take their part. In February 1944, the 

Arab States, among them Egypt, Syria, and. Lebanon, 

protested the US Congressional resolutions calling 

for unlimited entry of Jews into Palestine, and the 

Emir Abdullah of TransJordan sent a strong personal 

cable of protest to President Roosevelt. The President 

replied that no decision altering the basic situation 

in Palestine ehould be arrived at without consultation 

of both Arabs and Jews. A year later, in March 1945, 

the League of Arab States was for.med at Cairo. The 

·charter or tne League stated that one or its aims was 

the strengthening of relations between members and the 

organization of political plans for the protection of 

the independence and integrity or the Arab world. An 

Appendix to the Charter declared that Palestine was an 

Arab country that had been promised independence by 

the Treaty or London, and that the mandate for Palestine 

might properly delay but oould not withhold that 

independence.47 
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Nov 1945 
Anglo
American 
Connnittee 
of Inquiry 

After the war, US interest in the question or 

Jewish immigration into Palestine led to the creation 

or the Anglo-American Connnittee of ~nquiry, on 

13 November 1945. This action resulted from· a British 

suggestion, after a protracted period of negotiations 

had followed President Truman's proposing to Prime 

Minister Clement R. A~tlee that 100,000 certificates 

be issued immediately for Jewish immigration into 

Palestine. Six Americans and six Britishers constituted 

the Committee, with JUdge Joseph C. Hutcheson of Texas 

and Sir John Singleton as alternating chairmen. After 

the Committee had held hearings in Washington, London, 

and the principal countries or the Middle East, 

including Palestine, JUdge Hutcheson submitted its 

report to President ~~man on 24 April 1946 (the 

report was published two days later). Among its 

recommendations were the .following: ( 1) 1001 000 

certificates for admission to Palestine should be 

·authorized immediately for Jews who had been victims 

of Nazi or Fascist persecution, and (2) the restrictive 

land regulations under the White Paper of 1939 should 

be rescinded and replaced by regulations based on a 

policy of freedom in the sale, lease, or use of land, 

irrespective of race~ community, .or creed. 48 

48. Joseph Dunner, Republic of Israel (New York: 
Whittlesey House, c. 1950), pp. 63=os. 

The British Government was unenthusiastic. Feeling 

that th~ difficulties or implementing these recommenda

tions were not sufficiently appreciated by those not 
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1946-1947 
Round-table 
Conference 

28 Apr 47 
UN gets 
problem 

charged with the respons~bility, it negotiated for 

a British-Jewish-Arab round-table conference like 

the one in 1939, but this time with a US ''observer. 11 

After convening in September (1946), and adjourning in 

October because the Palestine Arabs had refused to· 

attend,· the conference reconvened on 27 January 1947, 

with all parties present. 

The British presented a memorandum suggesting a 

British trusteeship over Palestine for a transitional 

period--as long as necessary--leading to complete 

independence. During the transitionai period, it was 

remarked, the Arabs and Jews would have an opportunity 

to demonstrate their ability to work together for the 

good or Palestine. This proposal the Arabs rejected 

outright; for any concession to Zionism, they said, 

constituted a "new aggression. 11 The Jews, for their 

part, stated that they would not press for immediate 

statehood if Britain were prepared to return to the 

original mandate; if not,. the Jews would carry out the 

provisions or the mandate themselves by establishing a 

Jewish state. The conference closed on 14 February 1947 

with a decision by the British, in the absence of 

agreement on any or their proposals, to refer the 

question to the Un~ted Nations.49 

49 • ~· 1 pp. 68-74. 

A special session or the United Nations met on 

28 April 1947 to deal with the problem. The Jewisq 

case was presented before the Political and Security 

Committee of the General Assembly by Ben Gurion, 

Moshe Sharett, and Abba Hillel Silver; members or the 
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1947 
UN Special 
Committee 
on 
Palestine 

Arap Higher Committee presented the Arab case before 

the same body. On 14 May the Soviet delegate~ 

Andrei Gromyko, surprised everyone by proposing, in a 

departure from Soviet Russia's anti-Zionist past, that 

a binational Arab-Jewish state be establis~d, with 

equal rights for both sides, and, if that proved 

impractical, partition of Palestine into two states, 

one Arab and one Jewish. The next day, by an 

affirmative vote of 46; with Turkey, Afghanistan, and 

the five Arab states having UN membership (Egypt, 

Iraq, Syria, Lebanon, Saudi Arabia)· voting '•no, 11 the 

General Assembly adopted a resolution calling for the 

creation of a special committee to make a study of all 

matters relevant to the problem of Palestine and to 

report thereon to the Secretary General not later than 

1 September 1947. The membership of the committee was 

to consist of the representatives of Australia, canada, 

Czechoslovakia, Guatemala, India, Iran, the Netherlands, 

Peru, Sweden, Uruguay, an~ Yugoslavia.50 

50. ~.,· pp. 75-77. 

The United Nations Special Committee on Palestine 

completed its assignment on 31 August, handing in ~ 

majority and a minority report. The majority report, 

signed by the representatives of Canada, Czechoslovakia, 

Guatemala, the Netherlands, Peru, Sweden, and Uruguay,· 

.called for partition of Palestine into two politically 

independent states, one Arab and one Jewish, with 

special safeguards for the Holy Places. The city of 

Jerusalem was to be placed under a UN trusteeship. 

During a transitional period of two y~ars, 150,000 

Jew1$h immigrants were to be permitted to enter the 
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Jewish state; if the transitional period was ~onger, 

60,000 Jewish immigrants were to be admitted annually 

thereafter. India, Iran, and Yugoslavia (Australia's 

delegate did not sign either report) proposed in the 

minority report the creation of an independent federal 

state of Palestine. Britain announced that she would 

support neither plan. The Soviet delegate indicated 

that he would favor the majority proposal. The US 

took this position also, and, prompted by President 

Truman, succeeded in persuading enough other countries 

.to follow its lead that the majority plan was adopted 

by a two-thirds majority on 29 November 1947.51 

51. ~·· pp. 77-80. 

On 11 December 1947 the British Government 

announced that it would terminate its mandate over 

Palestine on 15 May 1948, and complete the evacuation 

or troops and civil servants by 1 August.52 

52. ~., p. 81. 

On 29 January 1948 the Palestine Commission, 

which had been created by the UN General Assembly to 

supervise the setting up or the Arab and Jewish states, 

reported that strong Arab elements were making 

organized efforts to prevent the implementation or the 

Assemblyrs partition plan and that certain elements 

of the Jewish community continued to commit irrespon

sible acts of violence. At the ~ame time,· the com
mission further reported, the mandatory power was pre

paring to leaveJ .and all indications were that the 

situation would get worse rather than. better. On 

- 274 -



16 February th~ Commission added that it woul'd need 

"military forces in adequate strength" when the J"e

sporisibility for the administration or Palestine was 

tJ"ansferred to it. At the next meeting or the Security 

Council 1 on 24 February, Warren R. Austin, the US 

delegate, indicated that the US was having second 

thoughts about the wisdom or the partition arrangement 

in view or the reported conditions in·Palestine; on 19 

March he proposed that the Security Council instruct the 

Palestine Commission to suspend its efforts to implement 

the partition plan and that, pending the establishment 

or peaceful conditions, Palestine be placed under a 

temporary UN trusteeship.53 

53. ~., pp. 82-83. 

14 May 48 Austin's proposal was still awaiting action by the 
Jews pro-
claim General Assembly when the Jews presented the UN with a 
Republic of 
Israel !!!! accompli. At 4:06 p.m., 14 May 1948, the Republic 

15 May 48 
Palestine 
war 

or Israel had come into existence. On the same day, 

President Truman extended~~ recognition or the 

Provisional Government of Israel.54 

54. Ibid., pp. 88-89 1 95. 

The day after Israel was proclaimed as an inde

pendent nation, it was attacked by Egypt 1 Transjordan, 

Iraq, Syria, and Lebanon, with the invasion conducted 

principally by Egypt and Transjordan. The advantage 

seemed to be clearly with the Arab States because or 

their superior numbers and· ampl~ quantities of British 

planes, tanks, _and armored cars. However, it soon 

appeared that the only Arab forces ~hat could fight on 
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even ter.ms with the Israelis were those of Transjordan's 

Arab Legion, under the command of British Brigadier 

J. B. Glubb ("Glubb Pasha"). These forces were able to 

seize and hold the old portion of the City of Jerusalem, 

but the remaining Arab forces were, in the course of the 

war, badly defeated. Within the first month Israel had 

conquered a large portion or the territory assigned by 

the UN partition resolution to the Arab State in 

Palestine.55 

55. Ibid., pp. 98-100. 

From virtually the beginning of the war, there 

were efforts in the UN to arrange a truce 1 led by the 

us. Britain at first, because of her ties with the Arab 

League, did not support these efforts. However, Count 

Folke Bernadette 1 who had ac.cepted on 21 May 1948 the 

position of Mediator in behalf of the United Nations, 

was able to bring about a cease-fire or 30 days expiring 

on 9 July 1948. 

During the truce he presented to the Arabs and 

Israelis a proposal for solving the Palestine problem, 

a plan providing tor the union or the Jewish State and 

Transjordan for such common matters as ·customs and de

fense but leaving immigration under the individual 

control of the member states for two years, after which 

either member could request the council or the un~on 

for a review of the other's immigration policy. If the 

council could not reach a decision, the matter was to 

be referred to the Economical and Social Council of the 

united Nations.56 

56. ~·~ pp. 100-101. 
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1949 
Armi.stice 
Agreements 

The Bernadette Plan prbved unacceptable.to both 

sides. The London New Statesman ~Nation character

ized it as "the 1939 White Paper translated into 1948 

language With the full approval of the Foreign Office 

and the State Department.n57 

57~ Quoted in ibid., p. 101. 

On 8 JUly, one day before expiration of the truce, 

Egypt renewed the war. But matters did not go well for 

the arab League, which was rent with suspicions and 

rivalries among the member state~especially with re

gard to acquisition or additional territory in Palestine. 

A second truce was arranged· on 18 July, this time with 

the support of Britain, in accordance with a UN reso

lution dated 15 July, but· there were numerous violations. 

On 17 September 1948, Count Bernadette was assassinated 

by Israeli terrorists of the "Fatherland Front," an 

offshoot of the Stern Group, and was succeeded as 

Acting Mediator by Dr. Ralph J. Bunche. The Provisional 

Council of Israel denounced the murder of Bernadette as 

insane and the work of traitors, and pledged every effort 

to apprehend those responsible. In October, in one of 

the clashes that punctuated the truce, Israel adminis

tered a sound defeat to the Egyptian forces in the 

Negev. The Transjordan forces, which could have done 

so, did not go to .. the aid of the Egyptians.58 

58. 1!?.!5!•1 pp. 101-104, 108, 110-112, 177. 

In 1949 the war was ended by a series or Armistice 

Agreements between Israel and the various Arab States •. 

Egypt was the first to notify Dr. Bunche that she was 

ready to discuss armistice arrangements. This was on 
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14 Feb 49 
Provisional 
Government 
replaced by 
ministerial 
system 

6 January 1949 • The Agreement was signed on 24 January. 

Vnder its provisions, among other things, Israel re~ 

ceived more than 700 square miles of the Negev area 

that had been,·seized by the Egyptian forces in May 1948, 

and Egypt retained a coastal strip of about 135 square 

miles from its border to Gaza. A month later, on 23 

March, Lebanon became the second Arab State to sign an 

Armistice Agreement with Israel. Transjordan signed 

on 3 April, .for herself and Iraq, and Syria Qoncluded 

an Armistice Agreement with Israel on 20 July. Saudi 

Arabia, though a member of the Arab League, had re

frained from military participation in this war.59 

59. ~., pp. 177, 180, ~84, 185. 

On 29 November 1948, the first anniversary of the 

UN partition resolution regarding Palestine, and while 

the Arab-Israeli war was still in progress (though a 

truce was technically in effect), Israel applied for 

membership in the United Nations. The US favored the 

application, but Britain and enough other countries 

were opposed to cause delay in acceptance of the new 

nation as a membe~. This finally came about on 11 May 

1949.60 . 

6o. ~., pp. 188, 194. 

Between 14 May 1948 and 14 February 1949, Israel 

was under a Provisional Government, with Dr. Chaim 

Weizmann, long a Zionist leader, as Provisional Presi

dent. On the latter date, the 120 members of the first 

elected Constituent Assembly, called·the Knesset (or 

K.nesseth), met in Jerusalem, On 17 February, Dr •. 
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Weizmann was el~cted the first President of Israel. He 

immediately called on David Ben Gurion to form a Cabinet, 

and this was completed on 3 March 1949. Weizmann re

mained President until his death, on 9 November 1952, 

When he was succeeded by Yitzhak Ben Zvi. Ben Gurion, 

after remaining Prime Minister for a time, retired to 

his farm in the desert; but early in 1955 he again be

came Prime Minister, and has continued so since that 

time.61 

61. Ibid. pp. 137-138; World Almanac and Book of 
Facts for 1958 (New York, 1958}, p. 365· Guy-vifntaild
~~vocoressi1 Middle East Crisis (Penguin Books, 
1957), p. 57. . ----

The Arabs refused to convert the Armistice Agree

ments of 1949 into definitive peace treaties, and re

lations between them and the Israelis remained tense 

and full of ill feeling, marked· by occasional border 

violence. In February 1955, within ten days of Ben 

Gurian's return to the Prime Ministership, the Israeli 

Army delivered the most crushing reprisal raid or its 

history. It was directed against the Egyptian forces 

in the Gaza Strip, and it not only defeated them, but 

humiliated them. The Israeli justification was that the 

Arabs were continuing warlike acts under the shield of 

the armistice, and though offered peace by Israel, 

would not accept it. But after this, Nasser wanted 

revenge.62 

62. Wint and Calvocoress1, Middle !!!! Crisis, 
pp. 57-58. 

Various other factors were at work, also, in the· 

Middle East during 1955 and 1956, building up an ex

plosive situation.' There was the Soviet arms deal with 
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29 Oct 56 
Israel 
invades 
Egypt 

Nasser in August 19~5. There was the Aswan D~ affai~; 

which led to Nasser's nationalization of the Suez Canal 

in July 1956. There was French resentment of Egyptian 

instigation of rebellion in Algeria, and Egyptian aid 

sent to the Algerian rebela.63 These events, and the 

63. Ibid., pp. 59 1 66, 69-70. -
intensification of border raids between Israel and the 

Arab States in 1955 and 1956 led finally to a new war 

involving Israel, but this time with that country 

receiving the armed assistance of Britain and France. 

Arrangements between the three countries were made 

in secret in the summer and fall of 1956, and on 29 

October Israel suddenly invaded the Sinai Peninsula. 

A few days later Britain and France also attacked 

Egypt, aiming at seizure of the.Suez canal. UN action, 

led by the US, forced them to stop short of th~ir 

object and to withdraw. The Israelis did not withdraw 

from the Gaza Strip and Sharm el Sheikh, on the Gulf of 

Aqaba, .until the first week of March 1957. In the 

meantime a United Nations Emergency Force had been 

formed and airlifted into Egypt. When the Israelis 

withdrew, the UNEF moved into Gaza and Sharm el Sheikh. 

Israel had been reluctant to wi thdra\'r from these places 

because, she charged., Egypt had been using the Gaza 

Strip as a place from which to mount border raids on 

Israel, and had been using Sharm el Sheikh for gun 

emplacements to prevent Israeli access to the new ISj."'aeli 

port of Elath, on the Gulf of Aqaba.64 

64. The Anglo-French-Israeli attack on Egypt in 
the autumn of 1956, apd subsequent events to th~ ~~ o£ 
March 1957, are covered in detail jn uanronology of 
Significant Events Relating to the Current world Crisis," 
installments 2 through 7, prepared by the Historical 
Section, JCS. 
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SOVIET POLICY TOWARDS ~ MIDDLE ~ 

Within the general framework of Soviet foreign 

policy the states of the Middle East fall into two 

categories: (1) the adjacent countries, Turkey, Iran, 

and Afghanistan (2) the non-neighboring Arab st~tes 

and Israel. Soviet geo-politicians, as Czarist 

strategist~ before, have maintained a clear distinction 

between Russia's irrmediate neighbors and other states 

of the Middle East. It is along this "northern tier" 

that Soviet security is moat immediately involved. 

Conversely, adjacent territories, rather than sea-lanes, 

have traditionally served as avenues for Russian 

expansion. For most of the period covered by this 

study the Kremlin displayed scant interest in the states 

not adjacent to he~ borders, but her concern for develop

ments in the countries of the northern tier has been 

direct and constant. For these reasons, this study 

will divide Russian Middle Eastern Policy into two 

major sections, organized chronologically and consist

ing of: (1) Turkey·and Iran (2) The Arap Nations and 

Israel. 

Policy towards ~ !£ 1946 

After a century of Czarist penetration and inter

ference in the internal affairs of Persia, the Soviet 

government executed an abrupt about-face and inaugurated 

vis-a-vis Persia a friendly, non-intervention policy. 

A preview of the new-look in Russo-Persian relations 

was given as Bolshevik representatives negotiated at 

Brest-Litovsk in the late fall of 1917. Although it 

was part of the propaganda campaign launched in the 

first flush or revolutionary ardor against all 
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7 Dec 17 
Soviets 
annul 
"Spheres of 
Influence" 
Treaty 

1919 UK 
occupies 
Northern 
Iran 

Soviets 
occupy 
Gil an 

UK begins 
withdrawal 

~· 

capitalistic imperialism, the proclamation issued 7 Dec

ember 1917 by Lenin and Stalin, then Commissar or 

Nationalities, declared that the agreement on the 

partition of Persia into spheres of influence "between 

Great Britain and the Czar•~ Empire (31 August 1907) 

is torn up and annulled."l 

1F~scher, L., The Soviets in World Affairs, 
London & N.Y. 1 19301 pp. 28-29.- --

In the following month, Trotzky, as Commissar for 

Foreign Affairs, reaffirmed this declaration and 

informeg Teheran of his government's willingness to· 

abolish all special privileges accorded previous 

Russian Government's by Persia. 

These statements or Soviet intentions encouraged 

the Shah 1s ministers to seek similar concessions from 

Great Britain. But instead or renouncing her "sphere 

or influence" in the south, England proceeded to occupy 

the former Russian sphere in Northern Persia, which, 

beginning in the spring of 1919, served as a British 

base of operations against the Bolsheviks in Turkistan 

and Baku. After a series of successful operations in 

the Caucasus, the Soviets occupied the Persian 

province of Gilan. Supported·by Bolshevik troops, 

Kuchik Khan, the local rebel, proclaimed the Soviet 

Republic of Gilan. The British Army began a gradual 

withdrawal. from the country. 2 

2 
~·· p. 287. 
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26 Feb 21 
Soviet
Persian 
Treaty 

The Soviet-Persian Tr.eaty 
- I 

England's prestige in Persia waned rapidly after 

the retirement of British troops, thus creating a 

situation which permitted ~n February 1921 a coup d'etat 

by nationalist elements headed by Riza Khan. The new 

cabinet immediately authorized its representative in 

Moscow to sign the Soviet-Persian treaty. The one-sided 

Anglo-Persian treaty of 1919 was formally denounced 

by the new regime in JUne or the same year.3 

~eloff, M., The Fore!~~ Policy or Soviet Russia, 
London, 1949, vol it; pp. r0-201. - . 

Condemning the 11~yrannical policy c~rried out by 

the colonizing Governments or Russia," the treaty 

declared null and void the whole body or treaties and 

conventions concluded with Persia by the Tsarist 

Government. The Soviets promised to respect Persian 

independence and territorial integrity. Nevertheless, 

articles V and VI prov1de.d that 1·r any thir(i power 

should attempt to use Persia as a base for an attack 

upon the Soviet un.ion, the USSR would have "the 

right to advance her troops into the Persian interior 

for the purpose or carrying out defensiv~ military 

operations.n4 

4Davis, H. M., Constitutions, Electoral Laws, 
Treaties or the States ot the Near ana MiSdle~t, 
DUrham, 1gtrfl pp. 90-97. --- -

In 1941 Article 6 was invoked when the Soviets 

and Britain occupied Iran. Again in May 1952, the USSR 

charged that us military aid to Iran violated the 

prov~sions or this 1921 treaty.S 
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Oct 1921 
Gilan 
evacuated 

5Fatemi, N. H. Oil Diplomacy, N.Y., 1954, p. 100. 
85th Congress, let SessionS., Events~~ Middle 
!!!11 Washington, 11 Jan 57. 

Soviet-Iranian Relations 1921-1936 

Soviet-Iranian relations in the deoa~e following 

the signing of the February 1921 treaty may be described 

as 11 correct but not cordial." Soyiet troops and support 

for Kuchik Khan were withdrawn from Gilan in October 

1921 thus permitting the return of that province to 

Persian control, However the "Gilan Episode" was not 

quickly forgotten by Tehran, and later rebellions in 

Iranian Baluchistan and Khorasan (1929) in close 

proximity to the common border gave Riza Khan good 

grounds to suspect the sponsorship or connivance or 

Soviet authorities. Riza Khan's rigorous repression of· 

Communism in Iran irked Moscow. Soviet renunciation 

of Czarist type imperialism in the Northern Provinces 

did not signify a lack of interest in that area nor did 

it prevent the Communists from pursuing economic 

policies directed toward similar ends. The de~endence 

or the Northern provinces upon Soviet markets gave the 

Soviets an economic weapon which was used more than 

once in her dealings with Iran. And on several 

occasions, the USSR protested vigorously when Iran 

attempted to grant oil concessions in the Northern 

provinces to Western Capitalists.6 

6 Lenczowski, G. The Middle East in World Affairs, 
Ithaca: 1952, pp. lSo,-!64-165. l:re!olT, .2£• cit., II, 
p. 202. 
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31 Jan 28 
New Soviet
Iranian 
Treaty 

27 Oct 35 
Soviet
Iranian 
Connnercial 
Treaty 

~-

The USSR's economic p9licies toward Iran during 

the 20's and early 30's did not prevent the continuance 

or fairly cordial political relations between the two 

countries. This was in line with the USSR's general 

policy or attaching to herself by treaty arrangements 

the countries or the northern tier. Iran, Turkey, and 

Afghanistan were encouraged to conclude bilateral 

pacts with each other and to seek solutions to 

territorial and other controversies. A Soviet-Iranian 

treaty of guarantee and neutrality, ~mich reproduced 

essentially the provisions or the February 1921 treaty, 

went into effect on 31 January 1928. The USSR tacitly 

supported Iran during the latter's controversies with 

Britain over Bahrain and the Anglo~Persian Oil 

company's concession in late 1932-early 1933, while 

Iran backed the Soviet-inspired "Convention for the 

Definition or an Aggressor" by signing that doctunent 

on 3 JUly 1933. 

Reacting to the resurgence of Ge~an military 

might; the emphasis of Soviet foreign policy in the 

period 1933-36 shifted to considerations of defense. 

Commercial questions, though not neglected, became 

less decisive in dete~ining Soviet policy.7 The 

7 . 
Beloff, 2£• £!!., I, 89, 93. 

Soviet-Iranian Commercial Treaty of 27 October 1935 

was favorable to Persian interests and stimulated trade 

between the two nations. Soviet engineers, technicians, 

and military experts appeared in unusually large 

numbers. Soviet propaganda of a cultural type and 

Soviet interest in Iranian culture increased as s~arply 
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8 Jul 37 
Saadabad 
Pact 

\._.: ._j 

as the expahtled ~b~e~oial reiations.8 

8 . 4 Beloff, ~· £!1., II, pp. 20 -205. 

Saadabad ~ 

Although there appeared on the surface no major 

change in Soviet policy towards Iran, the ~atter took 

the initiative in proposing the Saadabad Pact which 

established an Eastern Entente between Iran, Turkey, 

Iraq and Afghanistan. Providing for non-aggression, 

consultation, and mutual cooperation in eliminating 

subversive activities, the pact was viewed with dis

pleasure by Moscow. To the Communists it had all the 

earmarks of another Cordon Sanitaire.9 During the 

9 . 6 . 
Lenczowski, ~· cit., p. 1 3: Belotr, ~· cit., 

p. 205. Text given in-nivis, ££• £!!., pp. 433-~. 

three years after the signing or the Saadabad Pact, 

Iran's trade with Germany increased until in 1939 it 

was greater in· volume than Soviet-Iranian trade~ 

although the latter continued at a substantial level. 

German·technical personnel followed German trade in 

Iran, and propaganda activities were in full swing. It 

was undoubtedly clear to Moscow that Riza Shah was 

seeking in Germany a counter-weight to Soviet 

influence in Iran.10 

lOBeloff, ~· ~., II, p. 207. 

German-Soviet Conversations, November 26, 1940 

The Soviet-German Pact of August 1939 and the 

outbreak of war in Europe permitted Stalin to revive 

the Czarist dream of expansion towards the Persian Gulf4 
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In November 1939 Moscow requested of Iran air base rights 

and the release of jailed communist leaders. Tehran 

temporized.ll During the Nazi-Soviet conversations 

11Fatemi, .op. cit., p. 186. 
--=-- --

the following autumn, Molotov listed as one or the re

quirements of Soviet adherence to the Three Power Pact 

(Germany, Italy & Japan) the stipulation that the_"foca1 

point of the aspiration or the Soviet Union twa!( south 

of Batum and Baku in the general direction or the 

Persian Gulf."l2 

12Nazi-Sov.iet Relations 1939-1941, the U.s. Dept 
of State, Washington, 1949, p. 259. 

The Tripartite Treaty of 29 January 1942 

The German invasion of Russia in June 1941 made 

Great Britain and the USSR comrades-in-arms and pre

pared the way for a joint occupation of Iran. The first 

25 Aug 41 Anglo-Soviet Force.s mo.ved into Iran 25 August 1941. 
UK and USSR 
occupy Iran Shortly thereafter Riza Shah was forced to abdicate. 

Moscow and London concluded with the new regime a treaty 

of alliance pledging themselves "to respect the terri

torial integrity, sovereignty, and political independ

ence of Iran." The forces of the Allied powers were to 

be withdrawn from Iranian territory not later than six 

months after the suspension of hostilities between the 

Allied Powers and Germany.l3 

Just prior to the signing of this treaty Stalin 

had declared: We have not, and cannot have, such war 

a~s as the seizure of foreign territories and the 

subjugation of foreign peoples and territories of 
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Europe or peoples and territories of Asia, including 

Iran." Despite these ·assurances there was ample 

evidence that the Soviets were laying the groundwork 
. 14 

for the future annexation of their zone to the USSR. 

14 
Quoted in Fatemi 1 ~· £!!. 1 p. 203. 

1 Dec 43 On 1 December 1943, Premier Stalin joined President 
Allied 
Declaratipn Roosevelt and Prime Minister Churchill at the Tehran 
on Iran 

Conference in a declaration regarding allied policy 

towards Iran.. The Allies pledged their support for 

the maintenance of the independence, sovereignty and 

territorial integrity of Iran.l5 

15 . 
Davis, 22• cit., pp. 104-105. 

Policy Towards Turkey ~ 1946 

The first months following the end of World War I 

witnessed the establishment of an entente between 

Soviet Russia and Kemalis·t. Turkey. The Conununist 

government, standing virtually friendless in a hostile 

world, fourid it advantageous to renounce traditional 

Russian ambitions for control of the Turkish Straits 

and to seek friendship with her southern neighbor, who 

at that time was also regarded as an outcast by the 
I 

international community. Having repudiated the 

humiliating treaty of Sevres (10 August 1920), forced 

upon the Sultan or the Ottomans by the victorious Allie~ 

Kernel's Nationalist government faced five enemies: The 

Armenians in the east, the French in Alicia, the 

Italians in Adalia, the Greeks in Smyrna, and the 

British in Constantinople.16 After the defeat of 
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April 1920 
Soviets 
supply arms 
to Kemal 

16 Mar 21 
Soviet
Turkish 
Treaty 

24 Jul 23 
Treaty of 
Lausanne 

16Lenczowski~ £2• ~·~ p. 105. 

Denikin•s White forces in April 1920, the Soviets 

supplied Kemal with arms and munitions, and undertook 

simultaneous operations against the Armenians. This 

close cooperation lead to the establishment of formal 

diplomatic relations between the Soviets and rebel 

Kemal. 

Soviet-TUrkish Treaty £!.1§.. !:!!!.2!! 1921 

On 16 March 1921 Soviet Russia and Nationalist 

Turkey concluded a treaty of collaboration and friend

ship. Under its provisions the Soviets ceded Kars 

and Ardahan, thus confirming the Treaty of Alexandropol 

(3 December 1920) which had been concluded between 

Turkey and the Soviet Armenian Republic. In return 

the USSR received Batum. Besides settling the 

vexatiqus boundary problem, the treaty pledged each 

signatory not to recognize any international instrtiment 

not recognized: by the other and to deny the use of its 

national territory to groups operating to the detriment 

of the other. In addition to agreeing to the abrogation 

or all treaties and special privilege arrangements 

between Czarist and Ottoman governments, Moscow specifi

cally denounced the validity of the Treaty of Sevres.17 

17aurewitz, J. c., Middle-East Dilemmas, N. Y. 
1953, pp. 173-174. Lenczowski, 22• .cit., p. 106. 

!h! Treaty £! Lausanne 

Moscow 1s interest in the Lausanne Conference and 

Treaty, which defined the terms of peace between the 

Allies and Nationalist Turkey, centered in the 
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provisions go~erning the regime or the Straits. Moscow 

viewed Lord Curzon 1s Straits program, aimed at 

curtailing traditional Turkish perogatives in that 

waterway, as directed principally against the USSR.18 

18 4 Fischer, L., 2£• ~., I, p. 12. 

Thus, Commissar Chicherin championed, though.to 

no avail, the principle of Turkish sovereignty in that 

strategic area. 19 Subs~quently, the USSR refused to 

19 . 
Lenczowski 1 .2.E_. .ill,. 1 p. 378. 

ratify the treaty. Moscow became somewhat irritated 

with what it regarded as Ankara's Willingness to accede 

to the demands of the Western Powers in the Strait's 

matter. Had the USSR been in a stronger international 

position., her relations with Turkey might have cooleQ 

appreciably. But the isolation or the two powers as 

well as Soviet disinclination to pick a quarrel with 

the keeper of the Straits prevented a serious 

estrangement between the two nations.20 

20tenczowski, 2£• ~., pp. 378-379. 

Russo-Turkish Treaty 

In spite of differing political idealogy Russia 

continued her policy of close collaboration with Turkey. 

On 16 December 1925 the Council of the League of Na~ions 

awarded Mosul, which Turkey claimed,· to Iraq with the 

stipulation that Britain was to exercise for at least 

25 years a Mandate over that state. 21 The next day 
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21 .Lenczowski 1 £2• cit., p. 130. 

17 Dec 25 Russia concluded with Turkey a broad treaty of 
Russo-
Turkish friendship and nonaggression. Besides amounting to a 
Nonaggression 
Pact virtual political alliance, this treaty, interpreted in 

the light of the Lausanne Treaty, guaranteed Russia 

freedom of passage in the Straits. However, the 

provisions of the Lausanne document made it impossible 

to deny the Straits to Russia's enemies.22 The 

22Beloff, 2£• ~., II, P• 39-40. 

provisions of the December 1925 Treaty were extended 

by protocQls Qf 17 December 1929, 30 October 1931, and 

7 November 1935, while a protocol on naval armaments was 

concluded on 7 March 1931.23. 

23Texts given in Davis,~· cit., pp. 370-377. 

Soviet Policy from 1925 to the Montreux Convention -----.--
~ July 1936 

The treaty of December 1925 and a common front 

against the "Status-quo" nations or Europe failed to 

remove all points of friction between USSR and Turkey. 

Moscow was not fully assured that Kemal•s formal. 

repudiation of Pan-Turkism and Pan-Turanianism 

signified the end of such ambitions on the part or 

Turkey. And, notwithstanding the trade treaty or 

11 March 1927, there was a certain amount ofeconomic 

conflict,between the two nations. Suppression of 

Turkish Communists did not endear the Kemalist regime 

to Moscow. Nor could Ankara overlook the existence with-

in the USSR of an Armenian Republic which might under 
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the· right circumstances provide a pretext for raising 

again the question of' Kars and Ardaban. In spite of 

these mutual suspicions, Soviet-Turkish relations 

continued on the whole, good. Moscow succeeded, 

during this period, in keeping TUrkey within the Soviet 

Security System.24 

24 4 Beloff', ~· ~., II, pp. 39- 1. 

Russia 1s entry in the League or Nations in 

September 1933 reflected her new policy of closer 

cooperation with non~c9mmunist states. Fearing a new 

drang ~ .2!!!!! under Hi tlerian auspices and believing 

many conservative elements in the Western Democracies 

were not unwilling to divert the tide of Nazism east

ward, the Soviets sought guarantees within the framework 

or '~Collective Security". 25 In May 1935 Russia renewed 

25 8 8. Beloff, 2£• £!!., I, 9, 91, 12 • 

her old tradition of a French Alliance. The Alliance 

put an additional premium on the maintenance of cordial 

relations with Turkey in as much its effectiveness in 

war or threat of war would depend, partly, at least, on 

keeping open the line of communications through the 

Straits.26 

26Ibid., 41 42 II, ~ • 

~ Montreux Convention 

Russia backed TUrkish demands for a revision of 

the Lausanne Straits Convention at the Meeting of' the 

League Council in May 1935. The tense situation in the 

29,3 



20 Jul 36 
Montreux 
Convention 

Mediterranean resulting from Mussolini 1 S Abyssinian 

adventur~ and the imposition or sanctions in the fall 

and winter of 1935 put new urgency on the Turkish-Soviet 

proposal. A conference of the Lausanne signatory 

powers convened in June 1936.27 Russia supported, in 

the main, Turkish demands for a restoration of her 

sovereign perogati ves .1n the Straits area and recogni

tion of her right t9 control passage through the 

waterway under conditions involving Turkish security. 

Although Britain, as at Lausanne, was ~rkey•s main 

antagonist 1 her ada~ancy had diminished. And on some 

issues Anglo-Turkish collaboration clearly i~ked the 

Soviets. On other questions TUrkey appeared concerned 

over the Soviet attitude and veered towards Great 

Britain. Under· the n~w Treaty Turkey gained much 

greater freedom of action in the Straits. Rus~ia, too~ 

obtained an important advantage in the reduction in 

maximum tonnage allowed nonriparian .powers in the Black 

Sea. The Soviets, what with increased Turkish Control 

in the Straits1 had everi greater reason than before to 

court TUrkey's good will.28 

28 
Beloff1 ~. ~., II, pp. 43-47. Lenczowski, 

.2.2. .2ll· , p. 381"; 

Turkish Rapproch.lUent ~ ~ ~ - 1939 

In May 1939 1 Turkey and Britain concluded a mutual 

assistance pact in the case of war in the Mediterranean. 

In the following month Turkish and French representatives 

signed a nonaggression pact. TUrkey had taken.her stand 
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with the Western Democracies. 

Russia Changes Partners - sa August 1939 

With general breakdown of the Versailles System 

in Europe and failure of the Western democracies to 

enforce collective security, Stalin turned to a policy 

or collaboration with Hitler. After the conclusion or 

the Soviet-Nazi nonaggression pact in August 1939, 

Moscow, tailing to bring Turkey into the new coalition, 

pursued the policy or inducing Turkey "to adopt full 

neutrality and to close the Dardanelles •••• "29 In 

29Nazi-Soviet Relations, p. 120. 

the face of Turkey's unwillingn~ss to repudiate the 

provisions of the Montreux Convention, Soviet-Turkish 

relations progressively deteriorat~d.3° 

30Hurew1tz, Middle-East Dilemmas, p. 186. 

Nazi-Soviet Conversations· (!!£! 1940) 

Soviet-German negotiation in fall or 1940 revealed 

the extent to which the Kremlin had revived Czarist 

policy towards TUrkey and Straits. As one inducement 

for Russia to become a full.military ally of the Axis, 

Hitler proposed a revision or the Montreux Convention. 

Under the proposed revision Russian warships would have 

the right or unrestricted passage through the Straits. 

All other countries except Ger.many,Italy and the 

riparian nations were to renounce the right or passage 

for tneir naval vessels. But Hitler's proposals stopped 

short or Russian desiderata on the question of the 

Straits. Stalin, seeking real rather than paper 
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guarantees, demanded ·~the establishment or a base for 

land and naval forces of the USSR within range of the 

Bosporus and Dardanelles •••• " Disagreement on this 

point was one of the factors that led ultimately to the 

break-up of the Nazi-Soviet alliance.31 

3lHUrewitz, J.·c., Diploma~ in the Near and 
Middle §!!11 1956, vol II, pp. 2 8~3~-------

world .!'!!:!: II Developments 

After the German invasion of Russia in June 1941, 

the Kremlin waited·only two months to join Britain in 

assuring the TUrks of its "fidelity to the Montreux 

Convention" and the absence on its part of "aggressive 

intentions or claims.with regard to the Straits.n32 

32aurewitz, Middle~East Dilemmas, p. 190. 

Nevertheless, at the,Tehran Conference in November 19431 

and again during the St~lin-Churchill meeting at Moscow 

in October 1944, the Soviet Premier raised, but Without 

obtaining definite commitments, the question of revising 

the Montreux Convention.- Finally at Yalta in February 

1945, the Big Three agreed that the Foreign Secretaries 

would consider Soviet proposals for revision at their 

next meeting in London. 4t Yalta Stalin observed that 

he could not accept a situation in which Turkey "had 

a hand on Russia's throat."33 In the.following month 

33Hurew1tz, Middle-East Dilemmas, p. 194. 

March 1945 the.USSR took unilateral action and denounced the 
USSR 
denounces Turko-Soviet nonaggression treaty of 1925. In JUne 
Turko-Soviet 
Nonaggress- 1945 Moscow notified Tehran that friendly relations 
ion Pact· 
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between the two countries depended upon: {1) revision 

of the Straits regime, (2) the return o~ Kars and 

Ardahan to the USSR, and (3) conclusion of a Treaty of 

Alliance.34 In July at Potsdam the conferees resolved 

"that the Convention concluded at Montreu.x should be 

revised as failing to meet present day conditions. It 

was agreed that as the next step the matter should be 

the subject of direct conversations between each of the 

three Governments and the Turkish Government.n35 

35A,Decade of American Fore~n Policy, Slat Congress. 
Senate noc No. 1~, washington, l 5o, p. ~. 

Post World War II Policy Towards Iran and Turkey 

Iran1 .!.!!!:. Crisis 2£ 1946 

After failing to obtain an oil concession in 

northern Iran during the closing months of World War II, 

the USSR gave vigorous support to the separatist move

ment in Azerbaijan and the creation of the puppet govern

ment of Kurdistan.36 Soviet interference with Iranian 

36 
Fatemi, op •. cit., p. 260. See also Hurewitz, 

Diplomacy ~ the-Near and Middle ~~ II, p. 241. 

attempts to restore order in the troubled regions in 

the north and the non-withdrawal of Soviet troops in 

accordance with the provisions of the Tripartite Treaty 

Jan 46 of 1942 and of the Tehran Declaration were the subject 
Iran appeal 
.to UN on of an Iranian appeal to the Security Council in January 
Soviet inter-
ference 1946. 
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us aid 

In the face of the ~trong opposition in the UN 

Security Council and what was apparently a virtual 

ultimatum on the part of President Truman, Soviet forces 

were withdrawn from Iranian Territory in May 1946. 

Azerbaijan was speedily brought under control of the 

central government. In the fall of the year following, 

the Majlis, encouraged by President Truman's new departure 

in American policy, refused, in spite of strong Soviet 

pressure, to ratify an oil agreement which had been 

concluded iri· 1946 while Russian troops were st~ll in 

Iran. 37 

Soviet Activities ~ ~ 1946-1953 

Although Soviet troops had been talked out of the 

northern provinces of Iran in the late spring of 1946, 

the Kremlin apparently regarded that action as a tactical 

withdrawal rather than a complete rout. Moscow still 

retained under the provisions of the 1921-1927 treaties 

with Iran the unusual privilege of judging whether 

Iranian terri tory \'las being used as a place d 1 armes 

against the Soviet Union, and if its interpretation were 

affirmative, of sending its troops back into that 

country. The Shah's government felt that it was living 

in the shadow of the Soviet gallows and accordingly 

moved cautiously in securing .an extension of the services 

of the small US mll:i.tary mission which had been in Iran 

since late 1942. In 1950 this advisory assistance was 

supplemented by US military grant aid. 38 

38 
Hurewitz, ~· cit., IIJ pp. 275-276. D.J. Dallin, 

The Changing World of-sQviet Russia, New Haven, 1956, 
p. 273. 
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Soviet opportunities for mischief-making were 

greatly multiplied by the development of a strong anti

British movement led by the tearful~ popular Dr. 

Mossadeq and directed primarily against British oil 

concessions. In the early stages of the dispute the 

Soviet government adopted an official attitude or non

intervention although Pravda supported Iran's fight 

against foreign imperialism and t~1e Soviet UN repre

sentative supported Iran on certain procedural matters. 39 

39Lenczowski, ~· cit.~ p. 188. 

Soviet Interest Quickens {1953-1954) 

After the Spring of 1953 Mossadeq received the 

support of the Tudeh (Iranian. Communist Party) as well 

as or Moscow. Jailed Iranian communist leaders were 

freed, and the Soviet government~ in an attempt to 

bolster Mossadeq, whose regime was in serious financial 

straits because of the loss of oil revenues~ offered to 

unblock credits which had accrued to Iran during World 

War II. The Soviet government also agreed to minor 

border rectifications.40 Soviet hopes reached a new 

40 
Hurewitz, £E• £!!., II~ pp. 385-390. 

high when the Shah, the Kremlin's bete-noire, left the 

country under duress and the nationalists prepared to 

proclaim a republic. However in August 1953, General 

Zahedi rallied anti-Soviet elements and after gaining 

the upper hand incarcerated Dr. Mossadeq. Working hard 

behind the scenes~ Moscow tried to prevent the con

clusion or an oil agreement between the Zahedi cabinet 
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and the new consortium of eight Western countries. 

Then a month prior to the ratification of the new oil 

agreement in October 1954, the Soviet embassy in Tehran 

actively supported a plot contrived by communist 

elements in the army to overthrow the anti-Soviet govern

ment. The attempted coup failed. 41 

41 
Dallin4 ~· cit., p. 374. Hurewitz, ££· cit., 

I I, pp • 348-3 9 •. 

Oct 55 Tehran's announcement on 11 October 1955 that Iran 
USSR reaction 
to Baghdad would accede to the Baghdad Pact evoked immediate 
Pact 

recriminations from Moscow. In an editorial of 13 

. October Pravda warned that Iran was entering a 

"dangerous path," while Molotov told the Iranian 

Ambassador that such an action "is incompatible with 

the interests of peace and security in the Near and 

Middle East and is in contradiction to the good neighbor 

relations between Iran and the Soviet Union and the 
42 

well-known treaty obligations of Iran." Molotov's 

42 Quoted in Dallin, ~· cit., p. 374. 

reference to the "well-known treaty obligations of 

Iran" was specifically identified in a formal note of 

protest the following month as Article 3 of the 1927 

Soviet-Persian Treaty. "The situation," the note stated, 

"created by Iran's accession to the aggressive Baghdad 

bloc is fraught with dangers .for the borders of the 

Soviet Union. • • • The Iranian Government is entirely 

responsible for any possible consequences ensuring from 

its decision to join the Baghdad military bloc."43 
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Apr 50 
Turkey 
rejects USSR 
demand for
joint 
control of 
Straits 

\_,· 

43 
Hurewitz, £E• cit., p. 418. 

Iran stood firm. And in the period that followed, 

the USSR, changing its methods and shifting its main 

effort of Middle East penetration further West, seemed 

temporarily at least, to have postponed its·plans for 

direct intervention in Iranian affairs. In the mean-

time, Iran drew closer to the West. 

Turkey Rejects Soviet Demands 

Although the US and the British had at Potsdam 

been willing to go along with what they believed at the 

time were legitimate Soviet demands concerning maritime 

commerce into and from the Black Sea, they opposed 

Sovie·t attempts to gain a virtual monopoly of the Stra;t ts 

area. By the Fall of 19L~6, when the US government 

rejected a revision of the Montreux Convention a la 

Moscow, the pattern of aggressive Soviet expansion had 

.become clear. Bolstered morally by the Truman Doctrine 

and materially by the funds made available to her by 

the qs Congress, Turkey resisted Soviet pressure for 

territorial revisions. In April 1950 Ankara "finally 

and conclusively" rejected Soviet demands for joint 
. 4L~ 

control of the Straits. 

. 44 . 
Hurewitz4 QQ~ cit., II, pp. 268-270; Lenczowski, 

.£2.• .£!! e ,. PP ~ 1 6-=IL~s:-. 

Soviet Turkish Relations 1951-1956 

Relations betw~en Moscow and Ankara continued to 

be strained. It was logical that in 1951 Turkey should 

seek and be accepted to membership in the NATO Alliance. 
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Soviet reacts 
to Turkey's 
joining NATO 

Mar 53 
Death of 
Stalin and 
short-lived 
change in 
Soviet 
.POlicy 

And it was natural that the Kremlin with its Bismarckian 

complex about "encirclement" should protest violently 

in the press and through diplomatic channels. This 

pqlicy of the Turkish government, Moscow declared, "will 

cause serious damage to the relations of Turkey and the 

Soviet government."45 

45Quoted in Dallin, ££• cit., p. 371. 

During the brief period of the "soft-sell" immedi

ately following the death of Stalin in early March 1953, 

Mr. Molotov, in a surprising, unsolicited statement, 

renounced the 1945 territorial claim against TUrkey. 46 

46 . 4 Hurewitz, ~· £!!., II, p. 3 3. 

He also stated in regard to the Straits problem that 

"the Soviet Government has reconsidered its opinion on 

this matter and holds that ~t is possible to insure the 

security of the USSR from the side of the Straits on 

conditions equally acceptable both for the USSR and 
47 Turkey. 11 

47 Dallin, ~· ~., p. 372. 

The USSR's.invitation to effect a Turko-Soviet 

rapprochement was received with scepticism by the Turks. 

Turkey did not respond. Three months later Moscow was 

protesting, while Ankara was defending the right of the 

US and British Fleets to visit Turkish ports in the 
48 Straits. Soviet Turkish relations became strained in 

48 ' Hurewitz, ~· ~., II, p. 343. Dallin, ££• ~., 
p. 372. 
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0-11 Sep 57 
SR threatens 

Turkey in 
Syrian crisis 

April of the following year (1954) when Turkey, with 

US encouragement, became with Pakistan a founde~ of the 

Baghdad Pact. As the Kremlin moved toward closer 

collaboration with the Cairo-Arab-Bloc, the lines 

between Turkey and the USSR became more sharply drawn. 49 

49 
See Hurewitz, .2£• ~·, II, p. 345. 

~ ~ ~ ~ Syro-Turkish Tension (Fall 1957) 

During the Syro-Turkish crisis in the summer and 

fall of 1957, Soviet spokesmen supported Damascus fabri

cations which accused Turkey of 1nenacing her borders. 

Mr. Gromyko on 10 September warned Turkey that 

"it may land in an abyss".and that "a great disaster 

awaits itself." Premier Bulganin in his message of 

11 September to Premier Menderes of Turkey warned 

indirectly of a Soviet attack and asserted that "great 

calamities 11 awaited Turkey if it did not heed these 

warnings.5° 

50Department.of State Bulletin, 18 Nov 57, p. 779. 

A month later, Nikita Khrushchev continued the 

campaign of threats against Ankara. He also charged 

that "the U.S. is pushing Turkey into a war with Syria," 

and promised, "We will do everything to prevent it."5l 

51 Quoted in CHRONOLOGY, Middle Eastern Affairs, 
November 1957. 

Since Syria is now joined vtith Egypt in the UAR, 

the Kremlin has succeed~d in closing further the Commu

nist and crypto-Communist ring around Turkey with 
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Russia to the no~th, aulgaria to the west, and Syria 

to the south.52 Deep resentment against Turkey persists 

52Foreign Pol:tcy Bulletin, June 1, 1958, p. 142. 

in Moscow. Since the ever frail Baghdad Pact has been 

seriously debilitated if not rendered defunct by the 

revolution in Iraq, Turkey must put her faith in Allah 

and the NATO Alliance. 

Soviet Relations with Non-neighboring States of the 
Middle East 

~ Arab States and Palestine {1918-1940) 

In the interval between the two World Wars, Moscow 

displayed scant interest in those Middle Eastern States 

not adjacent to her borders.· Although the USSR could 

not ignore entirely the spiritual bond connecting her 

millions of Moslem citizens with the Arab world nor 

resist the occasional opportunity for a propaganda foray 

against capitalist imperialism in the Middle East, there 

was practically no direct relationship between the 

Soviets anq the Arab countries during this period.53 

53see Fischer, .2£• ..£!!., II, p. 528. 

The Arab east and Palestine were controlled 

directly or indirectly by Britain and France, who could 

be.counted upon to do their utmost to isolate their 

colonial wards from the blandishments of communist 

propaganda. In the main, Anglo-French efforts in this 

matter succeeded, although small, somewhat inefficient 

Comm~ists parties and Comintern agents did operate in 

some of the Arap States and in Palestine. The Soviets 
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established diplomatic relations with Saudi Arabia in 

1926 and with Yemen in 1928 but appear to have had no 

success in establishing a roothold or in·romenting 

revolution among the Islamic "proletariat" of those 

remote regions.54 

54Lenczowski, 2£• ~., pp. 418-419. 

Soviet Activities Increase-~~!! 

Anglo-Russian collaboration during Worl~ War II 

resulted in Britain 1 s lifting the ban which she had 

formerly placed on Soviet diplomatic missi.ons in the· 

Arab States under British control. Moscow resumed 

Diplomatic diplomatic relations with Egypt in 19Ll·3 and in the next 
relations with 

t and year established legations in Iraq and the Levant 
r Arab 

states states.55 Ca1ro 1 Baghdad, Beirut, and Damascus received 

55 ' Speiser, 2£• .£!!., ·p. 185. 

not only diplomatic personnel but also large numbers 

of Soviet commercial and cultural representatives. 

Soviet agents established contacts with trade unions, 

organized Soviet friendship societies~ and opened 

"house$ of culture 11 (bookstores dispensing Communist 

literature). Soviet political activity frequeptly 

assumed a religious guise. From 1941 Soviet propaganda 

stressed the alleged freedom of religion in the USSR 

and emphasiz~d its friendly feelings toward Islam. 

Soviet embassies were habitually staffed with a number 

of Soviet Moslems whose piety was publicly displayed 
56 by visits to the most-frequented Mosques. In falestine 
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56 
Lenczowski, 22• £!!•# pp. 419-421. 

somewhat later the Soviet government, assisted by the 

Orthodox clergy, revived the Russian Palestine Society# 

while Russian priests established contact with the 

Syrian and Armenian "Sister Churches." In .the Middle 

East, as elsewhere, the ·soviet government used the 

Orthodox Church as one of the arms of its Foreign 

policy.57 

57 Dallin# ~· ~., pp. 280-281. 

The USSR and Western Proposals for a Middle East Defense 
C'Oiiimandf1951-1952) -- -

While the 4and of Moscow fell heavily on Turkey 

and Iran, leaving those nations the alternatives of 

becoming satellites or enemies, the Kremlin made no 

serious attempt before 1955 to interfere directly on 

the governmental level in affairs involving other 

countries of the Middle East.58 The principal exception 

58 
Lewis, B., The Middle Eastern Reaction to Soviet 

Pressures, ~~ Spring, 1956, voi io, p. 125. --

was the Kremlin's effort to oppose the creation of a 

Middle East Defense Command. 

After the outbreak of the Korean War, the West 

intensified its attempt to develop a "situation of 

strength" in the Middle East. In viev-1 of Ang~o-Egyptian 

fr1ct1ons.and the need to keep the Suez C~l base 

within the Allied orbit, the US proposed an Allied 

Middle East Command which would assoc~ate Egypt with 
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Britain, France, Turkey and the United States. 59 The 

59 Hurewitz, Diplomacy.!£.~~ and Middle~~ 
II, pp. 329-332. 

plan foundered later on Egypt's determination to rid 

herself of foreign controls. Moscow, in notes addressed 

to the Four Western powers {but aimed at the states of 

the Middle East) presented the USSR as the protector 

of the Middle East against Western colonialism and 

pictured the initiators of the MEDC as violators of the 

UN Charter. The aim of the West ip "attempting to draw 

the countries of the Near and Middle East into aggressive 

military undertakings of the Atlantic bloc.," was, 

according to the USSR, ~o transform those countries 
. . 60 

into a "place d • armes·." In ·spite of Stalin's reputed 

60
Ibid., p. 333. 

"hands off11 policy towards. the Middle East after 1947, 

the USSR wquld react, and react strongly, when it 

believed its immeaiate strategic objectives were 

threatened. Besides obvious security considerations, 

these objectives included the elimination of British 

and French preferential rights and military bases and 

the thwarting of US attempts to fill the resulting 

power vacuum. 61 

61 . 
Ibid., pp. 332-335. Martin, H. G., "The Soviet 

Union a.'Fic]l;he Middle East.," MEA, Feb, 1956, p. 49. 

- 301 -



Nov 47 
USSR votes to 
partition 
ales tine 

, __ ./ 

Soviet Middle Eastern Strategy !!l ~ Qt! (1948-1954} 

The tensions arising from the unresolved Arab

Israeli conflict have been reflected on the agenda of 

evecy UN General Assembly since 19L~8 and have been 

debated frequently before the Security c·ouncil. 62 In 

62 p·eretz, D., Israel and the Palestine Arabs, 
Washington, 1958, p. 3. -- ~ 

contrast to a pre-war attitude or favoring Arab nation

alism against Zionism, 63 the Soviet press denounced 

63 
Lenczow~ki, ££• ~., p. 419. 

the Arab League, when it emerged after the war 1 as a 
64 "strong-hold of reaction." Later in November 1947, 

64 
Dallin, ~· ~., p. 376. 

the Soviet UN rep1resentative voted for the partition 

of Palestine, a mea$ure generally favored by Israel and 

opposed by the Arabs. A review· of the successive, 

seemingly-inconsistent, positions taken by the USSR·in 

UN deliberations on Middle-Eastern· questions suggests 

strongly that in reality the Kremlin was following in 

this period a consistent, thrifty policy of keeping the 

entire area in a state of unrest. The Soviets imple

mented this policy in the UN by two basic stratagems. 

The first, in refusing to align herself on the side of 

stopping the fighting,.to let the fight continue." The. 

second, subsumed under the first general head, to limit, 

if not destroy, the effectiveness of any UN efforts to 

settle the disp~te.65 

- 308 -



65Ludlow, J., 11 Soviet Strategy in the Arab-Israel 
Problem." Department of State Bulletin, 23 Dec 57, 
vol XXXVII, No 965, pp. 994-998. · 

Effects ££ Anti-Semitism ~ Soviet Policy 

These Soviet tactics in the UN required progressively 

greater feats of parliamentary gymnastics as Moscow 

moved patently closer to a pro-Arab policy. As 11 cold 

war" pressures mounted, foreign policy toward Israel 

became interwoven with domestic issues. Stalin•s govern

ment became-seized of an old plague, anti-semitism. 

The Kremlin came to regard the Jewish population of the 

USSR as potential carriers of Western ideas and even as 

partisans of democratic forms of government. Per

secutions followed. All pro-Israeli trends at home and 

in the satellites were vigorously suppressed. Shortly 

before pis death in the spring of 1953, Stalin broke 

orr diplomatic relations with Tel Aviv. A slight shift 

in Soviet policy towards Israel occurred during the 

first months of confusion following Stalin's death. 

Diplomatic relations with Israel were resumed in July 

1953 1953, and the campaign against Zionism in the satellites 
Anti-Jewish 
and Anti- slackened. However, the events which followed made it 
Israeli policy 66 
leads to abundantly clear which side the Kremlin had chosen. 
break in 
relations 
with Israel-- 66 
Resumed · Dallin, ££• cit., pp. 378-379. 
Jul 53 

Soviet Economic Offensive - 1953-1957 

The Soviet bloc economic offensive had its beginnings 

in the brief "era of peaceful coexistence" inaugurated 

by Georgi Malenkov shortly after Stalin's death. But 
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from the outset this offenisve had a dual purpose: in 

part economic; in part, political, psychological and 

cultural. In the beginning, the economic factor ·was 

most apparent. By 1953 increased-industrialization 

behind the Iron Curtain was creating ever greater 

requirements for imports of raw materials. Since credits 

were needed to cover an export-import imbalance the 

new Soviet leaders decided to launch a modest export 

drive directed at the Middle East and South East Asia. 67 

67 t II i t d t iddl Mar in, H. G., The Sov e Union an he M e 
East," ~~ vol VII, Feb, 1956, p. 49. 

The broader dimensions of the trade offensive began to 

Jan 54 appear in January 195L~ when the Soviet Union extended 
USSR opens 
economic to Afghanistan a loan totaling $3.5 million tor economic 
off'ensive in 

ddle East and technical assistance. By the end of 1955, loans 

to less developed· countries outside the bloc totaled 

$305 million; and at the end of 1957, over $1.9 billion. 

Of this $1.9 billion, Egypt, Syria, Yemen, and Afghani~ 

stan had received nearly $lbillion. With the exception 

of $10 million credit extended to Turl{ey, no countries 

of the Middle East other than the above four have 

received Soviet loans. With bloc aid go Soviet tech

nicians. And a considerable number of students and 

technicians from these four Middle East countries have 

been brought to bloc centers for study and training. 

At the Afro-Asian Peoples• Solidarity Conference at 

Cairo in December 1957, the Soviet representat,ive 

presented the economic package of aid, trade, and tech

nical assistance in these terms: 
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16 Apr 55 
USSR outlines 
Middle East 
policy 

We do not seek to get any advantages. We do 
not need.profits, privileges, controlling +nterest, 
concession or raw material sources. We do not 
ask you to participate in any blocs, reshuffle 
your governments or change your domestic or foreign 
policy. we are·ready to help you as brother helps 
brother, without any interest whatever, for we 
know from our own experience how difficult it is 
to get rid of need. Tell us what you need and we 
will help you and send, according to our economic 
capabilities, money needed in the form of loans 
or aid ••• to·build for you institutions for 
industry,: education and hospitals •••• We do 
not ask you to join any blocs • • • our only con
dition is ~hat there will be no strings ~ttached.68 

68Testimony by Douglas Dillon before the Senate 
Committee on Foreign Relations, 3 Mar 1958. Printed 
in Department of State Bulletin, No 978, 24 Mar 58, 
pp. 469-4 75. . 

Soviet Political Offens'ives .,!!! ~Middle ~Resume 
.2!1 ~ Broader ~ ( 1955) 

Failure to establish a Middle East Defense Command 

in 1951-1952 did not deter the West from later attempts 

to organize the defense of the "northern tier~" Con

clusion of the Turco-Iraqi (later known as the Baghdad 

Pact) on 25 February 1955 put an end· to the Soviet 

official th~ee year silence on the collective affairs 

of the Middle East. The publication by the Soviet 

government on 16 April 1955 of its Statement on the 

Middle East marked· the start of a new large-scale 

political and diplomatic offensive in that area. By 

this time the conciliatory Malenkov had confessed his 

errors. · The Kremlin, spurred by the vigorous leadership 

of Khrushchev was taking a new line which, while avoiding 

direct military involvement, competed activel~ with the 

West in the economic deyelopment and arming of backward 

countries.69 In its statement of 16 April 1955 the 
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69 
London, £2• ~., p. 171. Dallin, 22· ~., 

p. 378. 

Foreign Ministry declared its concern for the sit~tion 

developing in such close proximity to Soviet territory. 

contrasting the policies of the "imperialist powers" 

which aimed "once again to force the peoples of these 

countries under the yoke of colonial oppression and 

exploitation, 11 the Soviet Union for the first time 

presented in great detail its many acts or friendship 

toward the states of the Middle and Near East. Finaily, 

the note threatened that "The Soviet Government, support

ing the cause of peace, will defend the freedom, inde

pendence and non-interference in their internal affairs 

of Near and Middle Eastern States.u70 

7°Text of Statement is published in~' May, 
1956, pp. 191-193. 

·While the Kremlin had on previous occasions said 

· most of the things covered in its statement of 16 April 

1955, the statement read in the light of Moscow's 

successful efforts in thei same month to accentuate the 

anti-Western Slogans at the Bandung Conference of the 

nations of Asia and Africa indicated a major change in 

Soviet policy in the Middle East.71 

71 . 
Dallin, ~· ~., pp. 332, 378. 

~ ~-Egyptian !!.!:!! 12!!.! (September 1955) 

Although there were signs that the Soviet Union had 

broadened its interest and expanded its economic offensive 

in the Middle East, until September.l955 the Western 
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Sep 55 Powers believed they were the dominating elements in 
USSR arranges 
czech- that area through their control of the arms supply. 
Egyptian 
arms deal Trading on·Egyptian sensibilities concerning the Baghdad 

Pact and Nasser 1s failure to meet American terms for a 

grant in military aid; the Soviet Government in the 

Summer of 1955 arranged for extensive trade operations 

favoring Cairo. Peking purchased Egyptian cotton, and 

Prague traded Czech arms for Egyptian cotton and rice.72 

72Hu~ewitz, Diplomacy .!!1 ~ ~ .!!1£ Middle East, 
II, p. 401-402. 

The Czech arms, which included tanks, jet aircraft and 

submarines, went to Nasser without the condition that 

they not be used for aggressive purposes. Moscow replied 

to heavy criticism or the arms deal in the world press 

with the bland assertion that Egypt possessed the 

"sovereign right 11 to buy whatever arms she required 

from whomever she desired. The Soviet bloc used the 

arms deal to establish a p·olitical bridgehead in the 

Middle East. Facing the threat of.Communist competition 

in the supply of arms and in the ·economic development 

or certain Arab nations, the Western Powers could no 

longer hope to settle Middle Eastern problems without 

"the help" of Moscow.73 

73 Dallin, op. cit., pp. 379-380. London, £f· ~., 
p. 178. Hurewiu, .2£• ..£!:!:.., II, pp. 401-402. 

Soviet Reaction to the Eisenhower-Eden Statement 
(February 12§1- -- -. 

That the Soviets had no intentions of being left 

out of any arrangements contemplated for the settlement 
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of Middle Eastern prpblems was sharply demonstrated by 

the Kremlin's reaction to the Eisenhower-Eden statement 

of 1 February 1956 which envisaged the contingency of 

acting within the spirit of the Tripartite Declaration 

of 1950 to preserve peace in the Middle East. Two 

weeks later Moscow vehemently disputed.the basic tenet 

of the declaration that the Western powers could "take 

arbitrary action outside the United Nations. 11 Any 

dispatch of troops ~Y the West to that region, without 

UN sanction or an invitation by the Arab States or 

Israel, would be consider~d by the Soviet government 

as a "threat to the peace" and nthe object of legitimate 

concern."74 In this as in statements issued on 17 April 

74 85th Cong, 1st Sess. s., Events in the Middle 
~, Washington, 11 Jan 1957, p. 12. -. --

and 26 ·April, the Soviet Union pictured itself as 

protector not only of the national sovereignty of the 

Arab States but also of th~ UN Charter.75 

75London, ~· cit., pp. 173-178. The 17 April 
statement is prmtecrin ~, May, 1956, pp. 193-195. 

~ ~ Crisis (Fall ~ Winter 1956-1957) 

With unrest in Poland and revolution in Hungar.Y, 

the Kremlin was not unhappy to have the attention of the 

world partly diverted to the Suez crisis. In spite of 

Soviet difficulties in the Satellites, Moscow rallied 

quickly to the support of Cairo. Moscow threatened 

France and Britain with annihilation by missiles_and 

talked ominously of sending "volunteers" to fight for 

. Egypt if the invading troops were not immediately 
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withdrawn. .After a futile attempt to separate the US 

from its European allies by proposing that the USSR 

and the US join forces 11backed by a UN decision" and 

put an end to the Israeli and Anglo-French aggression, 

Moscow propaganda pictured the US as a selfish schemer 

plotting to replace European imperialism with an American 
. 6 

brand of the same product.7 

76campbell, J., Defense of the Middle East, N.Y., 
1958, pp. 112-113. NYT, 6 Mov-5;;-1:3, a, ~-6. 

Soviet Reaction !.£ ~ Eisenhower Doctrine (Spring .!221) 
The crisis of 1956 accentuated the waning of 

British inrluence and the rise of Soviet prestige in 

the Middle East. The crisis also served to spur US 

efforts to seek a new formula to counteract Soviet moves 

in that area. On 5 January 1957, President Eisenhower 

addressed a joint session of Congress and requested 

authority to use economic and if necessary, military 

measures to develop and to protect those nations of the 

Middle East requesting aid "against overt anned 

aggression from any nation cQntrolled by international 

communism."77 Marshal Zhukov gave succinct expression 

77Quoted .in Events of the Middle East, 85th Cong, 
1st Seas. s., ·washington;-l~an 1957,-p:-25. 

to the position which the Kremlin took in respect to 

the Eisenhower Doctrine by saying that it "undoubtedly 

is a step toward war" and "a new edition of the old 

colonialist policy."78 Although cooperation in the 

78tondon, ££• £!!., ~· 174. AP Wire Service, 
9 Feb 57. 
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Middle East was perhaps one or the things least desired 

by the Soviet Government, it did oppose the unilateral 

"Eisenhower doctrine" with a proposal for a quadri

partite solution.79 

79see Department or State Bulletin, 1 April 1957, 
Press Release 131~ dated 11 Mar 57~ pp. 523-524. 

In its note of 11 February 1957 (subsequently 

rejected by the three Western Powers) Moscow envisaged 

a pledge on the ~art or the US, Britain, France and the 

USSR to follow in their policy toward the Near and 

Middle East the following six principles: 

1. The preservation of peace in the Near and 
Middle East by settling outstanding questions 
exclusively by peaceful means and by the method 
of negotiations; 

2. Noninterference in the internal affairs 
of Middle Eastern countries, and respect for 
their sovereignty and independence; 

3. Renunciation of all attempts to involve 
these countries in military blocs with the partici
pation of the Great Powers; 

4. Liquidation of foreign bases and with
drawal of foreign troops trom the territory of 
Middle Eastern countries; 

5. Reciprocal refusal to deliver arma to 
Middle Eastern countries; 

6. Promotion of the Middle Eastern nations' 
economic development without attaching any 
political, military, or other terms incompatible 
with the dignity and sovereignty of these 
countries.80 

8oPrinted in Department of State Bulletin, 
1 April 57, pp. 524-525. 

The basic strategic decision to back Arab nation

alism against Israel and ~he West had been made at 

least as early as the C;r::ech-Egyptian Anns deal in 
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September 1955. The Suez crisis, developments in Syria, 

and most recently in Lebanon and Iraq indicate that 

there has been no major chang~ in this fundamental 

decision. While the USSR may be as reluctant as the 

West to set the stage for global nuclear war, the 

Kremlin policies in the Middle East have continued to 

generate emotions over which it may lose control. 
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1920s -
1930s Oil 
concessions 
acquired 

UNITED STATES POLICY TOWARDS THE MIDDLE EAST 

Protestant missionaries, archaeologists and 

entrepreneurs in oil were the only Americans to 

manifest much interest in the Middle East prior to 

World War II, except for the American Zionists who lent 

support from afar to the foundation of a Jewish national 

home in.Palestine. Institutions such as Robert College 

in Istanbul and the American Universities in Beirut and 

Cairo, which were established by missionary groups, 

helped to make the United States popular in the eyes 

of Middle East students who benefited from them, but 

they did litt~e to encourage American political 

interest in the area. Nor did American acquisition of 

oil concessions in Kuwait, Iraq, Saudi Arabia, and 

Bahrein in the 1920s and 1930s produce any immediate 

political involvement in Middle East affairs; the 

State Department limited itself to support of the 

principle of equal economic opportunity for all 

countries - an "open door" in the Middle East. 

Expansion of Interests .!!2 ~ ~ II 

World War II, of course, brought the United States 

dramatically out of its hemispheric isolation and 

thrust it into areas of the world which it had 

hitherto ignored--including the Middle East. Nearly 

301 000 United States troops were stationed during the 

war in Iran, which was a major funnel for the supply 

of lend-lease material to the Soviet Union. Numerous 

United States missions were established there, including 

military missions attached to the Iranian army and to 

the gendarmerie, an internal security force. 

Argricultural, financial and military missions were 
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also. sent to Saudi Arabia, which late in the war 

agreed to united States construction or a large 

military air base at .Dhahran. American military 

personnel, mainly technicians, were stationed also in 

Egypt and.Palestine, and the American navy and merchant 

ma~ine played an important part in providing supplies 

to the Middle Eastern theater. Most of the Middle 

Eastern countries received lend-lease.l 

1. George Lenczowski, The Middle East in World 
Affairs (Ithaca, N.Y.·: l952)-;-zf25-426; ~.lturew!tz, 
M18d1e East Dilemmas: The Background or United States 
Po11cy "(N'eW York: 19531T"PP· 21-2ZJ. -

With the expansion or US military forces during 

World War II came also a new interest or the US 

Government in the tremendous oil reserves or the 

1943-1944 Middle East. In July 1943, President Roosevelt issued 
overnment 

attempts to an executive order creating the Petroleum Reserves 
purchase oil 

Corporation, which was authorized to negotiate for the 

purchase or the stock or the Arabiru1-American Oil 

Company (ARAMCO) and the Bahrein Petroleum Company, 

the major American oil concessionaires in the Middle 

East. The companies re.fused to sell, but the Govern

ment's interest was slow in waning. On 6 February 1944, 

the President of the Petroleum Reserves Corporation, 

Secretary or the Interior Harold Ickes, announced a 

tentative agreement with ARAMCO and the Gulf Exploration 

Company whereby the PRC would construct and operate 

a pipeline connecting the Saudi Arabian and Kuwait oil 

fields to a port on the eastern Mediterranean. The 

terms or the proposed agreement made it.olear that the 

government's purpose was not merely to provide a means 
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of transporting the oil, but also to assure that all 

of the oil produced by US concerns in these two 

concessions would be sold in conform! ty with Uni te,d 

States foreign policy.2 The proposed agreement found 

2. Raymond F. Mikesell and Hollis B. Chenery, 
Arabian Oil: America•s Stake in the Middle East 
(Chape! Rill, ~.c.: 1949")7Pp:-9u:gs. -

no favor either in the oil industry or in Congress, 

and was dropped. After the war, the companies built 

their own pipeline (the Tapline) across the Arabian 

peninsula. 

!.!:!! ~!!!.!':~Containment 
United States involvement in the Middle 

East--having been deepened by World War II--deepened 

further rather than diminishing when the war ended. 

Anglo-Russian rivalry, which had dominated the 

diplomatic history of the area, was replaced by Russo

American rivalry, and the Middle East became one of the 

first frontiers of the cold war. It was in fact in 

the Miqdle East--in Iran 1s mountainous northern 

provinces, in the Turkish peninsula and in Greece--that 

the issues of the cold war were first dramatized, and 

the doctrine of containment born. 

The Soviet union overtly threatened Turkey in 

March 1945, when it denounced the Soviet-Turkish 

neutrality treaty. In June it notified Ankara that 

the restoration of friendly relations depended on 

revision of the Straits regime, the grant of land 

and naval bases in the Straits area, the "return" 

of the districts of Kars and Ardahan to the Soviet 

Union, and the conclusion of an alliance. At Potsdam, 
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r4ar 1947 
Truman 
Doctrine 

1946-1947 
Aid to 
Iran 

President Truman and Prime Minister Churchill took 

issue with Stalin's demand for a Soviet share in 

defense or the Straits, anq. the two sides began tense 

and fruitless negotiations. Determined to resist the 

Soviet pressure, Turkey turned increasingly to the West 

for assistance, but adequ~te assistan~e was no longer 

available at the accustomed source--the United Kingdom. 

Faced with the declining power of Great Britain and 

the menacing growth or Soviet Russia, the United States 

responded with the Truman Doctrine, a pledge or support 

to free peoples who were resisting Soviet aggression. 

A major program of aid to Turkey and Greece was started. 

A smaller aid program, consisting of the extension 

or credits, meanwhile was undertaken as at lea.st a 

tcken of support to Iran, which was also threatened by 

Soviet expansion. Soviet troops, which had been 

stationed in Iran along with British and American forces 

during world War II, remained in the northern provinces 

of the country for several months past the agreed 

deadline for withdrawal, and finally did withdraw only 

after Iran had consented to the formation or a joint 

Soviet-Iranian oil company to develop the petroleum 

resources in the nortnern provinces. Coming to the 

support of Iran, the United States exerted pressure 

within the.UN to obtain withdrawal of the Soviet 

troops, and it publicly supported Iran•s freedom of 

choice on the question of the oil concession. In 

October 1947 the Iranian parliament (Majlis) rejected 

the draft Soviet-Iranian agreement, and throughout· the 

country the assistance of the Uhited States was acknow

ledged with gratitude. US prestige in Iran, ~hP:~' ~.t its 
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1951 
Anglo
Iranian 
oil crisis 

peak, was not, however, destined to endure.3 

3. Hurewitz, Middle ~ Dilemmas, pp. 26-30. 

The Greek-'l'Urkish aid program raised Iranian h,opes 

for large amounts of US assistance, but aid was slow in 

coming (not until May 1950 did Iran become eligible 

under the Mutual Defense Assistance Act for grant 

. military aid), and it came in disappointingly small 

cimoun1?s by compari:son with the grants to TUrkey. Hence 

the US reservoir of prestige in Iran was already running 

low when, in the spring of 1951, the fanatically 

nationalist Premier Mossadeq came to power and led his 

co~try into crisis by carrying out the nationalization 

or the Anglo-Iranian Oil Company. For the next two 

years the United States was forced to play the uncomfor

table role or impartial middleman in the continuing 

dispute between Britain and Iran. 

The United States refused to provide Iran with the 

technicians and tankers necessary to keep the oil 

flowing, thus confounding Mossadeq, who had thought 

that Iranian oil was indispensable to the West and that 

the United States would provide assistance through fear 

of Soviet cooperation with ~ran. The United States also 

helped the United Kingdom to offset its oil and dollar 

deficits; rejected Iranian requests for loans; and even 

halted military aid to Iran for a brier period early in 

1952 when the Iranian Government refused to meet 

certain conditions prescribed by the Mutual Security 

Act of 1951• on the other hand., the Point Four program 

in Iran was considerably expanded in 19521 and the 

United States exerted pressure on th~ British to be 

more moderate in their demands for compensation from 

Iran and to refrain from the use of armed force. 
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United States good offices were tendered in the 

dispute, and w. Averell Harriman, as President Truman's 

personal representative, went to Tehran and succeeded 

in arranging a series or meetings in August 1951 between 

Premier Mossadeq. and a British negotiator. A year 

later, in August 1952, with the dispute st~ll unsettled, 

the United States joined with Britain in an offer of a 

settlement that would have included an immediate US 

grant or $10 million to Iran, but Mossadeq 1s government 

continued intransigent. A reasonable settlement of the 

dispute was required in the interests of the United 

States, for the internal situation in Iran was becoming 

more unsettled and a Communist coup seemed possible. 

Nevertheless, it seemed certain that no reasonable 

settlement could be achieved as long as Mossadeq remained 

in office. 

The Palestine Question 

United States objectives in Turkey and Iran, 

the states bordering the ·soviet frontier and hence 

. vulnerable to direct Soviet penetratio~were at least 

easy to define if sometimes difficult to execute. The 

same was not true in the rest of the Middle East, which 

was fUrther removed from the cold war and which presented 

uniqueby complex"problems of its own.· In the race or the 

violent contest between Arabs and Jews for control of 

Palestine, the United States· was uncertain, equivocal, 

and obviously at a loss for either a definite objective 

or the means to achieve it. 

The pre-World War II record or US involvement in 

the Palestine issue was slight but symptomatic of the 

problems to come. President Wilson, true to his 
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principles 1 tried to support self-determination for 

all peoples in the area, and it was only the absolute 

refusal of the United States to become directly involved 

in the Palestine issue at that time that saved it from 

the embarrassment of an obviously. untenable position. 

Wilson publicly in 1918--and both houses of Congress 

in a resolution passed in 1922--lent support to Zionism, 

but Wilson also supported self-determination for the 

Arabs in his famous Fourteen Points and at the Peace 

Conference. Secretaries of State in the isolationist 

era that followed kept their hands strictly off tne 

explosive Palestine issue 1 despite pressures from 

Zionist groups that were active in the United States. 

As World War II drew to a close 1 the United States 

could no longer remain indifferent to the Arab-Zionist 

rivalry, for the trouble intensified as persecuted Jews 

fled from Europe to Palestine and British hegemony in 

the area progressively disintegrated. Beginning with 

the Presidential election of 19441 the Palestine 

question became a lively political issue in the United 

States 1 with J~wish ~ressure groups and Congress favor• 

ing the Zionists 1 and oil interests 1 the State 1 War and 

Navy Departments tending to favor the Arabs. Both 

groups competed for the support of the President 1 and 

the group of pro-Zionist interests usually won. 

President Truman publicly called on the British to 

relax their restrictions on ~igration to Palestine 

and immediately.admit 100#000 Jews. But although the 

United States 1 for reasons largely domes~ic, was ready 

to engage in oratory over the Palestine question, it 

refused absolutely to help maintain order in Palestine 

itself. . . 
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1947 After the British failed to reconcile Arabs and 
Support for 
Palestine Jews through negotiations and declared that they would 
Partition 

pull out or Palestine, the United States announced its 

unqualified support of a United Nations proposal tor 

partition or the area into Jewish and Arab states. It 

was not a "perfect" solution, the United States delegate 

acknowledged, but it was "humanly just and workable 

and • • • will make a genuine and notable contributio~ 

to the solution or one or the most thorny political 

problems in the world today."4 Four months later the, 

4. Hurewitz, Middle !!!! Dilemmas, p. 132. 

United States startled the United Nations by switching 

its policy completely, announcing its opposition to 

the partition plan and suggesting instead a temporary 

UN trusteeship over Palestine. 

The UN having failed to provide a solution in 

May 1948 Palestine, war broke out in mid-May 1948 between the 
Recognition 
of Israel Arab states and the newly-proclaimed state or Israel, 

which immediately received~~ recognition from 

the United States. Within the UN, the United States 

took the leadership .in attempting to stop the war. It 

strongly supported th~ General Assembly's establishment 

or a Mediator tor the dispute and later the creation 

ot the Palestine Conciliation Commission, of which the 

United States has been a member •. During 1948 and ever 

since, the United States has initiated or cosponsored 

virtually all Security Council resolutions calling tor 

the establishment or cease-tires, truces, and Council 

action supporting the G~neral Armistice Agreemc;.1ts ;· which 

were. negotiated during the first half of 1949. In 
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25 May 50 
Tripartite 
Declaration 

general, it has taken the position that the parties to 

the Armistice Agreements must comply with The Agreements, 

and must resort to·the remedial procedures provided 

therein.6 

6. State Department Bulletin, XXXVII (23 Dec 57), 
pp. 995.-996. 

The United States has aiso tried through action 

outside the UN to reduce the dangers of Arab-Israeli 

hostility and inject a stabilizing element into the 

Middle Eastern chaos. In May 19501 when a full-scale 

renewal of the Arab-Israeli war threatened, it joined 

w~th Britain and France in issuing a declaration 

condemning the use of force in the area and stating that 

requests for arnts from the Arab states and Israel would 

be considered in the light or their needs for internal 

security and legit~ate self-defense. The three powers 

reaffirmed their opposition to an arms race. The 

declaration concluded: 

The three Governments tal<:e this oppor
tunity of declaring thei~ deep interest in 

.and their desire to promote the establishment 
and maintenance of peace and stability in the 
area and their unalterable opposition to the 
use or force between any of the states in that 
area. The three Governments, should they find 
that any of these states was preparing to 
violate frontiers or armistice lines, would, 
consistently with their obligations as members 
of the United Nations, immediately take action, 
both within and outside

7
the United Nations, to 

prevent such violation. 

1. J. c. Hurewitz, Diftlomac~ in the Near and 
Middle East: A Documentaryecora; VOl:-!~1~956 
(Princeton, N7J.: 1956), pp. 3q8-309. 
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Jan-May 
1951 
Point Four 
Aid begins 

\_.,' 

The United States has also sought to relieve the 

problem of the 850,000 or more Arab refugees who 

were uprooted from Palesti~e by the war--oneof the worst 

sores or the ailing Middle East area. Within the 

United Nations the United States supported the establish

ment or agencies to help care for the refugees, and 

from 1949 through 1957 it contributed nearly $200 million 

for their relief and rehab~litation.8 

8. State Department Bulletin,. XXXVII ( 23 Dec 
57), p. 9~ 

Besides providing aid for the Palestinian 

refugees, the United States began in 1951 a program 

of economic and technical assistance to a number of 

countries in the Middle East. Between January and 

May 1951, foint Four agreements were concluded with 

Israel and all the Arab states except Syria and Yemen. 

Examples or u;s.-sponsored projects were the construc

tion of a grain elevator in Jordan, establishment of an 

agricultural college and experiment station in Iraq, 

and provision of expert fiscal advice to Saudi Arabia. 

Arab governments were, however, suspicious of United 

States motives in providing aid, especially because 
. I 

significant amounts or aid were also going to Israel. 

Jewish philanthropic organizations in the United States 

were contributing importantly to the maintenance of the 

Israeli state, and the United States government in 1949 

loaned Israel $135 million through the Export-Import 

Bank--a sum that. far exceeded the total of s~all post

World War II loans to Egypt and Saudl Arabia. United 

States grant aid to Israel was initially made late in 
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1951 under the Mutual Security Act, which authorized 

$50 million for the relief and resettlement of 

immigrants, $13.5 million for economic development and 

$1.45 million for technical assistance.9 

9. Hurewitz, Middle East Dilemmas, pp. 151, 
243-248; Harry N. Howard, ~ Development of United 
States Policy in the Near East, 1945-1951, .. State 
Department Bulletin, ~XV (19 Nov 51), pp. 81~. 

Although the United States attempted, through 

these aid programs and its concil_iatory actions in the 

UN, to maintain friendly relations botn with the Arab 

states and with Israel, it found that Arab hostilities 

toward the West mounted rather than died. Weakened 

by internal turmoil, the Arab states often sought to 

escape responsibility for their perilous situation by 

accusing the \'lestern powers and the United Nations of 

conspiring to create and protect the Israeli state. 

Increasingly they turned from the West towards 

neutralism. 

Only in Israel and Saudi Arabia did the United 

States position seem promising late in 1951. Israel, 

after following a policy of neutrality in its infancy 

as a nation, steadily identified itself more closely 

with the West, and -in 1950 ·supported UN action against 

the Communist invasion of South ~orea. In Saudi ~rabia, 

relations with the United States improved perceptibly 

in 1951--in la~ge part, no doubt, as the result or 

ARAMCO's agreement in December 1950 to share oil profits 

18 Jun 51 equally with the Saudi Arabian government. On ·18 JUne 
MDAP and 
Base Agree- 1951 the Saudi government signed an agreement continuing 
menta with 
Saudi Arabia US rights at the Dhahran air base for five years. In 

return, the United States undertpok to carry out a 
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training program tor the Saudi army as well as for 

technicians to operate the Dhahran field. Thus, 

Saudi Arabia became the first Arab country to conclude 

an agreement with the United States under the Mutual 

Defense Assistance Program.lO 

10. Hurewitz, Middle East Dilemmas, p. 151; 
Harry N. Howard, "The Development of United States 
Policy in the Near East, South Asia, and Africa," State 
Department Bulletin, XXV:X:I {1? Dec 52), p. 941. --

Taking stock of its Middle Eastern policies in 

l95l,in the wake of the Arab~Israeli war, the United. 

States could console itself with the thought that 

although it had not won many friends, it had at least 

minimized the opportunities of its enemy. By assuming 

the responsibility of leadership on the Palestine 

.issue in the UN, the United States was able to exclude 

the USSR from direct participation in the area. Neither 

the Soviet Union nor any of its East European satellites 

took part in the supervision of the truce, nor in the 

armistice negotiations, nor the concilation talks, nor 

the refugee and.economic rehabilitation programs. 

Despite its own efforts, however, the United States 

was still left with the problem or building the region's 

internal strength and erecting a stable alliance with 

the West. 

~ ~ the Failure ~ !!:!!, Middle ~ Command 

The key to Western influence in the Middle East 

lay in Egypt,most populous or the Arab countries and 

the most important strategically because through the 

Suez Canal it linked the Asian subcontinent with· 

Europe and the Mediterranean. The Un1 ted State~ l.oo!{ed 

on with mounting concern from ~e 1950 to July 1951 as 
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Oct-Nov 
1951 
Middle 
East 
Command 
Proposal 

Egypt and the United Kingdom negotiated over the rights 

of the British to station troops in the Canal Zon.e. 

Egypt was determined to eject the British completely, 

not only from the Canal Zone but also from the Sudan; 

the British, while offering to withdraw their troo~s 

by 19561 sought rights of reentry and a share in the 

control of the Suez base. Struggling to mainta~n their 

former supremacy in the Middle East, the British could 

not afford to yiield uncondit;tonally the major source of 

their strength in the region. Because of Britain's 

acknowledged primacy of interestm the Middle East, 

the United States did not seek to int~rvene directly in 

the Anglo-~gyptian talks until they reached .an impasse 

in July 1951. Then it took the initiative with a 

proposal for an Allied Midd~e East Command with which 

Egypt would be invited to associate itself as a found

ing member. It was h9ped that this plan, by substitu

ting a joint allied for an exclusive British base in the 

c~al zone, would meet Egyptian demands for the elimina

tion of British hegemony and allied needs for continued 

access to the base in time of emergency. It failed 

completely. Proposed to the Egyptians on 13 October 

1951, it met not only with an outright rejection but 

also with a unilateral denunciation by Egypt or its 

~936 treaty with the United Kigndom and the 1899 Sudan 

agreements. Sporadic fighting broke out between 

Egyptians and British troops in the canal zone. 

On 10 November the United States and the other 

sponsors of the regional command proposal--the United 

Kingdom, France and.Turkey--issued a statement reaffirm

ing their intention to form a Middle East Command and 
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offering to provide Middle Eastern states with advice, 

training arid arms if they would cooperate in defense 

or the area. As an earnest or United States intentions, 

the Mutual Security·Act of 1951 (which became law in 

October) authorized the appropriation or $396 million 

t9r military assistance to Greece, Turkey, and Iran, 

and permitted the President to allocate up to ten 

per cent or this sum to countries or the Arab-Israel 

area if he determined, among other things, that the 

strategic location of the recipient country made it 

or direct importance to the defense or the area and 

that such assistance was or critical importance to the 

defense of the free nations. None of the Middle 

Eastern countries joined the command and before long 

the plan had become-defunct, but the offer or aid 

apparently helped to frustrate an Egyptian effort to 

organize the Arab League s~ates in united opposition 

to the Western proposa1.11 

11. HUre,dtz, Middle East Dilemmas, pp. 92-97; 
HUrewitz, Diplomacx in the Near and Middle East, Vol. 
II, 329-332; Richard~.~eODins;-Tne Unite~ates in 
~ Affairs, 1951. (New York: 19~, pp. 281-293. --

The futile attempt to ally Egypt with the West 

demonstrated that American diplomacy would henceforth 

have to pay greater heed to nationalistic feeling in 

the Middle East and to local conceptions or national 

interest, however mistaken those conceptions might 

seem to the United States in the light or the 

ubiquitous Soviet threat. A realistic assessment or 

the inflamed Egyptian temper would have clearly shown 

that. the ~iddle East Command proposal was doomed in 
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May 1953 
Dulles 
trip .to 
Middle 
East 

\._.· 

advance; but without such an assessment and without 

adequate diplomatic preparation, the first Western 

attempt to create a M~ddle Eastern alliance had ended 

in failure. 

The Eisenhower Administration ~ the. Baghdad ~ 

When the Eisenhower Administration took office in 

1953, its Secretary of State lost little time in 

demonstrating that he intended to continue the US 

effort to create an alliance in the Middle East but to 

avoid the mistakes that had doomed the Middle East 

Conwand idea. Returning late in May 1953 from a trip 

through the Middle East, Mr. Dulles reported to the 

nation that although many of the Arab League countries 

were engrossed in the quarrels 1111 th Israel, France, or 

Great Britain, the "northern tier of nations" was 

showing awareness of the Soviet danger. The Secretary 

continued: 

There is a vague desire to have a collec
tive security system. But no such system can 
be imposed from without. It should be 
designed and grow from within out of a sense 
or common destiny and common danger. 

While awaiting the formal creation of 
a security association, the United States 
can usefully help strengthen the interrelated 
defense of those countries which want strength, 
not as against each other or the West, but to 
resist the common threat to all free peoples.l2 

12. State Department Bulletin, XXVIII (15 Jun 53), 
pp. 831-83-s:---

The Secretary also reaffirmed the Tripartite Declara

tion ot May 1950 and sought to dispel the notion that 

in the Arab-Israeli conflict the United States was 

partial to tne Israelis.· 
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1954 
Aid to 
Pakistan 
and Iraq 

\.· ·-' 
/ 

·~· 

In the Secretary•s trip and statement~ the Baghdad 

Pact had its beginnings. The United States apparently 

was now ready to abandon attempts at a defense 

organization that would embrace the entire region and 

to work instead With the northern tier nations, which 

were not·as embroiled as their southern neighbors in 

the Palestine and Suez questions. 

Turkey~ the one consistently dependable Western 

ally in the region~ took the initiative in formation 

of the northern tier. Having joined NATO in 1952~ 

TUrlcey offered a secure base from which the Western 

alliance could be extended south and eastward. On 

2 April 1954 TUrkey signed a treaty of friendship and 

cooperation with Pakistan. It was not a military 

alliance, but i~ marked the beginnings of one. Less 

than a .year later, on 24 February 1955, Turkey signed a 

military alliance with Iraq (the Baghdad Pact), which 

replaced the TUrco-Pakistan agreement as the basic 

instrument or the northern tier collective security 

arrangement. 

While Turkey had been building an alliance with 

bilateral agreements, the United States had been 

making arrangements to supply that alliance with arms. 

Late in 1953 it became known that the US government 

was negotiating some kind ~r military agreement with 

Pakistan. Despite the damage that would be done to 

its relations with India, the United States proceeded 

to conclude a Mutual Defense Assistance Agreement with 

Pakistan on 19 May 19541. under which Paldstan \'rould 

receive military equipment and training assistance.13 
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13. ~Department Bulletin, XXX {31 May 54); 
850-851. 

Equally bold was the United States decision to provide 

gran~ military assistance to Iraq--a move that risked 

the furor of Iraq's Arab rival Egypt and also, quite 

naturally, of Israel. The agreement with Iraq was 

concluded on 21 April 1954. Although neither Pakistan 

·nor Iraq made formal commitment with respect to regional 

defense when the aid agreements were concluded, it was 

nevertheless clearly understood that the.United States 

expected the twq.countrie~ to join in regional defense 

against th.e Soviet Union.l4 Unlike Egypt in 1951, 

14. John c. Campbell, Defense of the Middle East: 
Problems of American Foreign Policy \Ne~ork: 195ar;
PP • 5o-547 

Pakistan and Iraq were quite willing tb do so, although 

their motives in seeking and accepting American aid 

stemmed only in part--and perhaps in small part.-from 

their fear of Soviet communism. Pakistan sought to 

strengthen itself against India, Iraq against Egypt, 

its rival for Arab leadershipT Both wanted the 

international prestige and internal stability·that 

Western arms could produce.15 

15. Campbell, Defense 2f ~Middle~~ 
pp. 51, 53. 

rt the northern tier was to be complete, 1 t must 

include Iran. That Iran might ally itself with the 

West had seemed altogether impossible during the 

Mossadeq regime, but in 1953 a~ ~~etat swept 
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1953-1954 
Iranian 
gflp and 
Settlement 

1955-1958 
Relations 
with 
Baghdad 
Pact 

Mossadeq from power and left in his place a government 

more stable and far more friendly to the United States 

and Great Britain. With the assistance of an American 

intermediary, Herbert Hoover Jr., the British and 

Iranians reached a settlement of their oil dispute in 

1954, and a major obstacle to American-Iranian 

. cooperation was removed. Encouraged by the hope of an 

increase in US military assistance, the Shah's govern

ment climaxed its move away from Ir~•s traditional 

neutrality by adhering to the Baghdad Pact on 

25 October 1955. 

By late 1955 the Baghdad Pact was complete. The 

original pair of signatories had been joined not only 

by Iran, but also by Pakistan and by the United 

Kingdom., which had at first opposed US efforts to build 

the alliance but later found it a useful device for 

maintaining a preferential position in Iraq. The five 

members met at Baghdad in November 1955 to set up a 

permanent organization •. An observer from the United 

States attended to give the pact an American blessing, 

but not to. offer membership. For a variety of reasons, 

the State Department hesitated to join. It did not 

want to further antagonize Israel or Iraq's Arab 

rivals.in the Middle East, nor to provoke any new Soviet 

move in the area. 

Since then., however, under steady pressure from 

Baghdad Pact members and 1n the light of political 

developments in the Middle East, the United States has 

moved consistently towards closer association with the 

pact, until today it is a member in all but name. In 

April 1956 it announced that it would participate ~n 
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Oct 1954 
Suez 
Agreement 

the economics ~d countersubversion committees. In 

June 1957 it joined the military committee. And in 

January 1958, following adoption of the Eisenhower 

Doctrine, Secretary Dulles told a Pact Council meeting 

that 11 our commitments coincide with the treaty 

commitments." At the latest meeting or pact ministers., 

held in late July without a representative from Iraq, 

the United States joined in a declaration stating that 

it would cooperate with the other signatories (Iran, 

Pakistan, Turkey and the UK) for their security and 

defense, and woul~ promptly enter into agreements 

designed to give effect to this cooperation. This 

was the strongest possible diplomatic substitute for 

formal adherence to the pact.l6 

16. State Department Bulletin, Vol. XXXVII 
(17 Feb 58), pp. 256-254; ibid., Vol. XXXIX (18 Aug 58) 1 
pp. 272-273. ---- ' 

Deterioration£! Relations~~ 

The creation of the Baghdad Pact and the 

provision of arms to Iraq provoked. a violent reaction 

from Egypt, which, under the leadership of Colonel 

Nasser, launched a campaign to organize its own 

coalition of Arab nations in opposition to Iraq. 

Cairo•s defiant attitude towards the Baghdad Pact 

was a serious disappointment to the United States, which 

was to suffer more than one disillusionment in its 

relations with the Egyptian dictatorship before· 1955 

ended. Throughout 1953 and 1954 the United States had 

encouraged the British to reach an agreement with Egypt 

on withdrawal of troops from the Suez Canal, obviously 

in the hope that elimination or this stubborn problem 
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1955 
Failure of 
Arms Talks 
with Egypt 

would open the way for Egyptian cooperation with the 

West. The US ambassador in Cairo~ Jefferson Caffery, 

played a considerable role in the Anglo-Egyptian 

negotiations, and US newspapers~ as a British author · 

has rather caust:tcally observed, 11 somet1mes tended to 

include ~e Suez agreemen!7 in the list of Mr. Dulles's 

major successes.••l7 

17. Coral Bell, Survey of International Affairs~ 
1954 (London: 1954), p. 198. -- · 

After the Suez agreement was concluded in 

October 1954, the United States provided Egypt with 

$40 million in economic aid and made clear that it was 

willing also to grant military aid. The conditions 

required by t~e United States--including supervision 

by a MAAG--were, however, not acceptable to Colonel 

Nasser, and after some delay Egypt and the United States 

undertook desultory negotiations over the possibility 

of a sale of US weapons. -These negotiations were still 

in .progress when Nasser suddenly announced, on 

27 September 1955, that he had agreed with Czechoslovakia 

to barter Egyptian cotton for Communist arms. In one 

bold stroke he had declared his independence from the 

west and.immeasurably increased his prestige among the 

Arabs. 18 The United States dispatched an Assistant 

18. Campbell, Defense of the Middle East, 
pp. 67-69, 72-73; Hurewltz,._Di~!Oiiiacy .!!! the Near ~ 
Middle !!!!1 Vol. II, pp. LI-Ol-\52;. 

Secretary of State to Cairo to e.xpress of'fioiai 

concern, but the damage to United States interests 

could neither be· disguised nor easily repaired. 
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Dec 1955 
Promise of 
aid for 
Aswan Dam 

With the dramatic success of the arms deal behind 

him, Nasser proceeded to construct alliances with 

Syria and Saudi Arabia, which joined with Egypt in 

December 1955 in the creation of a joint military 

command. Lebanon and Jordan for the time being resisted 

Nasser'~·;pressure, but Egyptian influence could be 

seen in the anti-Western riots that broke out in Jordan 

in December. 

The United States was thus confronted late in 

1955 with a hostile Arab bloc not yet powerful but 

rapidly growing in prestige. However, despite its 

close identification with the Baghdad Pact group, the 

United States was not prepared to write orr all hope 

or friendly relations with the Egyptian bloc. In an 

attempt to forestall further Soviet penetration in 

Egypt and salvage some good will towards the West 1 it 

began late in 1955 to take an interest in aiding 

Egyptian construction of a mammoth dam and hydroelectric 

power station at Aswan. ·on 17 December the United 

States and the United Kingdom officially announced 

that they would make an initial grant for preliminary 

work; with assurances of sympathetic consideration of 

later support.l9 

19. Hollis w. Barber, The United States in World 
Affairs, 1955 (New York: 195?1; pp. 185-188. -------- . 

Breakdown 2t~ Arab-Israeli Armistice 

The division of the Middle East into Baghdad bloc 

and Cairo counter-bloc, both receiving arms, further 

aggravated the long-standing hostilities between the 

Arab nations and· Israel. Arms in the hands or 
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1953-1955 
Johnston 
Mission 

··-.._;' 

Arabs--whether shipped from the Soviet countries or 

the West--could only heighten Israeli apprehension, 

for even in their moments of most bitter rivalry, the 

Arab nations kept in common their hatred of the Jewish 

state. 

Beginning late in 1953, border violations, 

bombings, and minin~s multiplied along the Israeli 

frontiers, as armed Arab and Israeli groups engaged in 

an endless series of raids or provocation and retalia

tion. The United States, following its announced 

poliqy of impartiality, consistently supported the UN 

in condemning truce violators, and at one time 

suspended economic assistance to Israel because of its 

refusal to heed a request by the UN Truce Supervision 

Organization to cease work on a hydroelectric project 

on the Jordan River. But even w~th diplomatic support 

from the United States, the UN lacked the strength to 

punish or prevent violations. 

The United States also continued efforts outside 

the UN to bring about an Arab-Israeli reconciliation. 

In 1953 President Eisenhower, acting on the asswnption 

that economic cooperation might ease political conflict, 

dispatched to the Middle East a special envoy, Eric 

Johnston, to try to obtain agreement on a common plan 

for development of the Jordan River Valley. In two 

years Mr. Johnston appeared to make some progress, but 

not enough to bring the project to fruition before 

fighting again broke out. 
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Dulles 
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for Arab
Israeli 
settlement 

1955-1956 
Refusal 
of Arms 
for Israel 

9 Apr 56 
Presidential 
statement 
on Middle 
East 
Aggression 

One other major diplomatic effort was made by the 

United.States to sustain the tenuous truce. On 

26 August 1955, in a speech before the Co~cil on 

Foreign Relations, Secretary Dulles appealed to the 

Arab States and Israel to settle their differences, 

and offered American inducements .in the rorm of financial 

aid to facilitate resettlement or the Palestinian 

refugees, as~ietance in the negotiation of permanent 

boundaries, and formal treaty engagements to prevent 

alteration or those boundaries by force. The plan met 

with warm praise ~nd open support rrom the UN Secretary 

General and the government of the United Kingdom--but 

not, unfortunately, from those to whom it was addressed. 

On 9 November 1955 its contents were reaffirmed by 

President ~isenhower and buttressed by an offer of 

mediation from the United Kingdom, but still the Arabs 

and Israelis were uncompromising. 

The diplomatic aim or the Israelis was to obtain 

arms and a guarantee or security from the United States, 

without making any concessions in the conflict with the 

Arab states. After the announcement or the Egyptian 

d~al for Commupist arms, that aim became more urgent 

than ever, but no more easy to attain, for the United 

States steadfastly declined to join the side or the 

Israelis in a Middle Eastern arms race with the Soviet 

Union. Despite mounting pro-Israeli pressures at home, 

the Eisenhower Administration declined to give Israel 

the unilateral guarantee that it sought, r~affirming 

instead the principles or the Tripartite Declaration 

or 1950, and stating, in April 1956, the determination 

or the United States, t'in accordance with its 

responsibilities under tqe charter of the United 
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Nations," to observe its commit&"llents "within 

constitutional means" to oppose any aggression in the 

Middle East area. The United States would, the 

President added, "support and assist any nation which 

might be subjected to such aggression.u20 These 

20. State Deiartment Bulletin, Vol. ·-XXXIV 
(13 Feb 56), 233; :§!1. (23 Apr 56), pp. 668. 

statements were no substitut~ for shipments of arms, 

and Israel's fears for its own security continued to 

mount~ unrelieved by US policy, until they reached a 

climax in the crisis of October 1956. 

Beginnings~~ Middle East Crisis~ 1956 

19 Jul 56 On 19 July, only a few days after the Egyptian 
US withdraws 
Aswan Dam Ambassador had indicated unoffic.ially· that Egypt was 
offer 

ready to accept support in building the Aswan High 

Dam, the US withdrew its offer to participate in the 

project. According to the State Department Press 

Release, this action was.based on the fact that agree

ment with the ·other riparian states had not been 

reached and that the ability of Egypt to devote 

adequate resources to the project had become uncertain. 

The UK followed the us lead, withdrawing its support 

the next day, and, on 23 July, the World Bank announced 

the automatic expiration of its o££Q~. The US-UK 

actions were obviously a severe blow to :Hassett • s 

prestige, since the dam had figured largely in his 

promises of economic rehabilitation of Egypt.20 

20. State Department Bulletin, 30 Jul 56, 
pp. 185, 188. MEJi Autumn 1956, p. 408. -
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The reasons advanced by Secretary Dulles as 

justification for withdrawal of the Aswan Dam offer 

were three in number: 1} That the Appropriations 

Cormnittee of the Senate had unanimously passed a 

resolution providing that none of the 19~7 funds could 

be used for the Asvvan Dam; 2) The US had 11 Come to the 

feeli:pg •• that it was dubious if a project or such 

magnitude, a billion and a half dollars, could be 

carried through with mutual advantage; 3) That Egypt 

had been developing ever-closer relations with the 

Soviet bloc countries; Egypt had been the first Arab 

nation to recognize Cormnunist China; and "stalwart 

allies" were watching to see if a nation that played 

both sides against the middle got better treatment than 

nations which worked closely with the United States.21 

21. ~Department BulletinJ 22 Apr 57J p. 642. 

26 JUl 56 In retaliation for the US-UK actions, Nasser 
Egypt 
nationalizes proclaimed the nationalization of the Suez CanalJ 
Suez Canal 

promising reimbursement of all stockholders at the 

prevailing Cairo stock market price. He also stated 

that Egypt would honor the Convention of 1888 and the 

Anglo-Egyptian agreement of 1954 regarding freedom 

of navigation for the Canal.22 

22. MEJ, Autumn,l956, p. 408 • 
. -

United States Policy .and Actions on the Control and 
Operation o·f ~ Suez Canal - ..._ · ~ 

The effect of Egypt's nationalization of the Suez 

Canal was a grievous blow to the west and in pa~ticular 

to the UK and France. The sununary expropriation of the 

.,. 343 -

, .. · 
' . .!; . 



Company's assets was not the chief issue. More serious 

was. the question of how this waterway1 which, as a 

short cut between Asia and Europe, had become so 

important to nearly every mariti~e nation in the world, 

was to tunction in the future. Prime Minister Eden, 

when he was in Washington in January 1956, had declared 

that Great Britain would tight if necessary to preserve 

its access to Middle Eastern oil. Following Egypt's 

nationalization of the Canal, he promptly informed the 

House of Commons that this situation was completely 

intolerable. As for France, Nasser's support of the 

Algerian rebels had already convinced French statesmen 

that they could never breathe easily while he remained 

us, UK and in authority. · Consultations looking toward an Anglo-
French 
Positions on French military action were begun immediately, and 
Nationaliza-
tion of the Britain dispatched warships to the Middle East, 
Suez canal 

announced various mobiliz~tion measures, and blocked 

Egyptian financial accounts. But France and the UK 

halted short or outright intervention.23 

23. Richard P •. stebbins, The United States in 
~ Affairs, 1956 (New York: 1957), pp. 25'7-2597 

The perhaps decisive obstacle to·military action 

was the attitude or the, United States., which immediate;J.y 

after the national:t,.zation of the Canal had made clear 

its opposi ti.on to the .use of force against Egypt. The 

Egyptian action, Secretary Dulles conceded on 29 July, 

had struck na grievous blow at international confidence." 

Egyptian assets in the United States were frozen, and 
1 

the State Department formally protested against 

Nasser's "many intemperate, inaccurate, anq misleading 

statements" about this country., Washington, however, 
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US efforts 
to reach 
amiable 
agreement 
on future 
status of 
the Canal 

had no intention of supporting action of the type 

that was being openly discussed in London and Paris. 

Throughout the troubled weeks that followed, the 

primary us objective appeared to be that or preventing 

the conflict from degenerating into armed hostilities. 

While recognizing the important interests at stake 

for its allies and willing to support them up to a 

point, Washington placed its main hope in moderating 

the positions of both parties so that a nonviolent 

solutiop would be po~sible.24 

24. Ibid., p. 260. 

The first move in Washington's long and 

ultimately unsuccessful campaign to substitute 

negotiation for force was a flight to· London by 

Secretary Dulles for conferences with.the British and 

French leaders on August 1 and 2. The first essential, 

he thought, was to get the interested governments 

together to discuss the matter; and he persuaded the 

British and French to put orr any military action 

pending the outcome of a twenty-four-pov1er international 

conference, which tpey agreed to convene in London. 

Great Britain and France agreed to try to settle the 

matter by negotiation, without renouncing the right 

to usa force if negotiation failed. The united States, 

. while agreeing with them that the Egyptian action 

merited severe censure, carefully refrained from 

committing itself to support them in any steps they 

might Wish·to take in case the conference failed. 

·~we would hope.," said Secretary Dulles on 3 August, 

"that out pf this would come a solution which all the 
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nations, including Egypt~ will respect so that the 

danger or violence may be averted." To the Egyptians, 

however, the notion or ."international" interference in 

any form was thoroughly abhorrent. Nasser had no 

sympathy for the attempt to set up an "international 

system" to secure rights which, as he pointed out, 

E~ypt had already undertaken to respect of its own 

volition. In his opinion, the announced aim of the 

conference was nothing but "a polite form or ••• 

international colonization" designed to "depriv·e 'Egypt 

of one or her essent~al rights and her .sove:reignty."25 

25. Ibid., pp. 260-262. 

Under such circumstances the twenty-two delegations 

which eventually met in London from August 16 to 23 

had little hope or bridging the gap between the 

Egyptian and Anglo-French positions, and in the end the 

conference produced only one majority proposal (out

lined by the United.States) supported by eighteen 

nations. The majority plan proposed to take the 

operation or·the Can~l out of the nands of Egypt and 

entrust it to an i:Jternationally responsible "Suez 

Canal Board." This plan was turned doWn flatly by 

Nasser. 

The situation was rapidly reaching emergency 

proportions when on 12 September 1956, Prime Minister 

Eden, following urgent communication with Secretary 

Dulles, announced a plan for the formation of an 

intergovernmental "Suez Canal Users• Association" which 

would "undertake responsibility for coordination of 

t:r:affic through the Canal" 1 including the collect~on of 

tolls. 26 
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The idea or the Usersi ~seociation marked a 
:;: 

further stage in the progres~ive alienation or th~ Arab .. 
world from the West and or ~~ance and Britain from the 

United States. In the· eyes ;:~r the Egyptian and other 

Arab governments, the new pian w~s nothing less than 

a device to provoke war. 

Although all or toe eighteen nations endorsing 

the London majority plan agreed to attepd a second 

conference to discuss the Users' project, all that 

could be agreed upon when they met in London on 

September 19-21 was a broad declaration of. purposes and 

organizational principles. A third conference, also in 

London, actually set up a Users• Association as or 

October 1 with a membership or fifteen nations, which 

were said to account for three~rourths of the net 

tonnage passing through the Canal. But few, if any, of 

the participating nations expected the·organization to 

solve the Suez problem. 

The deflation of the Users' Association left the 

U.N. Security Council as v~rtually the only remaining 

agency which might conceivably prod~ce a solution or at 

least facilitate the opening of negotiations.27 

27. ~~ pp. 266-268. 

The mood in which Great Britain and France 

approached the Security Council sessions was strongly 

colored ~Y dissatisfaction with the· support they had 

been receiving from the United States. It seemed to 
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them that washington was ~oo ready to follow the Soviet 

us diver- example in treating the matter as a conflict between 
gence from 
UK-French ''colonial" and "anticolonial" interests. This view of 
position on 
the Canal the case was, in fact, quite cle~rly brought out by 

Secretary Dulles at his news conference on October 2. 

Asked for clarification regarding the differences with 

our allies, he did not deny that such diff~rences were 

related to, if not a reflection of 1 a wid.er difference 

on '1the so-called problem of colonialism." 

The London Dailz Telegral'h, reporting "a growing 

anti-American feeling not ·only in this country but 

throughout Europe, 11 complained that the united States 

in thus attempting to play the middlem~ had "shirked 

risks inherent in'her loyalty to her allies and her 

leadership of the West." 

Such imputations were naturally not accepted in 

washington. President Eisenhower insisted at his 

next news conference (October 11) that US policy 

throughout the Suez affa~r had been "clear and firm,;" 

that no one in "British officialdom" had expressed any 

dissatisfaction to him or to Mr. Dulles. "We certainiy 

want to be fair to our great allies in the West, 11 the 

President added next day. irwe want to be equally fair 

to the A~ab world.u28 

In the substantive discussion of the UN Security 

Council which began on 5 October the US adopted what 

app~ared to be a middle position. 
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The United States, Mr. Dulles said, was going 

to vote for the Anglo-French resolution, with its 

endorsement of the full eighteen-power plan developed 

in London. At the same time, he suggested that only 

5·13 Oct one of the broad principles enumerated in the London 
UN Se~urity 
Council · plan was really vi tal--namely 1 "that the operation of 
delibera-
tions the Canal should be insulated from the influence of 
regarding· 
Suez canal the politics of any nation." "If Egypt accepts that 

simple and rudimentary principle ot justice;" he said, 

nthen I believe that t~e subsidiary.problems can be 

resolved." By this comment Mr. Dulles appeared to 

many to abandon the principle of international operation 

or the Canal which had hitherto been regarded as the 

heart of the London plan and or the Anglo-French 

position. 

In the end all that Egypt would agree to was the 

acceptance or six broad principles which, it was 

understood, would govern any settlement or the Suez 

question. These principles included Mr. Dulles• 

"insulation" principle, but said pothing or who was 

to control and operate the Canal or how Egypt was to 

be made to live up to ~ts obligations. 

The six principles fell far shor~ of satisfying 

Bri tai·.n and France. Thus 1 after the USSR had vetoed a 

UK-French resolution based on the eighteen-power plan, 

the stage was set for France and Britain to resort to 

violent means to protect their Suez 11 lifeline". In 

the next two weeks France and the UK were in close 

and secret consultation. In contrast, their contact 

With Washington was extremely lax. At the end or 

October came the Israeli attack on Egypt closely 

followed by British and French intervention. Duri~ 

349 



Egyptian 
Declaration 
of 24 April 
1957 

the next two months the question of the future status 

of the Suez Canal was held in abeyance while the 

Western Powers, led by the US. exerted themselves to 

reach agreement with Egypt on clearing the Canal, 

block~d by Egypt. With the withdrawal of French and 

British troops from Egypt in 'December negotiations 

through the UN were reopened between the Western 

Powers and Egypt on the control and operation of the 

Suez canal. Despite repeated efforts of the Western 

Powers to arrive at a compromise solution. Egypt 

continu~d to insist that the granting to another 

power of a voice in management or control or the 

Canal would be an infringement of Egyptian sovereignty. 

Finally. on 24 April 1957 Egypt announced that 

the Suez Canal was formally open for normal ~raffia 

and deposited with the UN a declaration on the 

principles, system, and procedures for its control 

and operation of the Suez canal. 

Although the Egyptian Declaration did.not 

in the view of the US meet the six requirements 

accepted by the UN on 13 October 1956, the US gave 

"provisional de ~ acquiescence" to the declara

tion, reserving the right to express itself further 

on the matter in the futu~e. In conclusion, 

Mr. Lodge stated that the Security Cow,cil should 

rePl~in eeiz~d or this ma~ter while the· system proposed 

by Egypt was given a tr~al. 
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Similarly1 the canal Users Association 

added that "insofar as use or the Canal is resumed 

by·· the shipping of member states 1 this does not 

imply their acceptance of the Egyptian Declaration 

as a settlement of the Sue_z Canal question." 

Ultima~ely the compensation question was 

resolved on 29 April 1958 by an agreement between 

the United Arab Republic and the Universal Suez 

Canal Company covering the terms of a final 

settlement. On 1 May 1958, two days after the 

United Arab Republic and the Uhiversal Suez 

Canal Company signed the compensation agreement 1 

the US rele~sed the Egyptian assets 1 which had 

been "frozen" .on 31 July 1956.29 

29. ~Department Bulletin 1 19 May 58, 
p. 830. 

Control and operation of the Suez Canal 

has remained exclus~vely in the hands or the 

Egyptian Gover.nment. 
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US Action on 
29 Oct 56 

United States ~ in Restoring Peace in ~ during 
the Suez Crisis -----

With the Israeli attack on Egypt, and the subsequent 

invasion by the UK and France, the US bent every effort 

to restore peace in the Middle East. The US channeled 

its major efforts in this direction through the UN, 

insisting again and again that the UN was the only 

proper and legally empowered organization to end the con

flict and resolve the issues at stake. This position 

did not, however, prevent the US from taking unilateral 

action designed to force the contending powers to settle 

their differences through the UN. 

When Israel invaded Egypt on 29 October 1956 top 

administration officials were called to an emergency 

meeting during the evening to discuss the Israeli

Egyptian situation. A statement issued by the White 

House after the meeting said the President had recalled 

that .the US was committed to assisting any victim or 

aggression in the Middle East and had said the US would 

honor this pledge. The statement announced that the US 

was consulting with Britain and France under the Tri

partite Declaration of 1950 and planned, "as contemplated 

by that declaration that the situation shall be taken 

to the United Nations Security Council tomorrow morning." 

The statement concluded that the President would decide, 

"in light of' the-unfolding situation," "whether and 

when" a special session or Congress would be called. 

On the same day Secretary Dulles requested ~he President 

of' the UN Security Council to call an immediate meeting 

of' the Council to consider "The Palestine Question: 

Steps for the Immediate Cessation of the Military Action 

of Israel Against Egypt." At the UN, Ambassador Lodge 
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contacted Hammarskjold and members of the Security 

Council to urge calling a meeting for 30 October to con

sider the Israeli attack on E~ypt. Hammarskjold and 

most of the members supported Lodge's proposal.30 

30. NYT, 30 Oct 56, 1:5. (U) Msg, SecState 
(Dulles) to USUN, 220, 29 Oc~ 56, CJCS files. 

us reaction On 30 October, witho~t any advance notice, the 
to the British 
and French British and French Governments delivered joint decla-
ultimatum of 
30 Oct. rations to Egypt and Israel. The declarations, similar 

but not identical, stated that the UK and France were 

determined to do all in their. power to bring about an 

early end to Israeli-Egyptian hostilities and to safe

guard the free passage of the Suez Canal. They called 

on both Egypt and Israel to cease 11 all warlike action" 

. and to withdraw their forces to a distance of ten miles 

from the Canal. Egypt was also asked to allow the 

"temporary occupation" by Anglo-Fl"'ench forces of key 

points at Port Said, Ismailia, and Suez in order to 

guarantee freedom of transit through the Canal and to 

separate the belligerents. Egypt and Israel were given 

twelve hours to anst-1er the Anglo-French declarations; if 

by then one or both governments had not taken steps to 

comply with the stated requirements, British and French 

forces would intervene in whatever strength might be 

necessary to insure compliance. President Eisenhower 

learned of the British-French ultimatum from press 

reports and immediately sent "urgent and personal 

messages" to Eden and Mollet calling on them to recon

sider their proposed action. According to the White 

House, these messages stated the President's belief 

that an armistice could be secu~ed by peaceful means 

- 353 -



a~d expressed his earnest hope that the UN would be 

given full opportunity to settle the controversy. The 

~ York Times reported that the Administration had also 

accepted in principle a policy of stopping economic aid 

to Israel until that state withdrew its troops from 
} 

Egypt. At a morning session of the UN Security Council, 

Ambassador Lodge introduced a resolution calling on 

Israel to withdraw its forces behind the established 

armistice line. It further called upon the members of 

the UN to refrain from the use or threat of force in 

the area, and to refrain from giving military, ·economic, 

or financial assistance to Israel as long as it failed 

to comply with the resolution. In his supporting 

speech, Lodge alluded to.the Anglo~French uJ.timatum. 

It was unjustified, he said, and in any event the basis 

for it would be removed by passage of the Security 

Council resolution. The USSR introduced a similar 

resol:ution. Britain and France vetoed both resolutions, 

arguing that the Security Council could not move fast 

enough to deal With the crisis.31 

3
1

1. (U) Msg, USARIV!A London to DEPTAR, UX 100, 
301730Z Oct 56, DA IN 694045, CJCS files. AP Wire 
Service at 3016472 Oct 56. NYT, 31 Oct 56, 1:4 
15:1-5. AP Wire Seryice at ~1502 Oct 56. (U~ Mag, 
New York (Lodge) to SecState, 452, 30 Oct 56, CJCS 
files. NYT, 31 Oct 56, 1:2-3, 6:3-5. 

On 31 October an official White House statement 

·announced that the US would .stand by its pledge to 

assist any victim or aggress19n in the Middle East. In 

a television address that evening President Eisenhower, 

while making clear that the US would not become involved 

in the hostilities, condemned the use of force by Israel, 

the UK, and France. He sought to exPLain, however, 
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that tension between Egypt on the one hand and Israel, 

Britain, and France on the other had been seriously 

. aggravated by Egypt's seizure of the Suez Canal, con

sidered by the UK and France as their "lifeline". The 

President reaffirmed his faith in the UN and disclosed 

that the US would bring the whole question before the 

UN General Assembly, where no veto operated.32 

32. AP Hire Se:cvice, 31 Oct 56, NYT, 1 Nov 56, 1:8. 

As promised by President Eisenhower, the US on 1 

November introduced a resolution designed to meet the 

The UN crisis in the Middle East. The resolution called for 
cease-fire 
Resolution of a cease-fire by all military forces enga~ed in hos-
2 Nov 56 

tilities and withdrawal to the armistice lines, recom

mended that all UN members refrain from introducing 

military goods into the area of hostilities, urged 

that steps be taken to reopen the Canal as soon as the 

cease-fire was arranged, requested the Secretary 

General to observe and report on compliance with the 

resolution, and extended the emergency session pending 

compliance with the resolution. The vote, taken on 

2 November, was 64 to 5, with the UK, France, Israel, 

Australia, and New Zealand opposing, and Belgium, 

Canada, Laos, the Netherlands, Portugal, and South 

Africa abstaining. The resolution was rejected by 

the UK, France, and Israel.33 

33. NYl', 2 Nov 56. AP lvire Service 3 Nov 56. 

In accordance with this resolution, the US 
immediately suspended the provision of economic aid 

to Israel.34 
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34. Events in The Middle East# A Select Chronology 
1946-57. Committee-o~ore1gn Rerafions, United States 
Senate# 85th Cong. 1st Seas. January 11# 1957. Herein
after: Senate Middle East Chronology. 

US Support At the 3-4 November nigbt session of the UN General 
of UN 
Resolutions Assembly, the US supported two resolutions adopted by 
of 3-4 Nov 56 

US reaction to 
the Soviet 
Proposal of 
5 November 

the Assembly. The first was a Canadian resolution re-

questing Hammarskjold to submit within 48 hours a.plan 

for setting up an emergency international UN polme 

force to secure and supervise cessation of hostilities 

in accordance with the cease-fire resolution of 2 

November. The second resolution, sponsored by 19 Asian 

and African countries, called on the belligerents to 

comply immediately with the cease-fire resolution. The 

US also introduced two resolutions but did not press 

for a vote. The first was to form a UN commission to 

seek a permanent settlement of the major outstanding 

problems between the Arabs and Israel. The second 

resolution proposed creating a special UN commission to 

prepare rec orrunenda ti ons, in consul ta ti on \'lith Eg;ypt 1 

France, and the UK, for restoring transit through the 

Canal and for operating and maintaining the Canal in 

accordance with the Convention of 1888 and the six 

principles agreed to by the Security Council and Egypt 

on 13 October. The two US resolutions were never voted 

on.35 

On the next day the USSR released the texts of 

messages sent by Bulganin to Eisenhower, Eden, Mollet, 

and Ben Gurion. The message to Eisenhower condemned 

the UK and France for launching aggression in the Middle 
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The Presi
dent's 
personal 
appeals to 
the UK and 
Israel 6-7 
Nov 56 

US rejection 
of tentative 
UK-French 
proposa1 for 
a "Summit 
Conference". 

----w- . 

. East to restore colonial rule, and proposed that the 

us and USSR join forces and, "backed by a United Nations 

decision," put an end to the Israeli and Anglo-French 

aggression by ~ilitary force. A White House statement, 

issued on receipt or this message, labeled the $ov1et 

proposal an "unthinlcable ·suggestion" contrary to the 

UN cease-fire resolution. In a subsequent press con-

ference the President stated that the US would oppose 

any Soviet military intervention in the Middle East. 36 

36. NYT, 6 Nov 56, 1:3, 8, 10:2-6. AP Wire 
Service, 5~v 56.· NYT, 15 Nov 56, 1:8. 

In the next two days, however, President Eisenhower 

personally addressed himself to Prime Minister Eden and 

Prime Minister Ben Gurion to urge British and Israeli 

compliance with the UN Resolution of 2 November. Eden 

replied on 6 November that the UK and France had 

already decided to accept the resolut~on. Ben Gurion 

replied on 8 November stating that Israel was ready to 

withdraw from Egypt as soon as "satisfactory arrange

ments" concerning the proposed UN Fo.rce were achieved. 37 

37. AP Wire Service 6 Nov 56. NYT, 7, 8, 9 Nov 
56; (U) Ms~, New York (~odge) to SecState, DELGA 36, · 
8 Nov 56; (U) Msg, Tel Aviv (Lawson)·to SecState, 561, 
9 Nov 56. · 

On 9 November the British anq French Governments 

let it be known that they were ready to take part in a 

"Summit Conference" to deal with the dangers in Europe 

and the Middle East. This feeler was firmly rejected 

by President Eisenhower on the next day. The President 

stated that the US preferred to. deal wi·th current inter

national crisis through the UN. Less than a week late~ 
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on 14 »ovember, a British Foreign Office spokesman 

stated that Great Britain had decided to seek its policy 

objectives through the United Nations.38 

38. AP Wire Service 9 Nov 56. NYT, 10 Nov 56, 
1:6; NYT, 11 Nov 56, 1:6-7; Senate Miaa!e East Chro
nology. 

us support of On 7 and 24 November the US supported three 
UN Resolutions 
of 7 and 24 additional resolutions on the Middle East. Two of these 
Nov 

reiterated the 2 November call for Britain, France and 

Israel to withdraw their forces from Egypt. The third 

resolution, vigorously supported by the US, was designed 

to r~sh completion of the UN police force to supervise 

the armistice in prospect.39 

39. AP Wire Service 7 Nov 56. NYT, 8, 25 Nov 56. 

With the declaration of UK and French intentions to 

US action in withdraw their forces from Egypt, the US on 3 December 
securing 
withdrawal called for the prompt reopening of the Suez Canal. In 
from Egypt 

the next three \~·eeks British ·and French troops did in 

fact withdraw, but Israel remained adamant in its stand 

that Israeli troops would not evacuate the Gaza Strip 

and the Sharm El ·sheikh area until its security from 

attack from.the Strip was assured and the free navi

gation of the Gulf of Aqaba guaranteed. Egypt, however, 

refused to consider any solution other than a return to 

the status quo~ in both Gaza.and Sharm El Sheikh. 

In this impasse the US played a leading role in breaking 

the deadlock. Firmly supporting the UN position that 

Israel withdraw to the 1949 armistice line, the US also 

exerted strong unilateral pressure on Israel ·to with

draw without guarantee from "Fedayeen 11 activity 
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originating in the Gaza Strip or free navigation of the 

Gulf of Aqaba. The US did# however# make it clear that 

it would act through the UN to assure the security of 

Israel and support free navigation in the Gulf of Aqaba 

after Israeli withdrawal. By the end of the third week 

of January 1957, Israel had withdrawn from all of the 

occupieq territory except the Sharm El SheiHh area and 

the Gaza Strip. There was no indication# however, that 

Israel contemplated withdrawing from these areas without 

guarantees. The US therefore# supported by five other 

nations# introduced two resolutions on the Middle East. 

The first called attention. to five previous UN requests 

for Israel to withdraw, deplored Israel's failure to 

comply with these requests, and called on Israel to 

complete its withdrawal without further delay. The 

second resolution recognized that an Israeli withdrawal 

must be followed by action aimed at the creation of 

peaceful conditions in the Middle East, and called on . 

both Egypt and Israel to observe the provisions of the 

1949 armistice agreement between the two countries. 

These resolutions were approved on.2 February.40 

40. NYT 1 2 Feb 57# 1:2# Text 2:3-4. NYT, 3 Feb 
57# 1:8. 

When on the next day Israel still refused to con

sider evacuation of the Gaza Strip and the Gulf of Aqaba 

area because the UN resolutions did not include guaran

tees, President Eisenhower sent a personal letter to the 

Israeli Prime Minister urging Israeli compliance with 

the resolutions. Following Israel's rejection of this 

appeal, Secretary Dulles on 11 February handed the 

Israeli Ambassador an aide-memoire setting forth the US 
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position and c.ertain proposals on Israeli withdrawal. 

The US position and proposals were set forth as follows: 

1) The U~ General Assembly had no right to modify sub

stantially th~ Egyptian-Israeli Armistice Agreement, 

which gave Egypt the right and respo~sibility of occu

pation of the Gaza Strip; hence the Israelis should 

promptly and unconditionally withdraw from that area, 

"leaving future of Gaza Strip to be worked out through 

efforts and good off1,ces of UN." The UNEF should be 

stationed on the boundary between the Gaza Strip and 

Israel to prevent recurrence of the border-crossing 

raids and reprisals of the past. 2) The US believed 

that the Gulf of Aqaba constituted international waters 

and that no nation had the right forcibly to prevent 

free and innocent passage in the Gulf or through the 

Strait giving access thereto. The US recalled having 

been informed by Egypt on 28 February 1950 that Egyptian 

occupation of the islands of Tiran and Sanafir at the 

entrance to the Gulf of Aqaba had been undertaken to 

protect these islands from possible violation and was 

not designed nin any way" to obstruct "innocent passage 11 

through the adjacent waters. Therefore~ barring an 
11 overriding decision" to the contrary, as by the Inter

national Court of Justice, the US was prepared to 

exercise the right of free and innocent passage in these 

waters and join with others to secure general recognition 

of this right. Isra~l, howev~, would have to withdraw 

its forces to be eligible to exercise such a right. The 

UNEF, as a precautionary measure, should move into the 

Strait area as Israeli forces were withdrawn. 3) The 

US .believed that Israeli withdrawal should precede the 

other measures called for by the UN resolutions. The 

US was prepared to declare publicly that it would use 

- 360 -



a 
."-

its influe~ce, in concert with other UN members to the 

end that, following Israel's withdrawal, these other 

measures would be 1mplemented.41 

41. Stat~ Dept Bulletin, 11 Mar 57, pp. 392-393. 

When the Israeli reply, 15 February, proved to be 

"not responsive" to the US position, President Eisenhower 

on 20 February, delivered a special radio-TV address in 

which he stated that the UN now had "no choice but to 

exert pressure upon Israel to comply with the withdrawal 

resolution. 11 The President also declared that to give 

Israel guarantees as a condition of such withdrawal, 

however, would be to countenance the use of force as a 

means of settling international differences or gaining 

national advantages. It should not be assumed that 

Egypt would violate the Armistice Agreement "or other 

international obli~ations." But, if such a violation 

should occur, the matter should be firmly dealt with by 

"the society of nations."42 

42. AP Wire Service 15, 20 Feb 57. State Depart
ment Bulletin, 11 Mar 57, pp. 387-390. 

The President's address seens to have been the 

turning point in the long negotiations to secure Israeli 

withdrawal. For another week Israel attempted to 

negotiate a compromise, but the UN and the US, which in 

the withdrawal issue were in complete accord, refused 

to consider any compromise. Finally, following another 

in a series of US-Israeli meetings, the Israeli 

Ambassador on 28 February publicly announced that the 

Israeli Government intended to withdraw from the Gaza 

an4 the Gulf or· Aqaba areas.43 



13 Mar 57 
Israeli 
troops \'11th
drawn 

5 Jan 57 

43. NYT~ 22 Feb 57~ 1:8. AP Wire Service 27, 
28 Feb 57.-

On the next morning~ with Israel expected to 

announce during the afternoon its decision to withdraw 

from the Gaza and Gulf of Aqaba areas, Secretary Dulles 

met with representatives of nine Arab stat~s in an effort 

to forestall an adverse Arab reaction to the assumptions 

on which Israel was bas~ng its withdrawal. Mr. Dulles 

told the Arabs that "no.prornises or concessions what

ever" had been made by tqe US to induce Israel to with

draw. On the afternoon of 1 March the Israeli Foreign 

Minister announced to the UN General Assembly Israel's 

pl~n fo~ a full and prompt withdrawal from Snarm El 

Sheikh and the Gaza Strip. By 13 March Israel did in 

fact evacuate the last of its troops.44 

44. AP Wire Service 1, 8, 13 Mar 57. NYT, 2, 
8 Mar 57. 

The Eisenhower Doctrine 

The gravely unsettled situation resulting from 

Egypt's nationalization of the Suez Canal and the sub

sequent conflict in the Middle East revealed the serious 

vulnerability of that vital area to Communist subversion 

and aggression. The US took drastic steps, therefore, 

to redress the situation and the most dramatic or these 

steps was the evolut~on and implementation of the so

called 11 Eisenhowe~ Doctrine". In a special message to 

Introduction Congress on 5 J.anuary 1957, the President after pointing 
or the Presi-
~~!{·: ~~o- out that the f·1iddle East was seriously threatened by the 

Middle E~st USSR~ described certain proposals designed to promote 

peace and stability in the Middle East. These proposals, 
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Middle East 
Countriefl and 
Soviet re
action to 
"Eisenhower 
Doctrine 11 

popularly called the "Eisenhower.Doctrine 1 " were intro

duced in Congress on the same day in the form of a 

House joint resolution. The resolution was passed by 

Congress on 7 March and signed by the President on 9 

March. The most pertinent parts of the resolution are 

as follows: 

That the President be and hereby is 
authorized to cooperate with and assist any 
nation or group of nations in the general 
area of the Middle East desiring such ~~sist
ance in the development of economic strength 
dedicated to the maintenance of national inde
pendence. 

Sec. 2. The President is authorizeq to 
undertake; in the geheral area of the Middle 
East, military assistance programs with any 

. nation or group of nations of that area de
siring such assistance. Furthermore, the 
United States regards as vital to the national 
interest and world peace the preservation of 
the independence and integrity of the nations 
of the Middle East. To this endJ if the Presi
dent detennines the necessity thereof, the 
United States is prepared to use armed forces 
to assist any such nation or group of such 
nations requesting assistance against armed 
aggression from any country controlled by 
international conununism: Provided, 'l'hat such 
employment shall be consonant with the treaty 
obligations of the United States a:'lcl with 'tho 
Constitution of the United States. 

Sec. 3. Tne President is hereby author
ized to use during the balance of fiscal year 
1957 fo~ economic and military assistance 
under this joint resolution not to exceed . 
$200,000,000 from any appropriation now avail
able for carrying out the provisions. of the 
Mutual Security Act of 1954, as amended. • • • 

Sec. 4. -The Presiden~ should continue 
to furnish facilities and military assistance, 

.within the provisions of applicable law and 
established policies, to the United Nations 
Emergency Force in the Middle East, with a 
view to maintaining the truce in that region.45 

---.----·-··.- ----------------------
45. State Department. Bulletin, 28 Jan 57, p. 128, 

25 Mar 57, p. 481. 

Public announcement of the 11 Eisenhowei· Do0t:&.··.._ne 11 

was greeted with general approval in the Middle East 

countries except in Syria and Egypt. In an official 

statement Syria on 10 January declared that defense of 
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~he Middle ~at was solely the r~sponsibility of its 

"inhab1tants 11
• The statement rejected the "artificial 

theory" of' a Middle East power vacuum and asserted that 

the area was threatened only by "imperialism and Zion

ism." Egyptian reaction was also unfavorable. From 

Moscow Soviet Premier Bulganin and Communist Chinese 

Premier Chou-En-Lai on 18 January issued a joint decla

ration condemning the Eisenhower Middle East policy and 

pledging that the USSR and China would "oont~n\1~ to give 

any necessary support to the peoples of the Near and 

Middle East in order to avert aggression and interference 

in the affairs of that region. 11 Probably in re-

action to the Eiseru1ower Doctrine~ the USSR on 11 

February presented to the US, UK, and France a note on 

the Middle Eastern situation and the text of a proposed 

six-point joint declaration of principles to be made by 

the four great powers. Exactly a month later the 

Western powers in separate notes rejected the Soviet 

proposal. In its note the US stated that it declined 

"to be party to an attempt by the great powers, as 

suggested by the USSR, to arrogate to themselves decisions 

on matters of vital importance to the nations of the 

Middle East"; the Middle Eastern states were "fully 

capable" of making for themselves decisions affecting 

their collective security. The Soviet proposal, 

"clearly based on a false premise~' stenuned 11 presumably" 

from a ''distorted interpretation of the nature and 

purpose of United States po11c1es.u46 

46. (U) Msg, Damas~us (Moose) to SecState, 1671, 
11 Jan 57. AP Wire Service 18 Jan 57~ State Department 
Bulletin, 27 May 57, pp. 841-845.' State Department 
BUlletin, 1 Apr 57, pp. 523-525. 
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To explain to the countries of the Middle East the 

implications of the resolution, James P. Richards was 

appointed on 7 January 1957 as.special assistant to the 

President to undertake a mission to the area. Ambassador 

Richards was authorized to make agreements in principle 

regarding economic and military assistance to further 

the purposes and objectives of the resolution. He de

parted on March 12 and during the ensuing months traveled 

some 30,000 miles on visits to fifteen nations, not 

The Richards including Syria, Egypt, and Jordan. Thirteen of the 
Mission, 
purpose and countries visited ~ssued public statements endorsing the 
results. 

purposes and objectives of the resolution. Foreign 

governments were assured by Ambassador Richards of the 

intent of the United States to come to their help if 

requested in the event of armed aggression by inter

national communism. At the same time it was made cl~ar 

that the resolution specifically conferred on the Presi

dent discretion to determine what action should be taken 

by the United States in any given circumstances, and 

that the resolution did not carry with it any advance 

comrn1;;~ent by the United States to tal<:e any particular 

cour~e of action.47 

State Department Bulletin, 26 Aug 57, pp. 339-

Economic assistance programs were approved by 

Ambassador Richards under the terms of tne resolution 

in the following countries: Lebanon, Libya, Afghanistan, 

Pakistan, Iraq, Saudi Arabia, and Ethiopia. In addition, 

a regional economic assistance program was approved, 

under the auspices of the Baghdad Pact, involving the 

cooperation of Iran, Iraq, Pakistan, and Turkey. The 

total amount of economic assistance funds negotiated by 

- 365 -



Ambassador Richards was $67~7 million~ ·or which $52.7 

million was on a grant basis and $15 million was on a 

loan basis. 

Ambassador Richards made agreements in·principle 

for military assistance totaling $51 million# consisting 

principally of additional military hardware (tanks 1 

vehicles, electronics equipment, etc.), expendable 

items, such as ammunition, and military construction. 

or this amount~ $24.1 million was obligated under the 

regular authority of the Mutual Security Act of 1954, as 

amended, and $23.2 million was estimated to have been 

obligated under section 3 of the resolution.48 

48. ~· 

President's On 5 March 1958 President Eisenhower transmitted 
report on 
progress to Congress a report on the progress achieved in pro-

er the 
Eisenhower meting peace and stability in the Middle East. In his 

Doctrine 11
, · 

5 Mar 58 report the President stated that "The policy embodied 

in Joint Resolution 117 to ·promote peace and stability 

in the Middle East • • • cQntinue~ to be a cornerstone 

of United States foreign policy in this vital area." 

The commitments for assi~tance maqe by Ambassador 

Richards had reinforced the internal strength of the 

nations which had welcomed US assistance. The determin-

ation of the United States, explicit in the resolution, 

that it was prepared to use armed forces, if requested, 

to render assistance in the event of armed Communist 

aggression in the Middle East, had been particularly 

heartening to the members of the Baghdad Pact. It had 

unquestionably contributed to tne steadfastness with 

which they, and other states of the Middle East, had 

resisted the campaign of intimidation and disruption 
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conducted by the Sovie~ Union and its agents. The full 

force of the Communist~propaganda apparatus has been 

brought to bear throughout the Middle Eas~ in an attempt 

to portray the resolution as an effort by the United 

States to extend its domination over the area, to split 

the Arab world, and to reinstate a form of colonialism. 

The recent Afro-Asian Conference in Cairo, where the 

Communists played a maJor role, had asserted in a 

resolution on "Impel.,ialism, 11 that--

both the Baghdad Pact and the Eisenhower 
doctrine interfere with the independence 
of the Arab countries, infringe on their 
sovereignty, and endanger their security. 

By the beginning of 1958 the US had committed a total 

of $123 million of funds available under the Mutual 

Secur1 ty Act. for the fiscal year of 1957 for nonm1li tary 

aid programs in implementation of the Joint resolution. L~9 

49.· State Department Bulle~in 31 Mar 58, pp. 524-
526. 

US Policy in the European Oil Crisis, Winter 1.956-1957 

The Anglo-French use of force against Egypt not 

only failed in its pur;t>oses, but raised almost immediate

ly the specter of a severe oil crisis for Europe# and in 

particular for the UK and France. Unlike the US, which 

is not dependent on Middle East oil for domestic use, 

the UK and.France rely heavily on such oil for industrial 

and consumer use. In 1956, for example, Western European 

requirements were 3,000,000 barrels daily, and seventy 

per cent of this oil came from the !•Iiddle East. When 

the UK and France launched their military operations 

against Egypt, despite strongly voiced US opposition to 

a violent solution to the Canal problem, Egypt reacted 

by obstructing the Canal, and Syrians sabotaged the 
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pipeline bringing oil through Syria from Iraq to the 

r-ledi terranean, thus cutting off the two major sources 

of oil from the Middle East to Europe. The UK and 

France soon found themselves in the position of having 

to turn to the US for 1) oil to alleviate the shortages 

which were now a foregone conclusion, and 2) assistance 

in restoring the flow of oil through the Suez Canal and 

the sabotaged pipeline. Though angered by the Anglo

French attack on Egypt, the US Government responded 

with assistance. Through the UN, the US moved to hasten 

the reopening of the Suez Canal, and it also exerted 

diplomatic pressure on Syria to repair the pipeline and 

permit the movement of oil from Iraq to the Mediterrane-

an. 

The US decision to assist its European allies in 

their hours of trial was a logical and necessa17 one; 

for as long as Western Europe's strength aQd stability 

is important to the US, and it is today of vital impor

tance, the US must consider any oil problem of Europe 

virtually as its own. At the same time it was also 

important in the view of US policy makers that the US 

placate the Arab States, aroused by the attack on Egypt, 

and secure to the maximum extent possible their cooper

ation and friendship, for not only was the oil of the 

Middle East essential to Europe, but Soviet designs on 

· that strategic crossroads of the globe had already been 

apparent for some time. In the resolution which it 

introduced in the UN General Assembly on 1 November, 

and which was adopted on the following day, the US 

called for not only a withdrawal of forces, but prompt 

measures "to reopen the Suez Canal." Egypt refused, 

however, to permit work on canal clearance until all 
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30 Nov 56 
US acts to 
relieve oil 
shortage 

British and French troops wer~ withdrawn. And Syria 

insisted that all UK, French and Israeli forces be with

drawn before it wquld permit ~epair of the pipeline.50 

50. NYT, 2 Nov 56. 

In the following weeks the US worked unceasingly to 

secure the withdrawal of British, French and Israeli 

troops, the reopening of the Canal, and the repair of 

the pipeline. To the discontent of not only Britain and 

France but of other European countries which had played 

no part in the attack on Egypt, the US delayed activating 

the emergency committee on oil supplies for Europe set 

up soon after the Canal was nationalized. The US did, 

hm.Yever, allow some relief to Europe by permitting the 

increase of oil shipments from Gulf of Mexico ports to 

be increased. Finally on 3 December 1956 the British 

Foreign Secretary announced that French and British 

forces would be wi thdra\m wi thput delay, in the expec-:0 

tation that steps would be.taken immediately to clear 

the Canal and restore navigation. In anticipation or 

this announcement, the US Director of the Office of 

Defense Mobilization on 30 November, with the approval 

of the President, had already authorized fifteen US oil 

companies to coordinate their efforts on the "oil 

supply problem resulting from the closing of the Suez 

Canal and some pipelines m the Middle· East." On 3 

December, the day of British Minister's announcement, 

the fifteen oil ·companies met t'li th federal officials to 

complete plans for rushing oil to Europe. On the ·same 

day the State Department released a statement, approved 

by the Presiden~ calling for the prompt reopening of the 

Canal in view or the announced British and French 
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intention to withdraw from Egypt. The last Anglo-French 

troops were evacuated from Egypt on 22 December ~nd by 

the end of month work on Canal clearance was begun. But 

it was not until 29 M~rch 1957 that the first convoy 

was able to transit the Canal, and it was May 1957 before 

operations through the Canal were back to norma1.51 

51. NYT, 23 Dec 56, AP Wire Service 28, 29 Dec 56, 
29 Mar 57.--carl)pbell,. Defense .£f. the Middle~" p. 320. 

Syria, however, refused to permit repair of the 

pipeline until the second week of March 1957, after the 

final Israeli contingent had pulled back to the 1949 

Armistice line. Thereafter, repairs were quickly 

accomplished, and on 11 March 1957, after an interruption 

of more than four months~ oil once more flowed through 

the pipeline.52 

52. ~~ 7 Mar 57, AP Wire Service 11, 12 Mar 57. 

In conqlusion, during the oil crisis, lasting al

most a year, Western Europe was able to maintain total 

oil consumption at about 80% of normal, with a somewhat 

higher figure for basic transportation and urgent 

industrial requirements. Although the loss of Middle 

East oil was neither lasting nor total, in the final 

analysis the crisis was surmounted, and most severe 

economic dislocation averted, only through the role 

played by the US in providing large oil shipments from 

the Western Hemisphere. It is, however, a matter of 

uneasy speculation as to ho\'1 long ~Testern Europe could 

stand the financial strain or meeting its requirements 

from the Americas or how long the US could meet these 

requirements.53 
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53. Campbell, Defense of the f.iiddie East, p. 230. 

United States Relations ~ ~ Arab States, 1957-58 

US relations with Egypt and its leftist partner, 

Syria, continued tense and strained even after the 

display of US opposition to the Anglo-French invasion 

of Suez, but in the early months of 1957, the United 

States appeared to meet with considerable success in 

its search for friendships with other Arab nations. 

On 30 January 1957, King Saud arrived in Washington 

for a visit of a little more than a week, during which 

he not only agreed to a five-year renewal of the Dhahran 

base· lease, which had expired in June 1956, but also 

· issued a public endorsement of the Eisenhower Doctrine. 

In return he received promises of military assistance. 

As explained in April, following formal confirmation of 

the US-Saudi agreement, the United States was to provide 

military equipment on a reimbursable basis, improve 

civil aviation facilities at Dhahran, and provide air 

and naval training for Saudi armed forces.54 

54. NYT, 8 Apr 57. 

Saud's endorsement of the Eisenhower Doctrine 

brought to three the number of Arab states which had 

publicly welcomed the President's statement, endorse-

menta having already been issued by Iraq, as .a member 

of the Baghdad Pact, and by Lebanon, through its pro

Western Foreig·n Iviinister, Charles Malik. All three 

countries welcomed the Richards Mission and joined with 

the United States in communiques expressing support of 

the Doctrine, either explicitly as in the Lebanese 
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communique of 16 March 1957, or implicitly as in the 

Saudi communique of 11 April. From Syria and Egypt came 

statements hostile towards the Doctrine, and from Jordan, 

on the brink of turmoil, came conflicting voices--one 

that of the young King Hussein, warning against the 

danger of Communism, the other tnat of his leftist 

premier, Suleiman Nabulsi, denying that the danger 

existed. 

In April, the conflict between king and cabinet 

leader reached a climax, threatening to disrupt the 

Jordanian state and putting the Eisenhower Doctrine to 

its first real diplomatic test. The crisis broke on 

10 April when Nabulsi resigned· at the request of Hussein. 

· Backed by the loyal Arab legion, the king dismissed pro

Egyptian officers from the army, deported his chief of 

staff, Major General Ali Abu Nuwar, to Syria, and 

appointed a pro-Western premier. The success of 

Hussein's sweeping action remained in doubt for two 

weeks, while his regime was threatened from within by 

pro-Egyptian mobs and from· without by the t·roops of 

neighboring nations, deployed along Jordan's borders to 

await a division of spoils. Hussein found one staunch 

Arab ally in King Saud, who placed his 3,500 troops in 

Jordan under the kingrs command for the duration of the 

emergency.55 His strong~st support came from the United 

55. New York Herald-Tribune, 24 Apr 57. 

States, which took quick action both diplomatic and 

military. 

On 24 April, at the height of the crisis, the 

President's press secretary called attention to the 

provision of the Eisenhower Doctrine that states that 
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the US regards as vital to its national interests and 

to world peace the preservation of the independence and 

integrity of the nations of the Middle East, and stated 

that he had been authorized by the President and the 

Secretary of State to say that they regarded the in

dependence and territorial integrity of Jordan as vital. 

On the same day it was reported that the Sixth Fleet 

had been ordered to the ·Eastern Mediterranean. Two 

days later the State Department disclosed that it had 

advised the governments bordering Jordan against moves 

that would precipitate trouble. Three days after that, 

the United States granted Jordan $10 million. On 30 

April, Hussein could declare that the crisis was at an 

ena.56 

56. NYT, 25 and 27 Apr 57; MEA, vol. 8 {June-July 
1957), pp.~4-265. 

Since then, Jordan has continued to receive aid 

from the United States, which has assumed the burden of 

the financial subsidy that once was a responsibility of 

Britain and later jointly of Egypt, Syria, and Saudi 

Arabia, an undependable trio of subsidizers. Through 

this period, Jordan has been a faithful ally of the 

United States but not a strong one, for the internal 

dissensions that were revealed in the April crisis have 

never been healed, but were only hidden by Hussein's 

victory. 

The Jordanian situation had been stabilized only·a 

short time when another crisis in Middle Eastern affairs 

arose, this one involving the United States, Turkey, 

Syria, and the Soviet Union. Syri~ touched it off by 

ousting three US Embassy officials on charges of plotting 
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to overthrow the Syrian Government. The US responded . . 
with a strong protest against the Syrian slander cam~ 

paign and with the expulsion of the Syrian ambassador 

to the US. 

The situation worsened with the resignation on 15 

August of the Syrian chief-of staff and his replacement 

shortly thereafter by General Afif Bizri, a man with a 

record of pro-Soviet activity. Coming less than two 

weeks after an announcement that the USSR would begin 

an economic and technical aid program to Syria, these 

events seemed to indicate that Syria might soon become 

an out-and-out Soviet satellite. Again the Eisenhower 

Doctrine was called into question~ 

Statements of the President and the Secretary of 

State in succeeding days at times seemed to presage 

intervention and other times not. On 21 August the 

President declared that the "ultimate aim" of the USSR 

was to control Syria, but that the situation did not 

"at present justify any kind of action at all under the 

f>1ideast Doctrine. 11 On the other hand, the government 

appeared to adopt a graver tone after receiving the 

report of Deputy Under Secretary of State Loy Henderson, 

who was dispatched to the f>1iddle East on a quick "fact

finding mission." Returning to the US on 4 September 

after talks with high officials of Turkey, Iraq, Jordan, 

and Lebanon, Mr. Henderson stated tha the situation in 

Syria was 11extremely·serious 11
, and on the next day the 

Defense Department announced that it would start air- · 

lifting arms to Jordan. Following a conference at the 

White House on 7 September, Secretary Dulles issued a 

statement noting that some r4iddle East countries were 

deeply concerned over "the apparently growing Soviet 
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Communist domination or Syria and the large build-up 

there of Soviet-bloc arms," and declaring that the Presi

dent had affirmed his intention "to carry out the 

national policy, expressed in the congressional Middle 

East resolution."57 

57. MEA, vel. 8 {Oct 1957), pp. 361-363; State 
Department~lletin, vel. XXXVII (23 Sep 57), p. 487. 

Press specul~tion about armed intervention in the 

Middle East then mounted, but it was quieted by Mr. 

Dulles on 10 September, when he stated that such inter

vention would take place only if there was an act of 

aggression in the Middle East by a country found by the 

President to be dominated by international communism, 

foliowed by a request for US assistance from the country 

attacked. Mr. Dulles thought these conditions not likely 

to occur.58 

58. State Department Bulletin, vel. XXXVII 
(30 Sep ·57), p. 527. 

Indeed, they did not occur, but the Syrian 

situation was still to get worse before it began to get 

better. Turkey, by concentrating troops near the Syrian 

border, alarmed Arab states such as Lebanon and Saudi 

Arabia that were not always sympathetic towards Syria, 

and incited a letter of protest from the USSR. US 

policy statements, indicating sympathy for the Turk~, 

continued to emphasize the danger of the Soviet arms 

build-up in Syria. 

Soon the United States found itself in embarrassing 

isolation from al~ of its erstwhile Arab friends, which 

one by one rallied to the support of Syria with promises 
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that they would join in its defense in case of attack. 

Even King Hussein, who had been most vociferous in his 

complaints about a threat from Syria, eventually fell 

in line following Saudi Arabia, Iraq, Lebanon, and Egypt. 

Attempting to aggravate Arab fears, the Soviet Union 

charged that the US was pushing Turl<:ey into war with 

Syria, and Khrushchev observed that Turkish leaders had 

shown themselves "not very sensible 11 by concentrating 

troops near Syria and leaving their northern frontier 

"almost bare. '1 The State Department responded with a 

denial of the Soviet charges and a declaration that the 

us would fulfill its treaty obligations towards Turkey5.9 

59. ~" vol. 8 (Nov 57), pp. 397-399. 

In mid-Octobex•, the crisis reached its peak, as 

Syro-Soviet charges of a war plot were carried to the 

UN. On 16 October, in a letter to Secretary General 

Hammarskjold, the Syrian foreign minister asked that a 

complaint about threats to Syria and to international 

peace be put on the G~neral Assembly agenda and that a 

commission be set up to investigate the situation on 

the Syro·-Turkish border. The Soviet Union sent a letter 

on the same day to the President of the General Assembly, 

declaring that reliable information indicated that the 

Turkish General Staff,. with US advisers, had elaborated 

plans for an attack on Syri~ following the Turkish 

elections on 27 October. Again Soviet promises of 

support to Syria and US promises of support to Turkey 

were issued, as well as informal US and Turkish denials 

that any attack was being planned. The Soviet. charges 

were "nonsensical lies- 11 a Turkish spokesman said. In 

the UN, the United States declared that it welcomed 
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Assembly consideration of the Middle East question.60 

60. MEA, vol. 8 (Dec 57), pp. 430-431; State 
Department Bulletin, vol. XXXVII (4 Nov 57), pp. 708-
714. 

l 

The Assembly debate began on 18 October and ended 

on 1 ~ovember, without any action having been taken. 

For three days, from 22 to 25 October, debate was 

suspended while King Saud sought to mediate the dispute, 

but failed for want of cooperation from Syria. Both 

Syria and the West introduced resolutions into the 

'Assembly--Syria•s calling for creation of an investi

gating commission, the West•s for an effort by the 

Secretary-General to settle the dispute--but both 

resolutions were withdrawn and the Soviet-inspired 

scare appeared to evaporate quite suddenly. On 19 

November, Ankara announced a general withdrawal of 

Turkish troops from the Syrian border. 61 

61. MEA, vol 8 (Dec 57), pp. 430-434; ibid., 
9 (Jan 58):-p. 44( State Department Bulletin, vol. 
XXXVII (25 Nov 57J, p. 829. 

While trouble was on the wane between Syria and 

Turkey, it was growing, farther south, in Lebanon, 

scene of the next of the 1957-58 series of Middle 

Eastern crises. One of the first and most unequivocal 

endorsers of the Eisenhower Doctrine, Lebanon was to 

receive $10 million in economic aid and $4,700,000 

million in arms aid from the US in Fiscal Year 1958, 

according to a Beirut announcement in July. Yet Lebanon 

was wavering from its pro-Western position. On 22 

October 1957, Lebanon's Acting Foreign Minister·, Jamil 

Mikkawi, confirmed that his country had asked for a 
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revision of the 16 March communique on the Eisenhower 

Doctrine. Internal unrest grew during succeeding 

months and culminated· in May in armed insurrection. 

On 9 May the USIA library in Tripoli was sacked and 

burned by armed riotel"S demonstrating against the govern

ment, and on 12 May the USIA library in Beirut was 

destroyed, an Iraq Petroleum Company pipeline was blown 

up, and a strike declared ·in the northern part of the 

country. The United States announced that it was rush

ing shipments of police equipment to Lebanon and 

strengthening Marine force~ with the Sixth Fleet. On 

17 May the State Department said that the US was con

sidering the dispatch of troops to Lebanon if the 

President should request them.62 The request came and 

62. NYT, 23 Oct 57, 18 May 58; MEA, vo~ 9 (Jun
Jul 58), pp:-239-240. 

the dispatch of troops followed when, on 14 July 1958, 

the Iraqi Governme~t was overthrown. The US faced 

another crisis in its relations with the Arab world, 

this one by far the most serious of' all. 
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SOVIET POLICY. TOWARD THE MID~ EAST, 
JULY 1958-JULY 1964. 

Soviet Near Eastern Policy. 

After the ciose of World War II, Arab nationalism 

gathered momentum throughout the Near East. The Arab 

Muslim, who tended to look upon the Arab world as the 

victim of W~tern imperialism, came to regard the West 

as hl!l-deadly enemY. In this emotional context, even 

the most innocu.ous Western action could be interpreted 

as an attack 6n Muslim civilizatio.n. As a pPofessor 

at Beirut's American University phrased it, "'!'he 

Muslims, therefore, became understandably jubilant at 

the ills of the west, their hearts often bursting 

with gratification whenever the West faltered or suf

fered a setback."1 

1Nabih Am:i.n }i'aris, "The Islamic Commun.i ty and · 
Communism," in Walter z. Laqueur, ed., The Middle East 
in Transition (New York: 1958), p. 359-. - --

The Russian government was aware of what was 

happening in the Near East. Observers in Moscow could 

detect "the considerable growth of national conscious

ness," a phenomenon "expressed in the rise. of the 

national liberation movement, which has assumed wide 

proportions •••• " This movement, one of Russia's 

Near Eastern scholars observed, "is directed against 

col_onialism and reaction, against the involvement or 

Arab countries in military blocs alien to their inter

ests." Nor was Arab nationali·sm an isolated movement. 

According to L. N. Vatolina, a Soviet specialist on 

Near Eastern affairs,it was "occurring at a time 

when millions of people in the colonial world are 

breaking the chains of slavery, when the liberation 

struggle of the Arab countries fuses with the struggle 

of the whole of progressive humanity for peace, 

:; 



''......._..) 

ind~pendence, and democrao¥."2 

2L.N .• Vatolina, "The Growth of National Con
sciousness among the Arab Peoples, 11 in Walter z·.·. 
Laqueur, ed., The Middle East in Transition (New 
York:· 1958), pp. 495-49s:-- -. . . 

Russia's access to the turbulent Near East was· 

barred by the British-sponsored Baghdad Pact, of wh~ch 

Turkey, Iran, Iraq, and Pakistan were ·members·.. Vi~wed 

from the Russian point of view, this mutual defense 

organization may have seemed ominous. The member 

nations could, for instance, use the pact as an ex

cuse for the establishment or bases along the southern 

borders ·or the Soviet Union. More disturbing to the 

Soviets was the fact that Great Britain, one of the 

major world powers, was committed to the support o~ 

the pact, a factor limiting "the freedom of action·or 

· the Soviet Union in dealing with its neighbors. n3 · 

3J .M. Mackintosh, .St.i-a.te5 and Tactics of Soviet 
ForeiSA Policy (New York: 19 );]p. 127. 

Thus did the Soviet Union find one aspect or its 

foreign policy temporarily thwarted. What was needed 

was a means or neutralizing the Baghdad Pact ·ao that 

Russia could proceed with its long-term campa~gn of 

economic and cultural-penetration, a campaign designed 
;. 

to stamp out Western influence in the Near East. The 

obvious answer was to build up a rival to Iraq, one of 

the strongest or the treaty partners, whbse capital, 

Baghdad, lent its name to the pro.-Western organization. 

The most likely rival, however, was Egypt, whose mili

tary potential compared unfavorably with that or Iraq. 

Since the Soviet Union wanted to moye quickly against 

the pact, "Mr. Khrushchev," according to a British 

observer, "decided upon the sale·or arms to Egypt • 

• • • a political reaction by limited military means 

designed to raise Egyptian prestige and build up 

2 



Egyp~ as the focal point for Arab loyalties, and con

sequently lower Iraq 1s position in the Arab world 

n4 

In spite of its protestations of sympatb? for ~he 

Arab peoples in their fight against ~perialism, th~ 

Soviet Union aided Egypt pr~arily to advance its own 

interests. After examining the decision to provide 

Czech armaments to Egypt, Walter z. Laqueur, a British 

editor and journalist who has written numerous books 

and articles on the Near East, decided that Soviet 

policy in the Near East was "almost entirely free from 

ideological motivation." He believed that the Russian 

government aided Egypt in 1955 f~r the same reason 

that it had supported Israel in 1948: to ride the 

tides that were disturbing the political balance in· 

order to disrupt Western defensive alignments and be

come the domin.ant power iri the Near East. Soviet 

policy, according to Laqueur,. was "power politics pure 

and simple."5 

5walter z. Laqueur, "New Interest in the Middle 
East," in Arthur E. Adams, ed., Readings in Soviet 
Forei~ Policy, Theory and Practice (Boston: 1961), 
p. 36 ~ 

The Soviet Union continued after 1955 to follow 

a policy.aimed at gaining ascendency ~ver the Near 

East by eradicating Western ·influence through economic 

and cultural penetration.6 In pursuing this policy, 

~ackintosh, p. 127. 

the Sovi~t Union, to the accompaniment of slogans 

calling for peaceful coexistence and noninterference 

in the affairs of soverei~ states, joined her European 

3 
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satellites in otfering.low~interest loans, trade 

agreements, economic assistance, cultural exchange 

programs, and modern weapons.7 

7 George LEmczowsld., The· Middle East in World 
Affairs, 3d ed. (Ithaca: --r962), p. 6557- ---

All ot the various Russian or satellite under

takings were intende? to enhance Sov~et power and. 

weaken Western influence. The cultural programs were, 

according to Professor Frederick c. Barghoorn, part 

ot the Soviet Union's "systematic utilization of in

formation, artistic, scientific, and other cultural 

materials, symbols and personnel, and ideas, as instru

ments of foreign policy."8 The economic and military 

8Frederick c. Barghoorn, The·· Soviet Cultural 
Offensive (Princeton: 1960), p:-11. 

assistance also served to advance Russian interests by 

making the recipient ~at1ons increasingly dependent on 

Communist sources tor equipment, .trained technicians, 

and replacement parts ;9 

9J.S. Raleigh, "The Middle East in 1959 -- A 
Political Survey," Middle Eastern Affairs (January 
1960), p. 3. 

Such were the general objectives and no~al 

tactics followed by the Soviet Union in dealing with 

the nations of the Near East from 1958 to 1964. The 

intensity of Soviet efto~t and the subtlety of ap

proach varied trom.country to country, but the goal 

remained always the eventual elimination of Western 

influence from this region. Those Near Eastern 

countries in which the USSR appears to have made the 

most intensive. efforts to attain this goal were the 

United Arab Republic, Syria (at one time a member ot 

the UAR), Yemen (for·a time an associate of the UAR), 

4 



and Iraq (at present a confederate of the UAR). Al

though the Soviet Union attempted to use the_American 

and British landings lb Lebanon·and Jordan to discredit 

the West in the eyes of Arab nationalists, only a 

slight effort was made to inereas~ the Soviet eff~rt 

in Lebanon, and Jordan was ~ven less affected by the 

Russian policy of economic and cultural penetration. 

To the SUdan the Communist powers offered trade and 

assistance, while on the opposite fringe of the Near 

East, along the so-called "northern tier, 11 the USSR 

employed threats as well as economic and · cultural 

programs .in its dealings with Turkey and Iran. Saudi 

Arabia did not as yet seem to figure prominentlY..ill: 

Russian policy, and the USSR remained hostile toward 

Israel. 

The united Arab Republic in Soviet Policy 

As ear~y as 1947, the Soviet Union took its 

first tentative steps toward cultural penetration of 

Egypt when Russian Journals began going out of their 

way to ;$pmment: .favorably on Egyptian history and 

culture. The Russian program of eul tural diplomacy 

expanded to keep pace w1 th the growth of Egyptian 

nationalism, and in 1955 the purchase of arms from 

Czechoslovakia heralded the beginning of an intensive 

Communist effort at economic penetration. Thus, Soviet 

cultural and economic influence was being felt in 

Egypt before that nation meraed with Syria to for.m the 

United Arab Republic (UAR).lO 

1%arghoorn, p. 211. 

Early in 1958, the UAR signed a cultural agree

ment with the Soviet Union t~t seemed likely to pro

vide the Russians an excellent opportunity to spread 

Communist doctrine. As a result of this a~eement, 

5 
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the study of Russian was introduced in certain second

ary schools and at ~airo University, a_ delegation of 

Russian scientists visited the UAR to work out scienti-

tic and technical curricula, and 20 educators from the 

UAR journeyed to Russia to study Soviet methods of 

education.11 

11tvar Spector, The Soviet Union and the Muslim 
World, 1917-1958 (SeaHI"e: 1959r;-p:-~.-

From the Soviet point of view, the _campaign of 

economic penetration seemed off to an equally promising 

start. By 1958, both regions of the UAR, Syria and 

Egypt, (the latter of which retained the title UAR 

after the dissolution of its union with Syria) had 

purchased ·rrom communist sources at least one-half 

billion dollars worth of new weapons. As a US Senate 

report pointed out, "over a period of years a sub-: 

~tantial.portion of the principal crops of Egypt and 

Syri~" would ·be "pledged for the cost of materials 

and services --however much.desired for defensive 

and prestige ~urposes -- that have nothing whatever. 

to do w1 th the fundamental need of increasing eco\

nomic. produ9tion. nl2 The UAR 1 s growing economic de-

12us Congress, Senate, 86th Congress,.lst 
Session, Senate Document no. 58, Soviet Economic 
Penetration in the Middle ~~ p. 18. · 

~endence on the Soviet Union and its satellites 

gave rise to fear that Russia had succeeded in vault

ing the barrier raised by the Baghdad Pact and was 

in the process of establishing in the UAR an ideo

logical base from which the entire Near· East could 

be won over to Commun1sm.l3 

~: . 
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1~enczowsk1, p. 665. Richard P. Stebbins, 
The United States in World Affairs, 1963 (New York: 
!954), pp. 147-148. --

By the end of 1958, however, it was becoming in

creasingly apparent that Nasse~ was not.about to become 

a willing agent of Communism. In December of that 

year, within a few weeks after the inauguration of 
. . 

air service between Moscow and Cairo and the signing 

of a trade agreement between the UAR and China, Presi

dent Nasser denounced the Syrian CoD'IIIlunists· for op

posing both union between Egypt and Syria and Arab 

nationalism.14 This denunciation was accompanied by 

1~ddle Eastern Affairs (January 1959), P~ 51, 
(February 1959), pp. 91-92. 

arrests of Communist leaders throughout the UAR. When 

Khrushchev himself denied that Communists were under-

mining Nasser's efforts toward Arab unity, the Egyptian 

press replied that the Nasser government had not 

attacked either Communism as an ideology or foreign 

Communists, but only those divisive Communist elements 

within the UAR. 15 Although willing to accept assistance 

1~- . . 
-walter z. Laqueur, The Soviet Union and the 

Middle East (New York: 195"9T, p. 357. - --------
from the Communist bloc, Nasser was suspicious of 

domestic Communism. 

Russian and satellite assistance programs con

tinued in spite of the repression of Communists in the 

UAR. During Jantar.y 1959, the UAR signed a cultural 

agreement with CzechOslovakia and an undertaking where

by the Soviet Union would provide plans, equipment, 

material, and tec~oal aid for the const~uction of 

a shipyard at Alexandr1a.16 These pacts were followed 

1~dd1e Eastern Affairs (March ~959), p~ 131. 
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by a 30-day visit by Soviet rocket.technicians 

and the signing of a trade agreement with Czechoslo

vak1a.17 · 

The Soviet Union, it seemed, was willing to con

tinue its support of the UAR regardless· of Nasser's 

attitude toward domestic Communists. The Soviet First 

Chairman s~d as JP,uch on 10 November 1959, when he 

told the editor of a semi-official Egyptian newspaper 

that Nasser's attitude on local Communists would not 

stand in the way of Soviet friendship tor Egypt.l8 As 

1~ddle Eastern Affairs (December 1959, pp. 406-
407. ' 

if to underscore KhrusQchev•s words, the first con-.. 
tingent of the Soviet technicians who were to work on 

the Aswan dam arrived at Cairo on ~6 November. 19 

19mddle Eastern Affairs (Janua:ry 1960), p. 34. 

The withdraw$1 of' Syria from the UAR, the-result 

of a coup d'etat that occurred on 28 September 1961, 

was a·blow to Nasser's prestige in the Arab world. 

The UAR leader responded with "Arab Socialism," a 

domestic program that called f'Qr the redistribution 

of wealth through nat1onal1~ation and expropriation. 

-In·the field of' foreign affairs, he tried to maintain 

~lose ~elations with the Soviet Union while at the 

same time encouraging the friendship of' the West. 20 

29R1chard P. Stebbins, The United States in 
~-Affairs, 1962. (New York: 1963), p. 170..-

Syria's defection did not result in any shift 

in the Russian attitude toward the surviving partner 

8 



in the shattered Arab union. Altho~gh the .ussR did 

veto a UAR reeolutio~ ~po~soring.Ku~ait for membe~ship 

in the UN, this move was P.robably made to gain favor 

with pro-Communist Iraq·~··wh1ch had laid claim t~ 

Kuwait; as events proved, ~t did no~ indicate any 

abandonm~nt of Nasser.21 Cairo newspapers were 

21Middle Eastern Affairs (January 1962), p.·63~ 
Don Peretz, The Middle East. Today (New York: 1963), 
p. 415. 

reporting before the end or the ~ear that naval units 

supplied by Russia ·and Czechoslovakia h~d been added 

to the UAR fleet. In June of the following year, the 

UAij and USSR signed a three-year trade agreement, and 

the UAR received the first of 40 Soviet MIG-21 fighters. 

On the heels of these transactions came a Polish re

port that it had loaned $20 million to the UAR. Final

ly, in May 1963, after the Sovi~t-supported government 

of Iraq had been overthrown, the USSR reversed its 

earli~r stand and acquiesced in Kuwait's becoming a 

UN member. 22 

. 22___ . 
. · JMiddle Eastern Affairs (October 1962), pp. 

255-256. Stebbins, The Uriited .. States in World 
Affairs, 1963, p. 3rr;- - ---

Russia obviously had not abandoned Nasser. 

Neither the setback he suffered when Syria separated 

from the UAR nor his opposition to Egyptian Com

munists persuaded the Soviet Union to halt the eco

nomic aid, trade, military equipment, and cultural 

programs w1 th which 1 t hoped to bring the UAR under 

its influence. N~sser, however, continued to go 

his own way. 

In 1963, the UAR President attempted to revive 

the earlier Arab union. In April he conferred with 
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the nationalist leaders of the governments that re

cently had seized power in Iraq and in Syria. 23 The 

23stebbins, The United States in World Affairs, 
1963 (New York: 1964), p. 151. 

suggested tripartite union did not come to pass, how

ever. Instead, Nasser entered into a loose political· 

and military confederation with.the revolutionary 

government of Iraq, which had overthrown the S~vie~~ 

supported Kassim regime and suppressed the Iraqi Com~ 

~un1sts. 24 

2~Keesing 1 s Contemporary Archives, 1963-1964, 
p. 20156. 

After the announcement of the formation of this 

confederation, First· Chair.man Khrushchev visited the 

UAR and reaffirmed Russia's support of Arab national

ism.25 The Soviet Union seemed willing to support 

25Ibid. 

Nasser even though he suppressed the local Communist 

party·, allied himself with anti-Communist regimes, 

and tried to remain on good ter.ms with the west. In 

short;,, the USSR would put .up with Nasser 1 s Arab 

nationalism in order to retain in the Near East a 

beachhead capable or. future exploitation~26 

2~enczowsk1, p. 668. 

Soviet Policy towa.I~d Syria. 

Russia • s attempts at economic and cultural pene

tration or Syria began b~fore that nation joined 

Egypt in forming the UAR. In December 1957, after 

the Syrian parliament had voted for merger with 

10 



Egypt, the Soviet. gover'llDlent. :r•eceived a delegation 

of Syrian leaders; and later that month Czechoslovakia 

granted Syria a loan of 60 million pounds for economic . . . . 

development. The Syri~n Communist party, whose in

fluence these ·actions were designed to foster, was 

suppressed by Nasser shortly after the formal estab

lishment of the UAR in February 1958. 27 

27Mack1ntosh, p. 232. 

During the period of unification Nasser dealt 

harshly with the Syrian Communists, denolmcing the 

organization and jailing its leaders, but the Soviet 

union nevertheless rema1ned·on good terms with the UAR. 

Syria's withdrawal from the UAR in September 1961 did 

not alter Moscow's attitude toward either Cairo or 

Damascus. The Soviet Uhion extended recognition to the 

new Syrian government within two weeks of its.seizing 

power and attempted to increase its influence in both 

Syria and the UAR, ~a Egypt chose to be called.28 

2~ddle Eastern Affairs (December 1959), pp. 
406-407; :(January 1962), p. 28. . 

After Syria had regained its independence, the 

Sov!et Union resumed the policy it had followed prior 

to the formation of the UAR. Once against Russia 

and her satellites dealt directly with the Syrian 

government .rather than through the Egyptian-dominated 

UAR. The resumption of direct dealings be.tween Moscow 

and Damascus was heralded by a cultural agreement 

signed on 19 August 1962. This pact covered scientif

ic, artistic, and educational exphangea. 29 

2~1ddle Eastern Affairs (November 1962), p. 287. 

;Ll 
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Soviet Policy Toward Yemen. 

Another scene of Russian economic and cultural 

penetration was Yemen, one of the more backward 

countries in the Arab world. Since the kingdom of 

Yemen was.engaged in a longstanding dispute with Great 

Britain over the Aden Protectorate, the nation was 

par~icularly receptive _to Soviet overtures of friend

ship. In 1955, Yemen and the Soviet Union concluded a 

cultural agreement that enabled Yemeni students to 

attend schools in Russia and the European satellites. 
. . 

This pact was followed in 1957 by the purchase of 

Sovie·t military equipment, an action that resulted in 

the introduction or aussian instructors and techni

cians into the kingdom's armed forces.30 

. 30williain R. Brown, "The Yemeni Dilemma," The 
Middle East Journal (Autumn 1963), pp. 353-354.--.--

Russiatrinfluence, however, seemed insignificant 

compared to that exercised by Nasser's UAR. As early 

as 1954 Egyptian military missions had advised the 

Yemeni ar.med forces, and a few Yemeni office~s were 

selected from time to time for training in Egypt. 

Nor was the ~ the only segment or Yemen's populace 

that was exposed to Nasser's revolutionary national~ 

ism, for hundreds of youths attended Egyptian univer

sities and secondary schools. An indication of the 

growing ascendancy or Egyptian political thought was 

Yemen's decision in 1958 to become an associate of 

the UAR, a status that did not infringe on Yemeni·in

dependence.31 

President Nasser apparently grew 1mpatient.with 

the indifference of Yemen's rulers toward Arab · 
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nationalism. On 26 December 1961, Nasser severed the 

ties between the UAR and Yemen. There was nothing in 

'the "nature of the Governments of the United Arab Re

public and Yemen," he declared, "to make the federation 

between them an effective political instrument able to 

contribute positively in strengthening the Arab 

struggl.e."32 

32M1ddle Eastern Affairs (January 1962), p. 63. 

The Yemeni monarchy was overthrown in September 

1962 by a revolutionary regime that seemed deeply in

fluenced by Nasser's Arab nationalism. The Soviet 

Union recognized the new regime on 29 S~ptember, and 

the United States followed suit on 19 December. The 

monarchists, however, refused to come to terms w1 th 

the new government and, assisted by Jordan and Saudi 

Arabia, waged civil war. Nasser dispatched troops to 

Yemen to· support the republican cause, and for a time 

it appeared that.fighting might break out between 

Saudi Arabia and the UAR. The crisis, however, 

gradually eased. The UAR and saudi Arabia restore~ 

normal diplomatic relations, and the republicans with 

continuing aid from Nasser succeeded in strengthening 
\ 

their hold over Yemen. The dissident monarchis~s, 

who refused to surr·ender, were driven into the wilder

ness.33 

33stebbins, The United States in World Affairs, 
£§§§' pp. 175-178; The United States-in World Affairs, 

, pp. 148-149, !'5!-155. Middle EastemArt'airs 
(December 1Q62), p. 315. 

The revolt in Yemen did not disturb that 

nation's relations with the Soviet Union. In March 

1964, the two countries renewed the treaty that they 

had concluded in 1955 and also a~eed upon several 
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economic aid and technical assistance. programs to be 

undertaken by the Russian government.34 Thus it 

34Kess1ng's Contemporary Archives, 1963-1964, 
p. 20006. 

would appear that the Soviet Union was c~ntinuing to 

use economic and cultural agreements to overcome 

Western influence in Yemen. 

Soviet Policy toward Iraq. 

The Iraqi revolt of 1958 swept away a pro-western 

regime and replaced it w1 th one whose leader, Abd . 

al-Kar~ Kass1m, was, in the opinion of the ed~tor of 

Midd.le Eastern Affairs, . "no ·less anti-Western and no 

more anti-Connnunist" than Nasser. The emergence of the 

Kassim regime, this same scholar believed, offered the 

Soviet Union an opportUnity to develop "a second force 

in the Middle East" that would cooperate with Russia 

and in· doing so serve as a counterweight to Nasser,. 

by discouraging any tendency the UAR leader might have 

toward "playing the blaclanail game.n35 

3~enjamin Shwadran, The Power Struggle in Iraq 
(New York: 1960), p. 80. 

Unlike Nasser, Kassim at first allowed the local 

Communist Party to operate openly; but the Iraqi 

leader was not a Communist puppet, for he tried at the 

same time to remain neut.~al in the struggle between 

East and West and .. to follow a program of moderate do

mestic reform. This desire for-moderation and neu-

trali ty placed Kassim in an awkward position; w1 thin 

a few months he found himself competing tor the 

loyalty of the p~~ple with two groups whose programs 

seemed more dyn~c than did his own.· To the ri~t. 

of Kassim were the admirers of Nasser, and to the 

14 
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left were the Iraq~ Commun1sts.36 

36J.K. Banerji, The.Middle East in World Politics 
(Calcutta: 1960) , p. ""132. -- - .--

. . 
First to·· challenge the Kassim regime were t~e 

rightists, and in November 1958 Ir~q's leading advocate 

of union wi~h the UAR was arr~sted for plotting re~. 

bellion.37 Following the discovery of this pro-Nasser 

37Ibid., p. 122. Shwadran, "The Power· St~e 
in Iraq;"Pt. 1., Middle Eastem Affairs (April 1960), 
p. 106. 

plot, Kass~ became more friendly toward local Com

munists and more favorably disposed to accept assist

ance offered by the Soviet Union and other Communist 

states. Among the compacts.signed during the first 

eight months of 1959 were cultUral exchange pacts with 

Yugoslavia, China, and Bulgaria, a trade agreement 

with North Korea, and an agreement whereby the Soviet 

Union would construct a ship~ard at Basra.38 

3BMiddle Eastern Affairs (May 1959), pp. 208-209, 
(Aggust-September 1959), p. 310,- (October 1959), p •. ·. 
346. .. 

During this period, when Soviet offers of aid 

were being accepted by Kassim's government the Iraqi 

Communists staged a "peace march" on the town of Mosul 

that triggered a revolt led by the commander of the 

local garrison. The suppression of this rebellion 

was followed by Communist demands for a more active 

role in the government, and in mid-July Communist 

agitators touched off rioting in the town of Kirkuk, 

not far from the Iranian border. By this time, 

Kassim had begun to realize that the Iraqi Communists 

were too intractable to be used as a counterweight 

15 
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to. the ri~tists; he.theret~re t~ed against the 

party and sought to curb it~ activities and influenoe~9 . 

3%enczowsld, pp. 304-3o6. Shwadran, The ~ 
Struggle !!!, Irag, pp. 41-46. 

Kass1m's changing attitude toward the Ira~i.Com

munists had no immediate effect upon Soviet policY.• 

In spite of Kass1m's attitude, Russian relations with 

Iraq were for the time being undisturbed. In April. 

1960, tor ex~ple, Anastas I·. M1ko~an, Soviet Deputy 

Prime M1nister, arrived in ~aghdad to open a Russian 

industrial exposition. His visit was followed by the 

annoUncement of an agreement granting the USSR the 

rignt to search ror·oil in southern Iraq.40 In 

4~ddle East~rn Aftairs,(May 1960), p. 169,. 
(June-JUly 1960), p. 210. . . 

October Czechoslovakia granted a credit or 12 million 

dinars ($33.6 million) under a new ec~nomic and tech

nical·cooperat1on agreement.41 Not until 4 November 

41Middle Eastern Affairs (December 1960), p. 355. 

did the Soviet Union mention the pl1gh~ of the Iraqi 

Communists, and on that day the USSR merely cautioned 

Iraq against repressing the local par~y and its 

supporters. 42 · 

42ruddle Eastern Affairs (January 1961), p. 29 • 

. In spite of the continuing support and assist

ance from the Communist states, Kassim.tried to main

tain normal relations with the West. He delayed, for 

example, in fo~ally withdrawing from the Baghdad 

Pact until March ~9591 same eight months after the 
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revolution ~hat brought him to power; and he waited 

until May ot ·that year before renouncing the pro

tection afforded by the Eisenhower Doctr1ne.43 

43Baner ji, p. 132·. 

Further evidence that Kassim had not turned his back 

on t~e west.was his negotiation in 1960 of cultural 

agreements with the US and Great B~it~n.44 

~enczowski, p. 307. 

Late in June 1961, however, Kassim launched Iraq 

on an aggressive .foreign policy that brought Iraqi 

ambitions into conflict with British interests and 

treaty obligations •. The crisis began when Kass~ 

laid claim to Kuwait, a neighboring shiekdom to which 

the British had just given independence. Kuwait, 

which the.United Kingdom was treaty-bound to support, 

appealed for aid. Great Britain responded by calling 

upon the various Middle· Eastern states to use their 

influence in restraining Kassim and by dispatching 

British forces to the shiekdom, an act~on provided 

for in the treaty between the two nations. Kassim 

promptly urged his Arab nei~bors to rally around him 

and ·help drive out the British. Nasser, the strongest 

of these neighbors, agreed the British would have to 

go, but he refused to cooperate with Kassim, whom he 

'considered responsible for the UK intervention.45 

45r4. Capil, 11Middle East 1961: A Political Re
view,11 Middle Eastern Affairs (February 1962), p. 38. 
Benjamin Shwadran,. "The Kuwait Incident," pt. 1, 
Middle &astern Affairs (January 1962), pp. 10-13. 

The arrival of British troops in Kuwait raised 

the issue of Western imperialism, something to wnich 
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a denunciation of Western 1mperi~li~m. The rebellion 

of Iraq 1s Kurdish tribesmen, however, presented the 

Soviet Union with a dilemma. 6n the one hand, Iraqi 

Communists, in spite of Kassim•.~ increased hostility, 

still had some influence 1n Iraq, and Iraq seemed to 

offer better prospects than the UAR for Communist 

exploitation. On the other hand, the Russians, by 

encouraging what appeared to be a manifestation of 

Kurdish nationalism, could stir up discontent among 

the almost autonomous Kurdish tribes in Iran and 

Turkey. Faced with this choice, the Soviet Union 

s_eems to have attempted to follow both lines of 

action at the same time.48 

4~~ttie M. Wenner, "Arab-Kurdish Rivalries in 
Iraq," Middle East Journal (Winter-Spring 1963), 
pp. 79-81. ' -.- . 

While Kassim struggled to suppress the Kurds, 

Soviet economic-assistance to his regime continued at 

an impressive rate. In January 1962, for example, the 

USSR and Iraq signed an agreement whereby the Soviets 

would provide additional equipment and technical aid 

to Iraqi industry. The following month, a permanent 

di-splay of SoViet export goods opened in Baghdad, and 

Russia entered into a cultural agreement that pro

vided for assistance in tne development of Iraqi radio 

and television and the exchange of technicians and 

students. These were followed in July by the signing 

of a protocol according to the terms of which Russia 

would help construct a rail line.49 

4%iddle Eastern Affairs (Mar"ch 1962), p. 92, 
(April 1962), p. 124, (October-1962), p. 250 .. 

This assistance coincided, however, with the 

appearance in the Communist press throughout the 
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satellites and in Russia of articles supporting the 

Kurds. Kassim was criticized by these Communist .. . 

journalists. for failing to. respect the righ.ts o~ __ the 

KUrdish m1nority.50 By September 1962, according 

5<1fenner, "Arab-Kurdish Rivalries in Iraq," 
pp. 80-81. 

to the American journal Middle Eastern Affairs, 

rumors were circulating in Moscow that the Iraqi Com

munist Party had received Soviet permission to form . . .. . 

a popular front with Kurdish rebels.51 Whatever the 

51M1ddle Eastern Affairs {Decembe~ 1962), p~ 310. 

accuracy of this particular report, it f'itted the_ 

theory that the Russians, while avoidin£?; a break w1 th 

•Kass1m, .were expressing "approval of the Kurdish cause 

through the Iranian and Iraqi Communist Parties rather 

than through direct Soviet action·. u52 

52wenner, "Arab-Kurdish Rivalries in Iraq," 
p. 79.' 

As the campaign against the Kurds dragged on, 

Kassim grew more and more dependent on Russian aid, 

and as a result he seemed increasingly willing to 

. allow the Communis·ts a greater voice in the government. 

Partly in react~~n to this apparent drif't toward Com

munism, a group of Arab nationalists engineered a 

coup in February 1963. Kassim was overthrown, and 

on~ of the first actions of Iraq1 1s-new ruler, 

Colonel Abdel Salam Arif, was to suppress the local 

CommUnist Party.53 

53Ibid., pp. 80-81. 
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Althou~ the_ new Iraqi government resembled the 

Na~s~r regime in its attitude toward Communism~ the 

Soviet Union~ as was true or its policy tow~d the 

UAR~ continued _its efforts at· economic and aul ~t.tral. 

penetration. In Febru~ 1964, for example, Baghdad 

. agreed to exchange 5,000 tons or dates for Czech 

. a~icultural equipment, and a_ s1m1lar barter deal in

vol~~ng 10,000 tons or dates was made in April or 

that year. 54 

54.Middle East. Journal (Summer 1964), p. 328. 

In its dealings w1 th Iraq, the Soviet Union 

seemed willing to accept tempor~ inconvenience, in

cluqing a tentative confederation or Iraq with __ the 

UAR, beca~se or the possibility the country might 

serve as a base ror the future spread of Soviet in

fluence in the Near East. 

Soviet Policy toward the Sudan. 

The Sudan is another Near Eastern state in·w~ch 

the Soviet Union has been willing to ignore the sup

pression of local Comm~sts in order to introduc·e 

cultural and economic influences that could eventu-

ally bring the nation within the Soviet orbit. 

Although illegal since before the Sudan became 

independent, the Sudanese Communist Party was toler

ated until 1958. Prior to that year, the party had 

succeeded in infiltrating the labor movement and 

also had com~ to exert a strong influence among 

Sudanese students. I~ November 1958, however, ~ 

military council led by Ibrahtm Abbud staged a 

b~oodless coup, and once in power Sudan's new 

rulers suspended the trade unions, imprisoned 

lmown Communists, and sought to purge ~he a.rJJzy" or 
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any taint of Commun1sm.55 

55P.M. Holt, A Modern History of the Sudan 
{London: 1961), pp. 181-183. ----

The difficulties faced by Sudanese Communists 

did not discourage Poland from agreeing in December 

1958 to a $2.8 million barter agreement 1nvolv_ing the 

exchange of l>olish manufactured goods for Sudanese, . 

cotton.56 This deal was the first of a series between 

56mddle .Eastern Affairs (February 1959), p. 59. 

the Sudanese military regime and various Co~unist 

states. In March 1959, the USSR and Sudan entered into 

a one-year, automatically renewable agreement whereby 

the Sudanese would exchange cotton, h1¢1es, nuts, and 

sesame for mach1~ery, roll~d steel, timber, and 

sugar.57 A technical assistance agreement was signed 

57M1ddle Eastern Affairs (May 1959), pp. 210-211. 

in November 1961, when the Soviet Union pledged to 

assist the Sudanese to develop light industry.5B 

5BM1ddle Eastern Affairs (Jan~ary 1962), p. 21. 

Soviet interest in Sudan has not resulted in 

the emergence as yet of any Communist revolutionary 

movement, nor has the Sudanese government turned ~ts 

back on the West~ The anti-fmperialist pronounce

ments of the USSR, the European satellites, and China 

have, however, found acceptance in Sudan. For ex

ainple, in the spring of 1964, during a visit by 

President Abbud to, China, the Chine•e ~d Sudanese 

governments issued a joint resolut~on condemning 

"imperialist collusion with Israel against the Arab 
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ooin?idence '· whether intended or not, len~ credibility 

to subsequent Russian claims that it was a foe of 

Judaism and the~efore a true friend of Arab nationalism. 

To substantiate this claim still turther, the USSR 

charged Israel with such varied crimes as using the 

Arab refugees, who had fled Palestine, as a source 

of friction in the Near Eas~ and organizing a_ spy 

network among the Jewi~h population of the Soviet 

Union. 62 

6~ddle Eastern Affairs (January 1961), p. 32, 
(January 1962), p. 26, (March 1962), p. 92. 

In its self-chosen role as champion of Arab 

nat1onal1sm, the Soviet union frequently made alle

gations sucb as these against the Israeli government, 

but it nevertheless refrained from prodding the Arabs 

into open hostility. In May 1964, for example, First 

Chairman Khrushchev, in a communique issued . jointly 

with UAR President Nasser, reaffirmed his support tor 

Arab nationalism, but the two leaders also agreed 

that territorial disputes between nations should be 

settled by peaceful means. No exception was made to 

this rule in the case or Israel.63 

6~essing's Contemporarz Archives~· 1963-1964, 
·p. 20130. 

A journalist familiar with Near Eastern a.rriurs, 

in an article written 1n 1955, predicted that Russia 

would avoid "an openly hostile stand !!,!-!,-vis 

Israel," because of "Jewish public opinion in the 

West -- and perhaps behind the Iron Curtain too 

•••• u64 Whether for this reason or from some 

6~aqueur, "New Interest in the Middle East," 
p. 363. . 
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other motive, the Soviet ~on has refused to a~p~ove 

ar.med ac~'n a~ainst Israel. The Jewish state has, how

ever, served.as a convenie~t whipping.bo¥ for ~ussian 

propagandists intent upon preparing t~t.e w~ for Com- .. 

munist economic, m.111ta.ry-, or cultural m1st:$ion to Arab 

lands. 

Soviet Policy toward Iran. 

Iran was among the first Nea~ Eastern.nations in 

which the Soviet Union attempted to gain ascendancy 

by working through an anti-Western nationalist party 

rather than through the local Communist Party. Russian 

financial support w~s given to Iranian nationalis~s; 

and the Tudeh, the Iranian Comm~st organization, was . . . 

ordered to support the nationalist program which was 

being advocated by Muhammed Mossadeq.65 

65 
· __ A. v. Sherman, "Nationalism and Conpnunism in the 

Arab World : A Re-appraisal," in Walter z. Lagueur, ed·~ , 
The Middle !!.!!i in Transition (New York: 1958), p. 453. 

The upsurge of anti-Western nationalism failed, 

however, to sweep Iran into the Soviet camp, and 

Russia, beginning about 1956, chose to make a great 

show of friendship for the avowedly pro-western Shah 

Rez~ Pahlavi. During this period Soviet economic 

missions, cultural groups, and athletic teams visited 

Iran, while Russian propagandists lauded the Shah and 

his father. In the opinion of an American scholar, 

who was at one time an official of the American Em

bassy at Teheran, the Soviet Union was willing to 

support the Shah because time se~med to favor. the 

Communist cause. After Communist riots had under

mined confidence in Mossadeq and, in the opinion of 

his followers brought about his overthrow, the 

Iranian nationalists had veered to an anti-Communist 
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course; but the nationalistic faction had grown_~eak 

an~ ap~thetic under the Shah's a~solutism. Should the 

Shah, whose advisers might be .inf~uenced by the_friend

ly Soviet policy, relax his grip on Iran, the Tudeh 

rather than the nationalists would become the nation's 

dominant party. According to this scholar, Richard w. 

Cottam, these were the reasons why the USSR believed 

that continued economic and cultural penetration 

would weaken Iran's ties with the west.66 

66 ' 
Richard w. Cottam, Nationalism in Iran (Pitts-· 

burgh: 1964), pp. 238-239. - --. 

The Iranian regime appeared secure, but .the.re

volt in pro-Western Iraq--with Iran, a partner in. 

the· Baghdad Pact--dramatized what might happen to a 

government that lacked genuine popular support. The 

Shah, who was in Turkey·when the Iraqi revolution 

occurred, was reported to have said that just-such a 

coup was possible in Iran, and he waiteq for several 

days before returning to his ·heavily guarded palace 

at Teheran. "Iraq," according to Cottam, 11had demon-

strated that even the strongest-willed regime with 

all-out foreign backing could be toppled" and had 

proved "the Shah's vulnerability for all who thought 

that his regime was indestructable because of ~e~~

can-British support.u67 

67 Ibid., p. 239. 

The United States now sought to ·reassure the 

worried ·shah and the other members of the Baghdad 

Pact who wished to retain their ties to the West. 

Secretary of State John Foster Dulles undertook to 

negotiate bilateral mutual defense agt'eemeritf!s"~with 

Iran, Turkey, and Pakistan. The prospect of having 
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the United States committed to the defense of a state 

bordering · on the Soviet Union and the .possibil~ty .. 

that offensive bases might be constructed on Iranian 

soil were distasteful to the USSR. To·forestall any 

such occurrences the Soviet Union proposed that Iran 

refuse t'o .sign: .. tne·:agr·eem~ht offered by the United S~ates ~ 

in return for which.the USSR would enter into a non

aggression pact that would specifically renounce the 

article in a 1921 Soviet-Iran;an agreement that~ 

according to the Soviet interpretation 1 permitted the 

movement of Russian troops into Iran if Iran was 

used as a base by foreign troops who se~med likely to 

attack·the Soviet territory.68 

68 Ibid.' p. 240. 

The Shah agreed to discuss the Russian proposa1, 

and a Soviet diplomatic delegation journeyed to Teheran. 

~e talks 1 however, were broken off in a rude fashion 

--the .Shah announced he was ill, and ·his prime· minister 

left the city; and Iran entered a bilateral defense 

agreement w1 th the united States. In his analysis of 

the Shah's motives for entering and then breaking oft 

the discussions, Co~tam suggests that the Shah was 

worried about both the domestic situation in his 

·country and the USSR's apparent determination to pre

veri t Iran from signing theagreeni~nt. A1 though 

Khrushchev later accused the Shah of using th~ in

cident to wring additional military assistance from 

the United States~ Cottam holds that "the clUmsi

ness or the maneuver ••• 1ndicates.that the Shah 

was vac1llat1ng1 as he ·often does in the face or a 

ser;lous Soviet threat."69 
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69Ibid., pp. 240-241. 

Stung.by this rebuff, the Sov~et radio an? press 

attacked the Shah, and Iran was branded by p~opa~an~ 

dists as an.enemy ~f the Soviet Uni~n •. The vil1fica

ti.ol1 died away in mid-s~er, shortly a~ter the Sl_:lah, 

in reiterating Iran~s loyalty to:the Bagbd~d Pact, 

declared that Iran would never grant military bases 

to any foreign power.70 

7°Ibid., P• 241~ Middle Eastern Affairs 
(August-September 1960), p. 25.9. 

The USSR in May 1960 accused Iran of committing 

a hostile act by permitting CENTO air exercises under 

Iranian auspices, and in January 1962 the Iranian 

government accused Soviet diplomats of inciting Tehe~an 

students to riot against the government.71 Along with 

7~ddle Eastern Affairs (June-July 1960), p. 
211, (March 1962), p. 92. 

these instances of pressure and possibly of attempted 

subversion, the Soviet Union continued efforts at econ

omic penetration. In Jtine 1962, the USSR· and Iran 

initialed a trade ~eement providing for the exchange 

of goods valued at $5.5 m1111on.72 

72M1dd1e Eastern Affairs (August-September 1962), 
p. 219. 

Caught up in the struggle to develop Iranian 

industry, to provide land to the nations' peasants, 

and to cure the sustained economic depression that 

plagued Iran, the Shah sought no quarrels with the 

Soviet Union.73 In 1962, for example, Iran's 
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~3cottam~ Nationalism in Iran, pp. 308,317-319. 

foreign minister sent a note to the Soviet Ambassador . . . 

at Teheran in which he assured the USSR that I·ran 

would not allow any foreign countries to establish 

land or missile .·bases on Ir~ian soil. The Soviet 

government expressed satisfaction at this declaration 

(which was nothing more than an elaboration of a 

statement made.by the Shah in 1959) and hailed it as 

an important contribution to the easing of inter

national tensions.74 

7~ddle Eastern Affairs (December 1962), p. 310. 

In its dealing with Iran, the Soviet Union ap

peared willing to play a waiting game. Except during 

th~ months that followed the organization of CENTO, 

Russian propagandist~ have gen~rally been friendly to

ward the Shah since 1956, and the two nations have 

maintained economic and cultural ties. It would seem 

that Soviet leadership shares Cottam's view that the 

desire for rapid social revolution combines with other 

factors to provide favorable "long-term prospects" 

for the Commun1sts.75 

75cottam, Nationalism in Iran, pp:·. ·307-318. 

Soviet Relations with Turkey. 

The spectacular manner in which the Soviet 

Union courted favor with the Arab states to the 

south tended somewhat to obscure the Russian at-

tempts at economic and cultural penetration of 

Turkey. No dramatic arms deals nor offers of 

large-scale technical assistance were made in an 
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effort to weaken Western influence in Turkey. In

stead, the Soviet Unio~ used threats, promise~ of 

cooperation, cultural programs, and modest trade 

agreements in an effort to induce· Turkey to adopt a 
11neutralist" policy. 

The earliest Soviet attempts at cultural and 

economic penetration occurred between 1956 and 1959 

when the USSR under took the construction of a number 

of industrial facilities, dispatched cultural repre

sentatives (among them soccer_ players and wrestlers), 

engaged in expanded trade, and offered the promise 

of still greater trade and technical assistance.76 

76Barghoorn, pp. 216-217. 

This cultural and economic· campaign did not dissuade 

Turkey from membership in the Baghdad _Pact and in its 

successor, the Central Treaty Organization. 

Another opportunity for the expansion of Russian 

influence in Turkey occurred.in May 1960, when a mili

tary jUnta headed by Cemal Gursel seized power from 

the pro-Western regime led by. Adnan Mend:eres ~ on 28 

June or that year, First Chairman Khrushchev sent a 

note to Gursel in which he urged Turkey to abandon 

membership in NATO and CENTO and follow a neutral 

foreign policy, courses of action that would improve 

relations with the Soviet Union. Gursel repli~d on 

8 July that, though Turkey wished to improve re

lations with the Soviet Union, it would continue to 

honor its obligations to NATO and CENTo.77 

77M1ddle Eastern Affairs (November 1960), 
pp. 317-320. 

In September of the following year, ~ediately 

after the execution or Menderes (who had been judged 
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guilty o~ corruption and abuse of power while chief 

of state), the Soyiet Union pr,otested against "provo

~ative" NATO exercises 1-n the Black Sea area and 

warned the Turkish goverrunent that it would have to 

assume "fu11 responsibility tor the con~equence~ of 

such actions."78 The Turks,_ however, were unmoved by 

78Middle Eastern Affairs (December 1961), p. 316. 

the Soviet warning. On 4 October, Turkey replied , 
that the NATO exercise~which were held periodically, 

were no threat to any nation. Both·soviet forces and 

troops of the Warsaw Pact, the Turkish reply pointed 

out, had been conducting military exercises similar 

to those carried out by NAT0._79 

79ooiddle Eastern Affairs (January 1962), p. 29. 

Although the USSR frequently resorted to bluster 

or threat, it did not abandon the tactics of economic 

penetration. In January 1962, Turkey and the Soviet 

Union signed a trade agreement that provided for .the 

exchange during 1962 of goods with a value of up to 

$25 m1llion.8° A short time later, Yugoslavia and 

80M1ddle Eastern Affairs _(March 1962), p. 95.· 

Turkey signed a trade prptocol proyiding for the 

exchange of goods valued at $15 m11lion.81 

8lM1ddle Eastern Affairs (May 1962), p. 158. 

These trade a~eements seemed to be symptoms 

of a relaxation of tensions. A further indication 

of improved relations came in August 1962 when the 

two governments sett1ed_am1cably a dispute that 
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arose when Turkish and Russian border guards fired on 

each other.82 The era of friendliness ended, however, 

S~ddle Eastern Affairs (November 1962), p. 287. 

when the USSR began trying late in 1~63 to take ad

vantage of Greek-Turkish riva~ries over Cyprus in 

order to disrupt the western system of alliances and 

increase Soviet influence in the eastern Mediter-

ranean. 

In February 1959, when.- the negotiations began 

that resulted in the withdrawal of British forces and 

the establishment of an independent. Cyprus, the Soviet 

Union denounced the opening or talks and charged that 

US pressure and "coloniali.st collusion" had forced 

Turkey and Greece to "stab in the back" the people of 

Cyprus, who we~e struggling against British oppres• 

sion. 83 Once c.yprus had received its indep.endence, 

S~ddle Eastern Affairs (April 1959), p. 17. 

Russia attempted to reap the·benefits of its earlier 

declaration of sympathy for the people or the island. 

Again. the technique was economic penetration, which 

got underway in December 1961 when Cyprus signed a 

reciprocal trade agreement with the USSR.84 

8~ddle Eastern Affairs (February 1962), p. 60. 

In Decemb.er 1963; the system of checks and 

balances that had been built into the Cyprus con

stitution in order to protect the rights of the 

Turkish minor! ty collapsed completely. Archbishop 

Makarios, leader of the Greek majority as well as 

the head of the island's government, accused the 

TUrkish m1nor1 ty of misusing a veto power contained 
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in the constitution to frustrate the will of the 
. - .. ~ . 

majority. H~ then proposed _con~t1tu.tional reforms, 

which the Turks considered ty;r~anical, and fighting 

broke out on the island. Greece and Turkey made 

preparations to go to war on behalf of their kinsmen 

on Cyprus, and Britian, which sent troops of ita ?wn 

to ~ntain order, joined the US in ~eeking through 

the UN or NATO to restore peace on the ialand.85 

85stebbins, The United States ~-~Affairs, 
1963, pp. 162-163:--

The Soviet Union ~ade it clear from the be

ginning of the crisis that it supported the Makar1os 

regime, ~ pos~tion that could not help but be unpopu

lar with tbeTurks. On 31 Decerilber 1963, for example, 

the USSR announced that -it would support the Greek 

Cypriots if their leader chose to lodge a complaint 

against Turkey with the UN.86 On 1 February 1964, 

8PM1ddle East Journal (Spring 1964), p. 2l2. 
- . --

Khrushchev advised the US government, which was 

urging the establishment of a NATO or UN-peace

keeping force on the i~land, that the Soviet Union 

considered the government ot Cyprus "tully capab;t.e 

of taking care· or its own internal affairs .n87 
I 

87nepartment of State Bulletin (23 March 1964), 
p. 447.. ---

This pronouncement was followed on 29 February_ by 

the signing of a· commercial air agreement calling 

for weekly service between Moscow and Nicosia.88 

_88Mj_ddle !.!:!! Journal (Spring 1964), p. 215. 
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In spite of its declaration that Makari_os could 

handle the situation, the Soviet Union in March agreed 

to the establishment for three months or a UN force 

on Cyprus, an undertaking that was acceptable to Arch

bishop Makarios. Later the R1:1ssian~ approved extend

ing the lite ot the peace~keeping f~rce for an 

additional three months until 26 September 1964.89 

B~eesinS's contempora{l Archives, 1963-1964, 
~P· 20113-201 5. be,artmen or State Bulletin 
{13 July 1964), p. b • - ---. 

Thus far, the pattern of Soviet policy = remains 

unclear. It seems possible, in the light of previous 

Russian actions, that the USSft,:bY supporting the 

Makarios government, hopes to clear the way for 

future econo~c and cultural penetration that eventu

ally will increase Soviet influence in the eastern 

Mediterranean. In the meanti~e, Soviet support or 

the Greek Cypriots may create dissensipn within the 

NATO alliance, thus weakening Western influence in 

Turkey. 

Soviet Reaction to the Landings in Lebanon and 
Jordan, 1958. 

The USSR 1 s initial reac·tion to the dispatch or 

American forces to Lebanon and British units to 

Jordan was to announce that military maneuvers would 

be held first in the Trans-Causasus and Turkestan 

Military Di.stricts and later in Bulgaria. The 

announcement· was intended as a warning.to Turkey 

and Iran who, along with Pakistan and revolution

torn Iraq, were members of the British-sponsored 

.Baghdad Pact. Once this threat had been made, the 

Soviet Union ~mbarked on a series or diplomatic 

maneuvers designed to make use ot the landings in 
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the ~~pa1gn. to undermine western influence in the 
. . . 

Near East.90 

9~ackintosh, p. 234. 

At the United Nations, the Soviet delegate 

described the landings as aggression and left no doubt 

that the Soviet Union would use its veto to prevent 

the Security Council from approvi-ng the Anglo

American action. The US delegate argued that the 

landings were, in the words of President Eisenhower, 

"to protect American lives and • to encourage the 

Lebanese government in the defense or Lebanese sover

eignty ~d integrity." The American position, however, 

was undermined by the release of a report by a UN 

observer group indicating that it had turned up no 

evidence of UAR infiltration or other foreign inter

ference in Lebanese affairs.91 

91G. Barraclough, Survey of International Affairs, 
1956-1958 (London: 1962), pp.~4-375. 

The Russian delegate called attention to the con

tradictory position which the US was trying to maintain. 

Although suppor.ting the observation group, the United 

States ignored. its findings and sought to justify the 

landings by citing a Lebanese claim, made almost a week 

before the group's report, that the UAR was supporting 

Lebanese rebels. Not only did the USSR hold a veto 

over the Security Council, it at this ttme seemed to 

have sufficient support in the General Assembly to 

prevent a two-thirds vote in support of the Anglo

American·land1ngs.92 

92Ibid. 

35 



\ •• i 

. I 

Wbile this ?iscussion was going on at the UN, 

President Nasser, who had been visiting Yugoslavia 

when the landings occurred, hurried back to Cairo and 

on 17 July left for Moscow where he conferred with 

First Chai~ Khrushchev. After the meeting, Nasser 

returned to Cairo and predicted that Beirut and Amman 

wo~d see violent revolutions such as that which had 

toppled the government at Baghdad. These inflanuna-.. 

tory speeches, however, were not echoed at Moscow.93 

9~ack1ntosh, pp. 235-236. 

!nstead of seeking to inflame anti-Western 

sentiment in the Near East,. Khrushchev on 19 July.pro

posed a meeting of the USSR, the US, France, Great 

Britain, and India to put an end to the strife that 

had afflicted the region by stopping the delivery of 

arms and by fin~ing some way to reconcile western com

mercial rights with the sovereign rights demanded by 

the Arab·states. Once the conferees had prepared 

practical recommendations, Khrushchev suggested that 

they nsubmit those recommendations to the Security 

Council--in order that the United Nations .• • • may 

examine them together with the representatives of 

the Arab countries.n94 

94Barraclough, p. 378. 

upon receipt of the Russian proposal, Nehru of 
.. 

India accepted outright, de Gaulle accepted in 

principle, and UN Secretary General Hammarskjold 

indicated that he would accept if the heads of govern

ment decided to do so. The UK, however, suggested a 

meeting, of the sort Khrushchev desired, be held at 

the UN rather than at Geneva as suggested in the 



_, . ~···~~·-··· . . .. ~· ·-· 

original proposal. The United States rejected the 

proposed Geneva meeting, for it by _now appeared th~t 

a two-thirds majority could be _obtained in the General 

Assembly in ~upport of' the American_~an~~ngs; but Pre.si

dent Eisenhower'S reply did.indicate a w1~lingness to 

discuss the matter at the Security Council.95 

95 I 8 ~·, PP·· 379-3 0. 

On 23 June, Khrushchev accepted the idea of' dis

cussing the Near East within the Security Council •. 

The UK responqed with a suggestion that the discussion 

be held at a regular Security Council meetin~ at.wh1ch 

the heads of state would be present as observers. 

De Gaulle, however, opposed such a meeting, and the 

United States indicated it would attend, provided the 

meeting was held at a date later than 28 July, the 

time suggested by Mr. Khrushchev. The Russian leader 

·protested that tne United States and UK were backing 

down from their earlier statements, which he inter

~reted as showing a willingness tor a meeting of the 

heads of state within the framework of the SecUrity 

Council, but he declared that he was willing to post

pone the meeting as the United States desired.96 

9' ... 0~., pp. 385-386. 

By the. end of July, armed conflict in the Near 

East no longer seemed imminent. The'Iraqi rebels were 

sec~ely in control; there appeared to be no likli~ 

hood of either counter-revoluti·on within Iraq or in-· 

vasion from Jordan. As the prospects of military 

action against Iraq diminished, the USSR showed pro~ 

gressively less enthusiasm tor a meeting ot the he.~ds 

of' state to deal with the Near East. Since neither 
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the un1 ted .states nor France had . di.s~lay~d much inter

est in such a meeting, Khru~hchev abandoned_the id~a 

and began calli~g for a summ1 t conference to deal .. "!~ th 

a variety of topics, rather than Just the Near East. 97 

97 8 Ibid., p. 3 7. 

At the UN, the Soviet ·union obtained approval 

for a special session or the General Assembly to deal 

with the crisis in Lebanon and Jordan. At this 

session, the Sudanese delegate introduced a.resolution 

sponsored by the ten Arab member-states and calling 

upon the Secretary General to make practical arrange

ments for the. application in Lebanon an9 Jordan of the 

principles or mutual respect ·or national sovereignty 

and noninterference in the internal affairs of other 

nations. The resolution was adopted by unanimous 

vote.98 

98Ibid., pp. 391-392. 

In fulfillment of the mission set forth in this 

resolution, the UN Secretary General visited the Near 

~ast and obtained from the Arab states pledges of co

operation that enabled both the United States and 

Britain to withdraw their forces during October.99 

99. 
Ibid·., pp. 392-393• 

The Soviet Union failed in its attempt to'bring 

about ·a meeting or the heads of state and was unable 

to persuade the UN to denounce the landings; but, al

though thwarted in its effort to attain these goals, 

the USSR continued. to cultivate its influence in 

Lebanon. The· economic campaign resumed in January . 

1959, when the USSR and Lebanon agreed to increase 
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their annual trade from $3 million to $4.5 m1llion.100 

lO~ddle EaQtern Affairs (Pebruary 1959), p. 89. 

Jordan and Lebanon. rema1ped on .. ~etter. te~s wi~~ 

the vest than did their Arab neighbors •. Within Lebanon, 
. ' .. ' . 

however, there was a growing division between .the 

Christians, whose interests were oriented toward the 

west~ and the Mus~im population, which was being 

drawn toward Nasser and A;'ab nationalism. Jordan was 

dependent. for its existence on Western assistance, 

for it lacked the resources to support its population; 

but even here ther~ was popular enthusiasm for 

Nasser.101 

lOlnon Peretz, The Middle East Today (New York: 
1963) .t pp. 315-316, TI0-337 .. -- . 

Soviet Progress in the Near East, 1958-1964. 

Throughout the period 1958-1964, the'Soviet Union 

continu*l'd to carry out economic and cultural programs 

designed to undermine and eventually eliminate Western 

influence in the Near East. Soviet tactics called 

for economic, cultural, and finally political pene

tration of the Near Eastern states.102 In its efforts 

10~acldntosh, p. 127. 

to increase its influence in the Near· East, the USSR 

*l'ncountered numerous obstacles and setbacks. · Accord

ing to J .M." Macld.ntosh, the Soviet union was "con

stantly taken by surprise by local Arab policies, 

.plots, and crises~.... Macld.ntosh believed that the 

USSR, "tor reasons of prestige or fear, • • • felt 

obliged to intervene as each crisis oceurredi but 

her part was always that of an alarmed, puzzled, or 
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even exa~perated prote~tor~ who would have prefe~red 

a period of political stability .in which her long

term plans could gradually mature. nl03 

As an instance of Soviet confusion, Mach1ntosh 

cites the Near Eastern crisis of 1958~ from which the 

USSR failed to derive all the advantages that it 

sought .... The UN General Assembly did ·not accept 

Russia's charges of aggression and therefore failed to 

condemn the United States and Britain for intervening 

in Leb~on and Jordan, and the West rejected, though 

after some hesitiation, Khrushchev's proposal for a 

,.meeting of the header of~: state. These disappointments, 

however, were offset by the UN's refusal to accept 

the American allegation that the UAR had supported the 

rebellion in Lebanon, by the, overthrow of the pro

Western government in Iraq and the resultant weakening 
I . . ' 

of the Baghdad Pact, and by the willingness of the new 

Iraqi regime to allow the nation's Communist Party to 

operate openly, a concession to Communism that the 

UAR 1s Nasser refused to make. In the opinion of 

Macld.ntosh, "Soviet tactics • once again revealed 

an und~rstandable lack of confidence in a very deli

cate situation"; and consequently, the USSR did not 

react with sufficiEimt vigor or decisiveness to pre-· 

vent Turkey and Iran, two of the three Near Eastern 

members of the Baghdad Pact, from renewing their de

fensive ties with the West.l04 

104 4 ill.9..·, PP.• 232-23 • 

During the years that followed, the Soviet Union 

suffered various tactical reverses other than the 
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formation of CENTO. Nasser, for example, refused to 

allow_UAR Communists to participa~~ _in domestic 

·politics, and a revolt in Iraq_topple~ a_re~e. 

friendly to Communism and led to the suppression of 

the party. Nowhere in the Near East did unalloyed 

Communist ideology seem deeply rooted. 

Marxism, according to historian Albert Hourani, 

was spreading "mainly in the diluted form which has 

become.part of the semi-official ideology of Egypt 

and other countries • Wherever Marxism and 

nationalism'have been in conflict, so far it is the 

latter which has proved to be the more successful.nl05 

l05Albert Hourani, "Near Eastern Nationalism 
Yesterday and Today, 11 Foreign Affairs (October 1963), 
p. 136. 

Arab nationalism remained the dominant movement through

out the Near East; and the Soviet Union, for the time 

being at least, had no choice but to'' seek influence by 

allying itself with this movement, if necessary rang

ing itself alongside nationalist leaders who refused 

to become Communist puppets.l06 

106Lenczows~, p. 668. 

The ideological victory or nationalism over Com

munism was, in Hourani 1s phrase, "fragile at best."107 

107Houran1, "Near Eastern Nationalism Yesterday 
and Today," p. 136. · 

Although the progress or Communism seemed checked 

for the moment, inasmuch as no Communist-inspired 

revolutionary movement had appeared in the Near East, 

further Communist penetration or the region seemed 

likely. The Soviet.Union had established an 
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economic beachhead in the Near East and caused certain 

nations, such as the UAR, to become increasingly de

pendent on Communist states for markets as well as for 

materials, technical assistance, and armaments. The 

Soviet Union also won Arab favor because or its propa

ganda campaigns against Israelo. Finally, student ex~ 

change programs and other cultural agreements could 

serve as vehicles for the further spread of Communist 

theories.108 

108Lenczowsk1, p. 667. 

The expan~ion or the Communist beachhead would 

not be without its difficulties. The United States 

continued to maintain trade, cultural, and in some 

· cases military assistance programs that could c-ounter

act Soviet efforts at penetrationo Russian economic 

programs were hampered by distance, by the compara

tively narrow range of finished products available for 

expert, and by the absence or a need ror·vast amounts 

or imported raw materials. · In short, the Soviet Union 

could not hope to dominate the regional economy and 

as a result it had to be selctive in its offers or 

aid, choosing only the programs from which it could 

derive the greatest political advantage. Finally, the 

USSR raced the problem of either coordinating ~ta 

efforts with those of the Chinese in the interests or 

efficiency or competing with the Chinese if ~isputes 

between the two nations had made such coordination 

1mpossible.l09 

109 Ibid., p. 668. Laqueur, 11New Interest in 
the Midd!e'E'ast," pp. 359-360. 
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Appendix II 

Total Soviet Economic credits and grants extended to the Middle East 

(in millions of US dollars) 1 Jan 54-31 Dec 6448 

UAR 
Iraq 
Syria 
Yemen 
Pakistan 
Iran 
Turkey 

833 
184 
150 
66 
44 
39 
10 

48. US Cong., Jt. Economic Cmte., 89th Cong., 1st Sess., Cmte. print, 
"Current Economic Indicators for the USSR," June 65, p. 174. 
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Russian Relations with the Middl~ East 

This is an armex t;o the His"toriea.l Div·isl~;:,n study 

11 So·viet Policy Tm,rard the Middle East 9 ~July 58 - July 64, n 

dated 2 September 1964. 'rr:d s a.rm.e:x su:r~reys t:he1 ma:i.n 

events since the eal"ller study and bi•ings trade figures 

u.p to 1963 and c;-r·~dit/gluant 1"lg\l:r",~!S ~p ·!~t.t:'> 19649 t:tJ:S 

latest years f~:l'r Whi.:~h t;hes,E: f•:tg\Jtt·\~S a:r."e B.'ifaila.ble" 



Soviet Aid to the Middle East 

Sometimes ·characterized as the 11 kind uncle phenomenon,u 

Russian aid to Middle East nations has been primarily in credits 

and trade rather than grants~ As appendix I shows, Russian 

trade with the Middle East has grown consi.derably since its 

inauguration in 1955o From 1955 to 1.962. it accounted for 44~ 

of total Soviet trade with noncommunist.countrieso 1 Yet the 

lo Frank O'Brien, .Q~ in ~ Communism, p., 192o 

total Russian outlay is still small compared to Western assist

ance; and as shownin appendix II, highly selective, the lion 8s 

share going to Egypto 

Many observers have no·ticed a growing skepticism about the 

· efficacy of Soviet aid to Ui~de!.'developed countries:;· among both 

the recipients and the Russians themselveso 2 The Russians are 

certainly finding many of' the same frustrations that the 

Americans found before them~ ' the quicksand effect of credit to 

... poor countriesi the :Vola·t111ty or Middle Eaatetifl goverpm&nts~. 

the fact that aid to one country is usually denounced by its 

neighbor, and finally the comi .. atition$ not only with the West 9 

but al.so with the Chineseo One of the most painful Soviet 

lessons learned in the past decade must have been the discovery 

that mistakea·in foreign aid are not an American monopolyo3 

3o Marshall .Goldman, "A Balance Sheet of Soviet :f!,oreign 
Aid, 11 Foreign Affairs 9 vol. 43 (Jan 65) j) PPo 349-60o' 



One writer sums up the Sovie·t score in the Middle East as 

one win (Egypt) and two losses (Iraq and Syria)" 4 Another 

4, Leo Heimans "Moscow's F..:x:port Arsenals'~ East Eur~_pe 9 
May 64» PPo 3-10. ' 

observes tJ--:.,t tb~~ recipients of Soviet aid have often shown 

much more interested in playing off·the Soviet 
Union against the us» so as to get more help 
from both3 than in. ~ecom.ing poll ti.cally sub
servient to either. 

If his thesis is true that the Russians have been disappointed 

by the headaches and lack or spsctacular z•esults from their 

aid program9 then the Arabs might expet~t .future Russi.an aid to 

become 'more economical and less political" 

Th~ following countr-y-by-country summary will try to .illus

trate some of the problems facing the Russians in the Middle 

East. 

~ 

Egypt is probably the best example in the Middle East or 

the quicksand effect in foreign aid. After sinking hundreds of 

millions into Egypt since 19553 the Russians extended another 

$277 s000.9000 in credits in May 1964» because "the Eg·yptians 

were unable to pay existing debts and were in di.re need of 

adCJ.itional fundso" 6 The credit grant was anno\mced during one 

2 



of the great events in recent Soviet-UAR relations, Khrushchev's 

first visit to the Middle Easto Probably the most important 

aspect of thif;J visit was Khrushchev's "ideological and practical" 

endorsement or the Nasser regime, which he described as being 

"embarked upon the road or socialist developmentQ"7 The First 

7o Uri Ra'anan, "Moscow and the Third World9 " Problems£!. 
Communism, Jan-Feb 65, Po 27o 

Secretary also took advantage of the occasion to condemn Israel 

for diverting the waters of the Jordan and to promise more arms 

to the UARo' 

There is some indication that the $277»000j)OOO credl.t was 

granted over'the objections of Soviet economic advisers~ 8 

Official Soviet versions of Khrushchev 0s pledge on weapons, for 

instance, added significantly~ "There will be no delay over 

arms should they be necessary to rebuff aggressors~•9 Neverthe·~ 

9o Ra'anan, Po 27o 

less, the Soviet course in E$ypt ~der Brezhnev appears to be 

holding steadyo Although Nasser is now only rererred_to as 

being "on the noncap:f.talistic path of development,"10 practical 

lOa Mikoyan speech9 Pravda of 1 Sepo Cited in Current 
Digest of the Soviet Press, 22 Sep 65, p., 19 (hereaf'ter·cited 
as Current Digest) " -. --

relations appear to be about as uaualo The Russians ratified 

a $100,000,000 trade agreement in December 1964 and at the con

clusion of Nasserts state visit of 27 August - 1 September 65 

3 



agreed to vctober talks on a long-term trade agPeement for 

1966-",). 

Jespite recent second thoughts about it, the Russian 

imH .:"'t;ment in Egypt is probably the USSR v s most su.ccessful 

..,-~··~Jure in the !~lddle East. As a result of' its arms shipments 

and the c(\:·~s'tant need for maintenance, training, and resupply 9 

Mos<:'-:.~." exercises what Heiman calls "remote Sovie·t; control n 

. ·:·v-er the Egyptian armed forces. 11 A recent US ambassador to 

11. Heiman 9 p. 8. 

Cairo agrees. The Russian monopoly on the EgytJt.ian military 

establishment, he says, gives them "an absolute veto on certain 

Egyptian policies if they care to use it."12 

12. John s. Badeau.? "USA and U'A.Rj) 11 For$1.gn Affai.rs.~~ vol. 
43 (Jari 65)s Po 290o 

Syria 

Syria is a good example of the volatility of Middle East 

governments. A Russian outlay of perhaps $150 million in military 

assistance since 1957 and that much more in grants and credits 

was insufficient to prevent a takeover in 1963 by a "virulently 

=anticommunist" 13 element of the Baath partyu The Soviets froze 

13. Heiman, p. 9. 

military aid and, according to Heiman, sent just eno.ugh spare 

parts, ammunition, and replacement equipment to keep the·Syrian 
14 

army from disintegrating. Beginning in Novembet .. 1964 there 

14. Ibid. 
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were some signs of a thaw in Russia's Syrian policy.. In that 

month the two countries s~gned a cultural agreement, which 

included student exchanges and scientific and journal!stic 

m1ss1ons.l5 Then in February 1965 they signed a b5 million 
; 

15. Middle~ Journal, (winter 65), Po 88~ 

agree~ent for the construction of a.steel rail factory and an 

assembly ~lant for railtfay E!q'41pme~t .. 16 : 

16. Middle 'East Journaf, (spring 65), p. 210 .. 

~ 

Nasser's suppo7t of the "republican"17 regime 1n Yemen 

17.. One observer says the words "republican" and "royalist" 
often mean Egyptian and Arab in the Yemen. See Vincent Sheean, 
"King Faisal's First.Year," Foreign Affairs, vol .. 44 (Jan 66), 
p. 311. . 

was possible only because of the flow of Soviet arms aid 'to 

Egypt. In addition direct Soviet aid, especiaily since the 
' . . 

revolution of 1962, had' grown .until by ~965 Yemen was fourth 

on the list of aid recipients in.the Middle East (see appendix 

XI).. In March 1964 republican President Sallal visited the USSR 

and signed a treaty of friendship and two assistance agreements 

providing for cement plants, fish 7ann~ries, roads, aid to 

agriculture, a hospital, a health center, and three schools.. A 

month later the Russians granted a loan {reported as both 73 .. 4 

and 65 million rubles) for the exploration of natural resources .. 

5 



V~ce-President Amri visited Moscow in May, reportedly to secure 

Russian aircraft, but the results are unknowno 18 

18o Mizan (April 65), Po 11. 

Russian policy in Iraq was ariother victim of governmental 

instability in the Middle East. ·The Soviets stopped all arms 

shipments after the Baathist coup of 1963 and the assassination 

of Kassemo As a result Iraq's air force was grounded and her 

SA-2 missiles became "a pile of rusty junko"19 By 1965 Iraq's 

19o Heiman, PPo 9-lOo 

armed forces had deteriorated to the point where they could 
. 20 

hardly cope with Kurdish guerrillas.~~ let alone threaten Israelo 

But recently.Soviet help seems to have resumedo An arms shipment 
21 . . 

was reported on 18 August 64, in:December the two countries 

21. Deadline Data, 18 Aug 64. 

signed an economic agreement, and in May 1965 the Russians offered 
22 to help finance a dam on the Euphrates Rivero Soviet support 

22. Middle East Journal, ~pring -65), p. 198; ~ummer 651 
Po 34lo 

. for the "Kurdish national-democratic movement in Iraq.~~" howeve.r, 

continues to. complicate Iraqi-Soviet relations. Pravda calls 

for a peaceful solution "on the basis .of respect for and a 

6 



guarantee of the national rights of the Kurds within the frame

work of a united Iraqi state •••• "23 

23. Pravda, 13 May 65, from CUrrent Digest, 2 June 65, 
p. 27. 

Israel 

In their pronouncements the Russians continued the anti

Israel policy adop~ed before Stalin's death; but there were 

indications on the practical level that the USSR might be 

willing to do more business with Israel. The Soviets supported 

the Arab countries on such issues as diversion of the Jordan 

River water and the plight of the Palestinian refugees. Israel 

charged the Soviets with oppression and discrimination against 

Jews in the USSR and appealed to the uN Economic and Social 

Council. These political differences, though, did not prevent 

the two countries reaching two economic agreements in October 

1964: 1) an agreement on the Israeli purchase for $4.5 million 

of certain Russian property in Israel; and 2) a renewal of the 

agreement, suspended in 1956, ori the exchange of Israeli citrus 
' 24 

fruits for Russian oil. 

24. New Republic, 6 Jun 64, p. 12; 
pp. 625-2~2 May 64, p. 680; Keesin 's 
Middle East Journal, {winter 65 , p. 5. 

By mid-1965 Soviet-Iranian relations were "developing 

auspiciously," according to the official conununique on the 

Shah's visit to the USSR from 21 June to 3 July. There is no 

apparent reason to conclude otherwise. During 1964 the two 

neighbors opened air service between them; agreed to exchange 

technical and geological data, to explore the Qum region, and 

7 



to reassess oil deposits; and in October ratified an agreement 

granting mutual transit privileges across each other's territoryo 25 

25.. Deadline~~ 6 Sep 64; Middle East Journal, {winter 65)» 
Po 73. 

In the ·communique of 4 July 65 they agreed that "relations 

between states with different social systems must be built on 
. 26 

the basis • " • of peaceful coexistence." . The two countries 

26. Pravda, 4 Jul 65, from Current Digest, 28 Jul 65, pp. 
24-25. 

also applauded: general and complete disarmament· under effective · 

international control, strengthening the UN, ·and the decisions 

of the UN Conference on Trade and Development; they condemned 

colonialism 11 in all its manifestationsa 1127 

27. Ibid., -- .. 

Lebanon . ·' 

Under General Belou, who was elected president in August 

1964, Lebanon continued to lean toward the west, but relations 

with the USSR appeared to be improving" On 23 January 1965 the 

two signed a trade agreement calling for a yearly volume of $6.5 

million. 28 The Russians agreed to increase their imports of 

28. Middle East Journal, (spring 65), p 0 202. 

Lebanese apples, and the two countries explored the possi~ility 

of air service betw:een them. (To date there is still no air 

service between Lebanon and the USSRo) In the .fall of 1965, 

8 
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for the.first time, a group of Lebanese parliamentary leaders 

visited Moscow. 29 

29. ~, (Oct 65), p. 18. 

Jordan 

The Russians continued their efforts to woo Hussein from 

his western attachments, and although the king refused an offer 

or jets, other contacts increasedo In June 1964 the Jordanian 

government allowed a delegation of the Jordanian Communist Party 

to travel to Moscow.3° The following month the Jordanians 

30. ~, (Apr 65), p. 9. 

reportedly asked for economic aid. 3·l In August the two countries 

3lo NY ~J 16 Jul 64, Po 16. 

raised diplomatic representation, begun only in 1963, to·the 

embassy level.32 In the fall Jordan·turned down the Soviet arms 

32. Keesing's 1963-64, p. 19602; NY Times, 1 Sep 64, Po 2; 
7 Sep 64, Po 2., 

offer, which included jets and other modern weapons, but allowed 

a group of 10 students to go to the USSR to attend Soviet 

universities .. 33 

33. ~~ (Oct 64), p .. 18. 

Saudi Arabia and Kuwait 

One of Faisal's first acts after assuming the throne in 

November 1964 was to explore the possibility of establishing 

9 



diplomatic relations with the USSR. He did not intend, he told 
34 Izvestia, to limit his relations to the Western nations. On 

34. Mizan, (Apr 65), p. 11; Middle~ Journa~, (spring 
65), p. 20r;--

26 February 65 representatives .of the two countries met in Amman, 

but as of the end of the year nothing had come of it. 

Kuwait's minister of finance and industry headed a delegation 

to the USSR in November 1964. The economic and technical co

operation agreements arrived at covered aviation and wireless 

communication~, improvement of the Shatt al 9areb water project, 

and reclamation of. desert land. Russian ~xperts visited Kuwait 

in December 1964 and in February 1965, and the two countries 

signee. acultural and economic cooperation agreement on 27 

February. In the spring a team of Russian doctors arrived to 

organize a campaign against trachoma.35 

35. Middle East Journal, (winte~ 65), pp -77-78; NY Times, 
4 Nov 64, p. 48; !1!!!!11 (Mar o5J, p. 15; (Apr 65), p. 10.--

Pakistan 

In Pakistan Soviet policy faces one of its greatest challenges. 

Without jeopardizing its huge investment in Xndia, the USSR has 

somehow to wean Pakistan from China and prevent fighting over 

Kashmir, so close to its own frontier.36 At the outbreak of the 

36. Edmund Taylor, "The Soviet Bid tor India, 11 Reporter.!' 
18 Nov 65, Po 21. 

Indo-Pakistani war.1n September 1965 the Rus~ians expressed their 

serious concern over the conflict "in an area directly contiguous 

10 
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to t;he borders of' the SrJViet: Uni.om 9 v
9 :st,:nd o:rt·t~red t.he:tr good offices 

for a peaceful sol.ut~ion ~ 37· Th!Cl I"E!~~ent Si.::Jttleruent by A.yub Khan 

India did not prevent tl'.!liC:i.'l.b a~:.(~ept:ing :inc:r·:::;a3~d amounta of' it 

themsel·ves o President Kh~.rz '\Y1sit;~.~d t.h:~ USSR f:t.·'€}m 3 to 1.1 April 

1965 and signed three agre:~SmerJts cc.,.,re:r·ing a w!de range of .cultural 

-----------~-~~· -~.--..... -----··-~--· ---·----
relations with lE~ak:ietan we1"'e b~:tte1t th~"l!.n 6lJ; any ttme in re.~ent 

yearso39 

Cyprus and Turke__y 

The Cyprus crisis confJC"'lH~Jted S•)'t'~'l€;t d:l.ploma~;;y wit~ another 

Kashmir o Gromyko has been 1U~:ened to a man th:rea.ding his way 

through a minef:l.eldo As far as ururkey l~ c:oneE:U."T.!€!d 9 the USSR 

seetns to have fared better than the tmu this was in-

of Cyprus -- was more compat.;ible rd.th the Tu:rkish view (independence 

and federation) than with the US p~Ys1.ti(;•n.; this position, the 

11 
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principal feature of which was en2.ill» was p:rvesent\!ld at U·~oe .U11J

sponsored Geneva meetings in Ju.ly 1964 by Dea.n At.:~hesono 40 At 

at any time in rec:ent histor>y ... 

In February 1964~ shl·:a"tl:~·r af·t~;r t;n~ .fl.a.:r"'eup in CY'J:):t"'as:> 

KhrUshchev warned agai.r!st int;r~:t"i'c!r.::m~3e in the i.nt;emal a1""fairs 

of Cyprus and called on the Security Council to safeguard the 

country us independemce o ·~l In Augu.at th~ USSR abstained on a 

resolution appealing to Tur-·key to h~tl·t he:c, a11u r•a.l.ds o In 

4•:') 
September Russia and. Cyp:tuu:s ai.gned a. trade agr~H:!me:nt o c.:. At 

--....,.-~-.~--·-~---· ----
42 o In Ma.r·oh 65 the US S:i.xth Fleet ta11.>11J.1ed back a Greek 

freighter carryi.rJg Russian mi~;s:li.l4':'!S f:rJo·m Egypt; to Cypruta u 

the UN the Soviets vot:ad for ·€1a-c:h ext~ms:!.cn or. t;he pea.ce~keeping 

force (UNFICYP) ~ but refused an~· f.inancial suppr')t··t:o 

In January 1965 Gromyko rJefer1~ed i.n. an int•arvi.ew to the 
' 

possibility of' a .federation of the t:wo "na.tional ¢omm.un1t~esn 

of Cyprus.9 a position that caused the t:h:·'eek: CP to stray f!"Om the 

Moscow line for the first time in hlsto~ro 43 

disillusionment wi t;h 1 ts Wt:-;st€li"l1 ro.arrlage· and a. (~·or:r.~e.spondi.ng 
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interest in its new vvillicit; f11.Iota.tion 9v wl.t;h the USSR., 44 In 

-------------------·--· --··---·-~---~---·---

based on the C~i'Pl,UB isa;l.l~ and ~ll~g:ed. Jhne:r.Jj.oan 1'&.7tJ,r1tism toward 

Gree,~e in milita:r:--·y aido 45 Abt~u.t. the same tlme the Russians 

----~-· --····------
45o Yilmaz Cetiner.9 Cum.'t;!P.r1yat 9 translated i.n ,Atlasj) Aug 

64, PP~ 107-8o 

and cultu:r.al agreements!) and e..'bol.ish~!d '\fisa fees o Ir~ .January 

1965, during the visit 01 .. Nikt~lai Podgl"H:"nYs the 1'urka announced 

they would refrain from pa:r·ticipatitm i.n the lYILF o Pcdgorny was 

followed by Gromyko in May.\) a v:tait tha:t vlaa rtH::iprocated by 

Turkish Pt."ime Ministel .. Urgu:pl:u from 9·~16 August., In the official 

connnunique on that visit; t.h€1 two sides ag!"i$;eJd t(; maintain a high 

le"Jel of trade and expl'>ese;ed the belief ·that.; the Cyprus question 

should be based on respect ffl'J" the lndependenc:e and 
terri torialf integri t:y or C1rpros 9 · on t.he obseiu~an~e of 
the legitimate right~s of both na.tiorlal communities -~ 
Greek and Tu.r•kish -- enen1ring t;hem a peatc:ef'ul life~ and 
on recogn1.zi.ng the fact; or4.the ex.isten!f2:e of' two nat.ional 
communities on the islando 0 

46o f,ravda» 17 Au.g9 l:zvestia. 9 18 A.ug.9 !'rom Current D1gest 9 
8 Sep 65, Po 11r; 
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Books 

Conques!i, Robezot 3 ~sia Aftet"" Iql:ru~h~~he"'' {No Yo 9 196~) o, 
Davids.P Jules, The Unlh::d~es in ·wa:r"ld Af'fal:r·;~ la64 ~N., Yu 9 . 1965):~-~ . . ~- ~~~ . =~ 

Lask79 Victors Th€ !Jgly_ ~U~!?l~lt (No Yo 9 1965}., 
0 nBrien 3 F:r"ank 9 Crisis in W.Jrld Ccmm~uni.f5m~ Ma.r;ci.:sm in Sear·~h 

· of EITi'Cfe~suppu ·patJeA'' #ff!i:i)- c.~mte~or~-~=· 
Development; NoYo 9 1965}o 

Schwartz» Harry, ~ Sovif,!t E_c:or.omy ~i~1c~ ~S:tal;tn (Philao 9 1965) o 

Periodicals 

Bulletin of the Institut;e for the Study of the USSR., 
Communist Affairs (UCLA)o 
Economisto . 
Kees1ng 1 s Contemporary Ar~hive~o-
Middle East Journalo 
Mizano 
Problems of Ccrmnuni.sm (USJ.r:,) u 

Russian Reviewo 
World Marxist Reviewo 

Tran~_lati~.;ms 

Atlas~ t'he World Press i.n Tranalationo 
Current Digest of t.he So·;;riet Pre;:ls o . 

Joint Publications Res~:at:r:ut~h Servi<.:~B ( Comrr~er0e Dep·t)., 

Goye.~ment Publicati.ons 

US Congress 9 Joint Economi.c Com.mit.tee.9 89th Congo 9 1st sess~ 
Cmte o print 9 "Current EccmrJmi.c Indi.c:att~,;;rs fox• the USSR, 1 

Washo 9 June 65o 
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Appendix I 

Russian Tra9,e (in million US dollars) in the Middle East 
(Imports + Exports.) 1955; 1959-6347 

1955 1959 1960 1961 1962 1963 Total 59-63 

UAR 26.3 180.7 191.3 204.9 . 176.2 258.8 1,011.9· 
Iraq 0.3 25.6 23.6 41.9 55.8 48.6 195.5 
Iran 41.5 36.8 37.0 36.4 32.5 41.6 194.3 
Syria ·0.3 21.2 18.8 21.4 12.0 27.3 99.7 
Turkey 12.5 10.5 13.0 11.0 9.7 15.8 60.0 
Pakistan 0.3 4.7 6.8 7.3 9.0 15.9 43.7 
Lebanon 2.1 7.2 8.2 8.4 8.3 5.8 37.9 
Yemen 3.5 4.9; . 3.5 3.8 4.9 20.6 
Cyprus o.o 1.2, 2.9 2.6 3.1 9.8 
Israel 8.5 -------------1----Not Reported-------------------------

47. US Cong., Jt. Economi·c Cmte., 89th Cong, lst Seas., Cmte. print, 
"Current Economic Indicators for the USSR," June 65, pp. 172-3. 
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Erosion of the US Position in the ~lddle East,· 1958 

The general US position in the Middle Bast had 

been ·in a state of decline for some years,~~ owing 

principally to deteriorating relations with the Arab 

world. President Gamal Abdel Nasser or Egypt,~~ the 

most important figure 1n this world,~~ had been in

creasingly at odds with US (and Western) policy. 

Several years of hostility had been cl~axed by the 

dis~ptive Suez crisis of 1956~ the repercussions or 

which were still being felt at the end of 1957. 

Throughout most or 1958 the tide or events cpn

tinued to run against the United States. The year 

opened with what looked like a gigantic stride toward 

the realization of ·the o·ve:0Areen1ng ambi tiona of· Presi

dent Nasser (and a col"l"'asponding blow to US interests) • 

On 1 February 1958, Egypt and Syria formaiiy combined 

into a "Un1 ted Arab Republic~ "· under Nasser's leader-
. . 

ehip. Th.:f.~ r1ew ~.m.i.l\'l>:a. w~.~- p::?·)!r~la:f..med as a first step 

towar-d the unification ~t all A~ab peoples. Its 

magnetic attraction ·f:,c,r. ne~'by countries was at. once·. 

demon:Ert;<:"ated when YerttE!n ~r.-~e~~ to associate with the· 

UAR in a loi:D~e f.e.,~.8:~'"&ti.~~·l~ n Etren Saudi Arabia, hl:ther

to firmly rsaistant to Nasser~ seemed shaken by the 

rising tide of Nasser1sm. King Saud 0 s brother, Crown 

Prince Faiaal, who wa~ known to favor a more neutral 

courtee ot action in~e·te&d a"JJt the generally pro~vest._m 

orientation ~tained by Saud himself, assumed the 

direction of both 1nt;amal and external affairs~~ r. 

1Richard P. St~bb1n~ 0 The United States ~-~ 
Affairs 9 1958 (New YorkD 1939Ta pp.=rBB-192. 
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These developments provided a somber backd·rop :ror 

the two major crises of 1958: the civil war and US 

intervention in Lebanon~ and the overthrow ot the 

monarchy in Iraq. (botb. of tmich are described below). 

The result in both ccuntr1es was to sweep away two 

regimes which had ·been firmly allied With the Vest. 

The net ettect ot all these events was that "the 

United States reached the lowest point 1n its relations 

with the Arab states during the spring and tall ot 

1958."2 

2
Jules Davids, "The tJnite.d States and the ·Middle 

Bast: 1955-1960," Middle Eastern Affairs, Vol. XII 
(May 1961), p. 139. ·. 

Origin of the ·Lebanese Crisis 

Unrest in Lebanon -- an inherently unstable 

nation at 'best, with its precarious population· ·balan~e 

betweten Chnstian ~xaO'. JrlQlte\l~m. -- s.prang f'rom. a grovi1ng 
suspicion du:t·i~g 1(-:.te 1957 and early 1958 that Pres·i

dent Camille Chamoun, a Christian:~ intended to· se.$k 

a second term of' office (~ violation ot the consti

tution) when his te:rm exPir.trad in September 1958·. The 

sm.olderi.ng unrest creatte·d by. this rumor burst into 

flame 1n May 1958 with the murder of' a newspaper 

publisher Who had besn critical of' the administrat~on. 

Pro=Arab and Na.s~arits groups ( .. J~in'ed'~ by some Chri·st

ians) ·lsd the uprising mich flared into civil war. 

The burning of a US Information Agency library in 
. . 
Tripoli indicated an eleiD.tSZ'At of' anti-America.ni,sm in 

the re'irolt. De!'yj.ng the opposition, President 

Cha,moun refused ei threr to N&ign or to disavow an7· 

intention to s~ek re~election.3 

;:· 



3pah1m I. Qubain, Crisis 1n Lebanon (Washington: 
1961), . Chapa. III-V, pp. 28-Br. .. · · 

The gravity of this development 1 against the· 

gen~ral b~ckground ot Near •astern political uncer

tainty, was at once recognized by the united States. 

Po~aeeing a possible need tor military action, the 
-
Unite~ States strengthened the Sixth Fleet and. ahif"ted 

it towarcu the Bastem Mediterranean. us forces in 

Europe. were alerted and transport planes were d1.s

patc~ed to Ge~~ ostensibly to assist 1n evacuating 

American citizens from Le.banon. 4 On 20 Ma7 1958 

4 . . " :. 
~·, PP.· 113-114; St~Sbbins, pp. 195-196: • 

. secretary Dulles eXpressed the view that the, 

"Eisenhowe~ Doctrine" m.1.ght be applicable to the·· 
. . 
Lebanese situatio~, although he hoped that us. inter-

venti!Oin W('IUJ.d bt:~ l;!Jln~~@t~~i&i.ey' o S 

5raul B. Zinne~:~ ed., Documents on American 
Foreign Rela..tiona, .!.~ (New fork: 1'9'5"9) 1 PPo · 296-
'J.97~ . . .................... · 

The govemment ot Lebanon ascribed the revo.lt "to 

meddling by the UAR and· lodged a formal complalnt 

against that nation with the UN Security CoWlc11 ('22 

May 1958). After postponing action 1n the vain hope· 

that the Arab Lea.gu.e might be able to resolve the· 

d1f:f1culty, the Security Council took up the complaint 

on 6 Juneo The Lebanese repNsentative~ Dr. Malik, 

set torth the case against the UAR. He was supported 

by the Iraqi spokesman~ Dr. Fadhil al-Jamali, who was 
. - . . 

even more spec1:f1c in. identifying .Nasser•.s ambitions 

3 
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as a source ot peril to the entire Near Bast.6 

. 6 ' . 
Qubain, pp. 89-92; Stebbins, pp. 196-197; 

Documents, ~~ p. 29~ .• 

The Lebanese case was supported by the United 
0 -

States, UK, and France, and violently opposed by the 

USSR. since Lebanon had not asked for assistance in

suppressing the revolt, the Security Council turned 

its attention to means ot isolating the conflict ~:to 

p~vent it from spreading. On 11 June 1958 it voted 

to e,tablish an "observation gl'Oup'i in Lebanon to pre-
0 0 0 

vent infiltration ot arms or personnel across the 

Lebanese border. This resolution had the unanimous 
- 0 

support of all Council members except the USSR, ·which 

abstained. Following this motion, the UN Observer ... 
. . 

Group in Lebanon (UNOGIL) was established under the· 

direction- ot Secretary-General HammarskJold, and began 

operating within two weeke.7 

7~bain, pp. 92, 143-144; Stebbins, pp. 198,-
199-200; Documents, ~~ pp. 298-299. 

The Lebanese govemment was highly skeptical.ot 

the efficacy ot this action, especially in view ot the 

small size of the group (consisting at first ot less 

than 100 observers) . Lebanese spokesmen 1nd1Qated · 
• . '!~. . . ................ : " 

that, shpuld it tail to achieve its purpose,.Western 

countries would be asked to prov~de military a~asistance 

under Article 51 of the UN charter. Secretary Dulles·, 

1n a statement on 1 July ·i958, did not rule out the 
) .· 

possibility that. US troops might be sent, but empha-

sized that the United States would prefer a UN ° 

. 8 
solution. 

4 
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8Quba1n, pp. 113, 150-151; stebbins, pp. 200-
201; Documents, ~ pp. 30~-301. _., .... 

The United states InterveneP.:4'1it~ba.non 

The cr~sis might have continued to simmer ind.en.

nitely had it not been.brought to a boil by an alarming 

new development. On 14 July 1958 the pro-Western 

monarchy of Iraq was overthrown by a coup d'etat 

e:r:lgineered by a group ot Army officers led by Brig"';"'"'"· · · 

Gen. Abdel Karim al-Kassim. The royal family arid the 
.. . . . 
principal leaders of the royalist regime were bru.tally 

11111l'dered. Though the ideology and scope ot this re,-o

lution were not immediately clear, its results·were a 

terrifying example ot the danger of maintaining close 

ties to the West. President Chamoun at once made an 

urgent appeal to the United.States, the ux, and Prance 

to send troops to protect his count17's :i.Ddependence:.~ . 

King Hussein of Jordan made a similar request.~-- · .. 

9stebbins., pp. 201-203; Qubain, p. 115. 

Bo_th requests fell upon willing ears. ~, ... unit-ed 

States. began landing Marine units from the sixth ·Pleat 

in Lebanon on 15 July. Within the next few-·daye· a 
tot&l of over 14,000 us Marines and A.l.'IQ' troops arrived 

in that country. On. 2i July President Chamoun pdbl'icly 

expressed his gratitude for this prompt response-: ·ne 
UK assumed the burden ot assisting Jordan and sent.- " 

approximately 3,000 men, beginning on .17 July.io 

10Quba1n, pp. 115-116; Stebbins, p. 203i 
Documents, ~~ pp. 314-315. 
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In announcing this drastic action to the Congre8s 

and the people or the us· on 15 July, President Bisen:

hower saw in· the events ·in Lebanon "the same patte'm 
.. . 

of ccnqar.e~St w1 th which WIS ~ecame familiar during the' 

period of 1945 to 1950"--i~e·JJ "taking over a nation 

by means of indirect a.SsretSteion ~ " The unspoken impli

cation was that the Communists were behind the unrest 

in the Near East. The m:1ss1on of the US forces in· · 

Lebanon; said Mr. Eisenhower, was both to protect. the 

iives of the 2,500 Americans in that country and to· 

preserve ita "territi):t1.al integrity and political 

independence." . The United States had acted unilat.$r

ally only with the greatest reluctance and because ot 

the nead tor ilraut'id.iat~ at?.t:ton; there was no intention 

of replacing the UNoll 

1lnocuments, ~Jl pp. 302-311. 

At the same ·t.~:..mr~~ ·~b·.i~ 1Ji~:1.t~d States called the 

. Securl.ty council :tnto tf!lxne:~ency sa3sion (15 Julyr. 

The US :represc3:ntative 9 Mro Lodge, assured the meilibers 

that.the Vnit~d State~ would prefer to see the UN 

a~aume :NJ$pons:1.b:'l .. :!.:'1.:t~· t~'J!r: maintadning peace in '.Lebanon. 

He s~tt<:Jd a restvl'lll.tio~ at5k1ng other· UN members to 

contribute conti~ngent~ to an international force for 

that P1ll'Posa. When thitS Nlf!olution was vetoed by the 

'USSR t1>:n 18 tlu.ly 3 M.'l? o L•o•te!ga p:t"oposed an emergency 

se~.s1on of the ~~oeral :lssrambly. But action was post

poned for the momenta &,d the Council adJourned on 22 
12 July. 

12 Stebbins, PPo 204=206, 210; Quba1n, pp. 92-95j 
Document~, ~, pp. 312-314. 
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Despite the :r~l!·.stS'il~.ring stat®merAts of the Presi

dent ancl Mr. Lodge~ the US actiou arouaed wide · 1111'8.;. · 

givings ampng neutral and .. even Western' countries, 

while the I"e~.r::t1(m of t;:'nl.,!l C~>mnw.ni~et bloc and Of most 

Middle Eastern CID'~I~~r.'i($f! wal!!l pr®d.ictably violent. In 

iettsrs.to tha ~ads ot g~v~~t or the three major 
Western power'S, Khraahch~·" ul"ged an immediate "summit" 

meeting to pr;:~vl?li.1t a p~~t!3:U;yl® 11m.1llta.ry conflict .. " 

President Bisenhow(~r ~e:ni~d any threat of war and 

suggeet<ad that. the USSR IB'fZt~~port constructive action ·. 

by the Secw:'i ty cm:lricil a.rs a umre prompt method or 

resolving the crisis. He was willing, however, to 

have direct discussions among heads or government &long 

with a S1lflGv.r:tty cr.-.)·~;·~~~:'-.1 m\~~~~t:t:'!:Ag, as provided by Arti

cle 28 (2) of the tT.N ~~e~o In the end, however, 

Kb.ru.shchev dropped h:l.rs demand tor a "summit!' meeting. 

,In s.nothC9l" let;·ie::o dat~d 5 Al.llgU!.i!t 195B, he ursed a 

· ~·!»®ci&l ~e:n:c~::~,.a.~~ Al~·~]e&!/..'\il:".~~· nv~r~rti.ngJl a strep which the 
. 13 

Unit®d si:~::.;o8 had sJ.:::."'~~::.~~.~· fe\'1..~-igri'l~·r;ed. 

--------~-·~-----------------

. ~ea.n.W,~...11e the t®D'IP.®~~t'!~.:-=~ i.n tb.e Near East. crisis 

had not:tc(fJa.b:J.y cr.J1D:J.®~, ali ·:th~ ei tuat:ton proved less 

UI"ga-nt tha..'1 had a.t f:';A'~~·t. ~li~tSn thought. The lower 

te:nei101n ruP.>!l~.t~~d. p&:?t.1~;,· from. tMI commendable restrairit 

·nth 'MbJ.,~!,. t7~•.(e Lrt1'lrva'ifJifll~H~ c:1:ii·il d.ieturbances ware handled; 

both sid®B. re!.'r·a.1XHt'J,~ f:r.'",·1l::!ll. p·.:.a~hing the conflict to 1 ts 

utm.os·~ l1mit~ arad J.et'l:; t:tm~~ way open :ror compromise .and 

conc111at1ono AB a ~~smlt, Under-secratar.1 of State 

R~bert Mllrphy, who had 'bs,~lrA in B&irat since 17 May 

7 
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seeking a political settl~~nt3 p~rsuaded Chamoun to 
step dor.m in favor of a car~didata who was acceptabl~ 

to all factions ~~d was elected by the Lebanes• parlia

me:a·t on 31 JUly. 
14 

14stebb1~s 3 p. 208; Qmba1n 1 pp. 154-156 • 

. DeveJlopmen·\::s in Ira.q w~~ alao reassuring.· ··At: 

though th~~ new l'=lade!"» G~xtu Ka.Bs1m.9 stressed "Arab 

unity" as an objectiv·e.l) it b~came clear· that he had 

no inta:nt;ion of' placing h!.s cmmt;ry under Nasser's 

rule and that the old hostility between Iraq and Egypt 

was by no means absent from his outlook. Morepvter; ·he 

assured the We~.t that t"'l~<~~~~ would be no interference 

with ·~h.e :f:lt:,w of r.:.:JJ .. f':~~in!~ I~~J.q. Under-secretary 

Murphy, mo paid a flying visit to Iraq, conferre·a, '· 

with Kasii51m and found him well aware o:f the danger·· 

of c~,:.xmmmiB'(j a.gg:;:>t7lr~z:t.~r.. The 1nap::trat1on for . the re-

su~~6'~j) tht?J tilxJ.ted Sta.·~-:,~rs ~~~w~~ to the inavi table and 

reco,gni:?.;ed th(~ n&w I:.rJ~···il. :r. .. ,~gi.me on 2 August. l5 

The OU.t·~ome in W1't'>a.:;.1,~··:m 

Th.(~ d1m1.nis:~i'.cae.. 1l'~:"i;®m;r~~· ll),f the sit'11ation made it 

possible to l1)0k ·b~e~vond the immediate crisis and to 

seek long~!•ange Bt:J]:~:~.·::;j,ll1l~te for th\3 problems of the Near 

Ba•t.l) instead of' m~~:r0(9 palliatives for outward SJDlPtoms. 

Thetas weJru so~_;;,ght; at; a SLtr:\~H~:!.aJL meeting of the ~rie.ral 

. Asssmbly which open®d on 8 A'1.llg1 .. urt. By that t!Die the 
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United States, as a t(r.ilkdlll of good faith, had alrea(f.v 
16 withdraWn some of its forces. 

On 13 August President Eisenhower appeared at 

th~ Asaembly and laid bet10•ra it some proposals for a 

lasting pac11'1cation in th~~ Near East. It . was imPera
tive, htS said,p tp assu.re tba·· security of' Lebanon and 

Jordan against "indirect aggression. " But he also --· 
. . . . 

recommend.ed four other mea.!r~l'.r®S to assure peace and_ 

stability in that region. These were: (1) adoption 

of means to monitor radio broadcasts 1n the Near East 

to el1m.1nate "inflamma.ttO>i?Y propaganda" directed at 
other nations · (a p:t•a.c:~t:t~® f':t.~~~'lY induiged in by the 

Nasser regime); (2) 6s·t.;a.'<»lishm.ent of' a "standby United 

Nations Peace~ Fort~e" capable of "prompt· and ef~ective 
·- ~ . . 

action 11 to inSU."::"® tr..~-e inli•&p<endtance Of any country j 

( 3) e:~&tio~ ,,;If' BZJJ 11 ~.X•<i{Q; •.~J.~n··,.!l~~.~~pm.F.l.~t ins·ti tution n to 
. . 

promot~ I!Jr}t)l'Wmic~, t:r5)'·~lA~I~~.'~·I};:lL~al,p and medical prOgress j 

and ( 4) a.!'Tangem\:.::nt'-i t<~ p-1~vent "a continued wastefUl, 

dangerOus compfl':r;:1.'!;1o:n i:rrn · ~~l'mBm~nts" among Near Bas tern 

action to protec·t L6b~V:son a.YAd Jordan, constituted a 

six~point program.? whi·~h, tha President said, should 

be "view~d as a whol®onl7 

1Q28.? pp. 350-360. 

The first tr:~~~ it<ems in Mro Eisenhower's program 

Lebanon and Jordan _.,. weeN of course th~ most urgent • 

. At first it app~ared that tb! Asaembly would be no 

more succ~~atul in r~achtng a solution· than had the 
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Security Council. Any measure, to be effective, 

would require the asselilt ot the .1.rab nations, espe-. 

cially the UAR. But President Nasser, with the support 

of the Communist bloc, Sr.ll,!ig.~·t the immediate and uncon

ditionai withdrawal of US and British troops as the 

sole obJective. The Unitra.tl States and UK assured the 

Assembly that their troops would be withdrawn, but 

only after such action wa.s requested by Lebanon or . 

Jordan or after UN action had made their presence no 

longer necessary. 

The solution was reached 1n a resolution worked 

out by the Arab governments themselves and passed by 

the Assembly on 21 August. It abandoned the demand 

for imme<iiate wi·~hr~awa"!. ot... troops and reaffirmed a 

provision 1n the Arab League Pact which required each 

member to respect the ''independence and sovereignty" 

of all other men1bers. They key provision called on 

the Seere·t.e,ey-GeneralJl i•:tn consultation with the 

Gove~cJJtlSilt~ conci~:f.7lEH1»" to \;!Btab11sh "such practical 
. . 

ax•rangements as would adequately help in upholding the 

purposes and principles or the Charter in relation to 

LebarM'n 8lld Jordan in the p~·@H:3ent circumstances, and 

thereby facilitate. the tl:ar1.y withdrawal of the foreign 

troops from the two countries." The nature ot these 

narrangementan was irAt·~:r.tione.liy iert unspecified; .it 
. . 
was left to the proven diplomatic skill of Secret-ary-

. 18 
General Rammar~kJ.~d to wo~k them out. 

18~baj.n, pp. 98-108; Stebbins, pp. 213-215; 
Doauments 1 ~~ pp. 360-361. 
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Rr. Hammarsk(«.old at once lef't tor the Hear Bast 

to carey' out his mandate. On 29 September 1958 he 

reported that the UNCOIL could serve the ·need tor a 

"practical a.rra.ngementi•- in Lebanon. In Jordan, King 

Ju.ssein. refused to acc~pt a .. similar observation group, 

but p~ was willing to receive a ~eciai UN representa

tive to guarantee the execution of' the Assembly's 

resolution. · By that time, the United States and UK, 

in discussions with Lebanon and.Jordan respectiveiy, 

had already promised .. to withdraw.:their troops. 19 ·'" 

19stebb1ns, pp. 216-217i Qabain, pp. 108-109i 
Documents, ~' pp. 361-371. 

The last us troops lett Lebanon on 2S October 

1958. Br1 t1sh w1 thdrawal f'rom Jordan was completed 
... i 

on 2 November. On 17 November UNOGIL reported that 

its task was completed, and eariy in Deaember the 

last of the obse~rers depa_~ed. The United States 

granted $10 million to Lebanon to' assist in :its reha-
·. 20 

bili·tation. "The Lebanese crisis died down as 

20st~ilb1rJs~ pp. 2:l8-219i Qubain, pp. 108-109. · 

suddenly as it had appeared on the international · 

scene."21 

21
Qubain, p. 109. 

De~ite this happy ending, the United States: 

Enit'tered a net loss. The new Premier or Lebanon made 

it clear on 10 Decembl!r that his pat1on was "neutral" 
. . 

and that it would no long~r consider itself' bound by 

11 
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the Eisenhower doctrine. On the other hand~ the United 

States could take some comfort from the tact that the 
. 22 

USSR had made no gains·. 

Stebbins, pp. 219~ 221. 

Alth~ugh Mr. Eisenhower had UX'b(Jd the Assembly 

to regard his six-point Near Bastem program as an 

integrated whole and to adopt it in entirety, his 

long-range proposals were never put into effect. The 

Soviet bloc, along with most of the "uncommitted" 

nat1.ons, opposed any standby UN peace force as a __ ves

tige ot ncolonialism. ti The proposed uArab development 

institut-ion" tailed in the face of hostilit~ from the 

Arab nations themselves, which already had a similar 

plan under consideration in the Arab League. Nothing 

was. done to~ard the monitoring of radio propaganda or 
. 23 

the .. control of armaments. The underlying problems 

Stebbins, p. 220. 

which had given rise to the. crises of 1956-58 remained 

as a source of p~ssible future irritation. 

From theBagndad Pact to CENTO 

A· maj~r reason for US· concem .. over the July 1958 

revolt in Iraq was that nation's status as a member of 

the "Baghdad Pact 11 o~ganization. This treaty had 

united the countries of the so-called 11Northem Tieru 

-- Turkey, Iraq, Iran, and 'akistan ·-- with the UK in 

a regional defense arrangement. The United States was not 

formally a member, but cooperated closely with t~e organi

zation. US represent~tives attended tne annual 
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meetings or its Ministerial Council and served ·as 
. members of' the Mili~aey c.ommittee and Secretariat· .......... . 

American naval and· air units participated 1n maneuvers 

conducted under the supervision ot the Combined M111-

t&rJ.Planning Staft. 24 

24 . 
CBNTO Public Relations Division The Story of' 

the Central Treaty O~anization <ggg~ "{liikira: 1'9"59). 
For participation or s units in~ · · .. exercises, see _ 

· !!.! ~ ~~ 14 Nov 59, 12 Nov 63. _ 

~or all practical purposes, Iraq ceased to be a 

member immediately after 14 JUly 1958, although the 

Kassim regime did not officially withdraw until 24 

March 1959. The head~arters. or the organization were 

moved from Baghdad to Ankara shortly after the ·:Xraqi 

revolt. In. August 1959 it was renamed the "Central· 

Treaty ox-Sanization II ( CBNTO) I and new name emphasizing 

its location midway.between.NATO and SEAT0. 25 

~ . Stebbins, pp. 202, 225, and The United States 
~ ~ Affairs, .!.222. (New York: 190"0), pp. 22$, 234. 

The defection of Iraq was a practical as well as 
. . 

a psychological blow, exposing both Turkey and Iran 
. . 

to possible danger from the rear. Moreove~, both of' 

those countries had Kurdish populat~ons Which might .be 

vulnerable t·o agi tat1on launched by the Kurds in 
26 Iraq. To repair the.damage suffered by the ioss of 

26 . Stebbins, ~·B!,~ Affairs,~~ PP·. 230-
231 • 

. Iraq was the first task of the organization after 14 

.M.,. 1958. 
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The .Bashdad Pact. Council.held a z-egular. meeting 

1n London.only two ••eke atter the Ira~ revolution 

( 28:.29 JUl.~: 1958) ~ Ita ·members· agreed that the· ne·er4 · 

for the ·Pact w~s- "sreater t~ ever" .and t!ptpre~ae4., ... 

"con(le~--~t.the recent ,examples ot aaresaion b7 in41-

.rect means." !hey praised the :hited S't;s.tes and UK.· 

tor taking •i a. prOq,t action • • · • 1n accoi-danc~ .· td. tJi· · 
the principles. _ot 1ntemational law and 1n contorlll1.t7 · 

w1 th ~e Un1 ted Nations Cllarter • . . 1n responding·:. 

to the . call for help of the lawful governments .of 

Lebanon an.d Jordan." !o. the disappointment of the·'~

other memberS I . the United .states still decline~. to . : 

b.ecome a· tull member, though it offered to negotiat_e 

bilateral SgreeJieht:s with. each country which woul4 ··apell 

out e.xistiJ:lg .. commitments . under *tu~ Secur1 ty · legis~ 

l.ation and the Middle Bast Resolution. 'Zl 

'Zlst~bbins; us 1n World Affairs, 1958, pp. 209~ 
~].Q; Documents, ~~ p~6-378 •. · . · 

... ~: 

'· 
At its next meeting, held 1n xaracnt on 26~28 

Januaey ~958~ the CouPe11. m8DJJ)erst··e~~s.f$ed the belief 
8th&t the solidarity shown by the· members ot_th$ 

Baghdad Pact had contribu~ed to the 1ncre·ase4 stabil~

ty wbich-·has :prevailed 1n the Riddle Bast" since taetr 

last meeting. Nevertheless they affirmed. that ~~~fit ... 
" . 

threat ot direct and 1nc11rect ~ression had. not :·· 

diminished. "
28 

.. Shortl,- thereafter (5. March.l959l--~~'-·, . 

. . 28 . . . . . 
. Paul B. Zinner, ed. '· Documents on American 

Pore~ _Rela~ions, !221.(Hew·.fork: I9'6t1)·, pp. 393~395. · 
. . 

bilateral "agreements ot. eoope.ration" .,between the ., 
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United States and each ot the three Asiatic members 

were ei8ned 1n Ankara. The 11ni ted. Stat.es declared 

that the "independence and 1iitegr1ty" q,t 'l'u.rkey, Iran, 

and Pakistan were "vital to its national interest and 

to world peace," and pledged cont1Jiued m1litaey and 

eeonom1c aid. '.rhe other nations agreed to cooperate 

with one another and to "participate in such defensive 

arrangements as may be JIDltually agreed" in the tut~~· 29 

29 
~., pp. 396-397. 

!'I,. 

us interest in CBNTO was reflected in the Choice 

ot WashinSton as the site of a meeting on 7-9 October 

1959. Both President Eisenhower and Vice-President · 

NiXon stressed to the Council their support tor the·· 

organization. AS a practical expression of this .. i:ii't.er

est, the United States agreed to supply a chairman tor 

the CENTO .. Military Committee for 1960 and a chief' of 

staf't for the Combined Rilita.ry Planning Staff'. The 

Council also:voted to establish a "Permanent Mil1t&r,J 

Deputies Group 11 1n Anka.l'a., and directed its Militaey 
. . 
Committee to study the establishment or a CBNTO mili-

tary command. The "violent and abusive',.. Soviet 

propaganda . directed. against Iran was condtmmed, and 

the Iranian government and people were commended f'or 

their "dignity· and. determination • . . 1n standing 

·firm and united in the .face o.f these attacks. "3~. 

30 . . 
Ibid., pp. 399•4o2; Stebbins, US in World 

A.f.fairs~, pp. 234-235. ---
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When President Bi~enhower toured Asia 1n Decem

ber 1959, he visited· all three CO\Ultries of the 

"Northem Tier" (While avoiding the more turbulent 

Arab countries~ as well as Israel). In each nation, 
. - . 

he was well received and stressed America's interest 

in the economic and social progress of the individual 
. 31 

·countries as well as US support for CENTO. . By the 

end of 1959, therefore, the United States could feel 

that everything possible to shore up the alliance had 

been done~ 

Nevertheless CENTO was not Wholly reliable as a· 

basis· for a US position or strength in the Middle 

East. Evidence ot this tact was provided by a politi

cal crisis 1n Turkey -- h1 therto probably the most . 

stable country in the region -- .which broke out 1n 

April 1960. The revolt was wholly internal in inspi

ration and was directed at the repressive rule ot the 
.. 

Menderes government; there was no trace ot outside 

(e.g., Communist or Nasserite) influence. Several 
,.. ~ -.. . . . 
weeks later the Menderes government was overthrown. 

However, the new regime (headed by an Al'DQ' officer, 1n 

the conventional Near Bastem fashion) promised to. 

observe existing commitments to NATO and CBNT0.
32 

32stebbins, pp. 229-230. 

Because or this crisis, Turkey was not repre

sented at the CENTO Council meeting in Tehran on 28-30 

April 1960. The ·Us delegation was headed by secretary 

ot State Herter ·-~ another evidence or us interest 1n 

the-organization. The Council's custom&ry closing 

16 
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communi~e reflected the general improvement in the 

.Middle Bastem picture since 19,?8. Though it reaf~ 

firmed the need tor "strength and solidarity" ot 
. . 

tree nations, it sa.:td nothing about the dangers ot 

"indirect aggression." !he criticism or "hostile 

propaganda campaigns" · wa.S repeated. The members noted 
. . 

progress in m111ta.r;y planning~ alt~ough. the study ot 

a military command was not yet completed.33. 

33ru.cha.rd P. Stebb1ns1 ed., Documents on American 
Foreiecn Relations, 1960 (New York: .19151f, pp. 403-405. 

Improved Relations With ·the Arab Countries 

The US position !!!-A-!!! the Arab nations; after 

reaching a low ebb in 1958, gradually improved quring 

the next two years~ .'lhis development resulted from-· 

generally favorable (or at least not unfavorable) 
-

trends within those countries, combined with a cau~"· 

tious US policy of watchful waiting. 

The most important factor in this relative 

improvement was the increasing evidence that the Vest· 

could "live with" President Nasser of ~t. It 
. . . 

became apparent that the 1deolog.ical . movement headed 

by Nasser was not as irresistibly attractive. to other 

Arabs as had at first been feared and that "Al:'ab 

nationalism" could take other forms than Nasser1sm. 

No new countries gravitated into the orbit of the UAR. 

Indeed, Nasser's relations with other Arabic countries 

.:.._ e.g.·· Sudan, ';runisia, and especially Iraq --~were 

not always good. SUch friction between Arab govem

ments was undes~rable from one point of view, since 

stability was a major US objective in the Near East, 

17 
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but it was advantageous insofar as it checkmated 

Nasser's ambitions. 

Nasser's outlook ~ned .basically b~?stile to 

the West, and on many international ·issues, he (like 

other leaders of the "anti-colonialist" or "neutralist" 

nations) took a position similar to tnat ot.the US$1. 

Moreover, he consisvently sought ~asian economic 

assi~tance ( e_~ g., in arranging a loan to finance the 
-

second stage of the Aswan Dam, announced i~ January 

1960). But that he had no illusions about the ob

jectives of Communism was shown by his actions 1n 

suppressing Communist g~s in the United Arab Re

public and in. curbing the activities ·or Russian and 

Chinese missions, while on more than one occasion he 

and Khrushchev indulged 1n public recriminations. 34 

34stebbins, US in .World Affairs, 1958, pp. 221-
. 225, ~28.; us in worl'aA?'i'i'I'rs, 'R'' p~20-225, 236-

237; lJS 1n~or!dlil"fi1rs, ~ ' ew York: 1961), 
pp. 2!9"'~221; US in World A airs., 1961 (Ne,w York: 
1962), p. 179~ . 

Moreover, Nasser had no intention of becoming 

economically dependent on the Communist bloc and took 

steps in 1959 to improve his relations with the 
United States and with the West generally. He 

~ached .. agreements ·with the United State~ for the 
resumption o£ American econoulic anc;l technical aid, 

including highway development and draining .or marshes. 

Surplus US agricultural commodit~es were sold to both 

Eg}rpt and Syria. The International Bank: for Recon·;;.. 

struction and Deveiopment agrt!led to lend Egypt $58. 6 
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million _to improve the Suez Can.t~:.~.. Financial dis

putes_ between _Egypt and the U'nite.d Kingdom, growing 

out ot the 1956 Suez cri~is, ·we~ settled through the 

intermedi~ry.of ~he IBRD.35 

The government ot Iraq also showed no d1sp~

sition to disturb the status ~o between 1~58 and 1960. 

The political situation 1n that coWltry remained.; some

what fluid. Several upheavals during 1958 and 19'59, · 

though they left Kass1m 1n power, showed that dissi

dent elements had not been entirely suppressed. Oppo

sition apparently came from both Nasserites and Com

munists, and it appeared that. Kassim was attempting",. 

to play off these· elements against one another. A· 

period of growing Communist ascendancy was followed 

in 1959 b~· measures placing Communists firmly under 

control. 

Like Nasser, Kass1m maintained a. neutral course 

in extem·ai relations,. which led ·him in 1959 to termi

nate all U~ mili.tary and economic aid agreements.· But 

he W@ w1iling to accept weapons from the .UK, and the 

latter1 with us approval,· was willing to tUrnish them 

1n order to keep Iraq from bec9ming wholly dependent 

on the USSR. 36 

3
6
stebb1ns, us 1n World Aff'a1rs!!:Ji258, pp •. 222~ 

223, 224-225; us 1n Viri'l'A?ra:Irs, 1 , pp. 219-220, 
224-228, 235-2'30; ""lrs-rn-liorld Affairs, 11§§• pp. 218-
219; US in World A'lTa.I'rs, l2§!, pp. 179- ; ~hwadran, 
pp. ~ 32-6o. . . 

!~·· 
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This generally favorable picture wa~ counter

balanced by the persistence of ·~asic suspicion of and 

hostility toward the United St~tes on the part of.the 

Arab natione, attitudes mich resulted principally· 

from the assoo:iati'on between the us and Israel. 37 

~7stebbins, us .!!!, ~ Affairs, 1961, pp. 181-18~. 

Moreover, the Communists remained as active as ever . 

in their attempts to secure a dependable foothold in 

the Middle Bast. A portent of' tuture trouble was 

observed far off upon the horizon in 1960. Presi

dent Eisenhower's report to Congress (15 August 1960l 

-on progress under the Middle ·Bast Resolution of 1957 

noted that 

An extensive effort is being carried forward by 
the Sino-Soviet bloc in Yemen where port facili
ties_constructed by the Soviets are. nearing 
completion, as. is a road from the country's 
principal port to its largest inland city. For 
construction of the- latter, Communist China has 
sent to Yemen over 800 engineers and skilled 
workmen.38 

38 Documents, 1960, p. 401. 

NevertheJ.8ss the contrast·between the.actl$1 

course of events and the worst fears felt during 1958 

was unmistakable. On 9 July 1959 Secretary of State 
. . .. . .. 

Christian Herter, in his first news conference, was. 

asked to comment on the current Near Eastern situation 

as compared with that of a year earlier, e_spec_ially 

with reference to us relations with the UAR and with 

Iraq. ."I would say," he replied, "that we are coming 
. ~ . . . 
nearer to normalizing the situation in the Middle 

Bast,c that from that point of view the signs are 
encouraging." Toward the two nations in question, 
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"we are obviously maintaining an attitude of friend

liness and hopefulness that our relations ~11 be 

normalized even more." In s~y, he was "more 
. . . 

optimistic than we ha~e b~en on th~ turn·the 

. developments have taken 1n the Middle East. "39 On 17 

39De)U:rtment of State Bull~t1n, Vol. XLI, No. · 
1048 (21 l 59) 1 pp. 111-112. .· 

September 1959, 1n his first .address to the UN General 

Assembly, Mr. Herter ascribed this improvement to ··· 

the "enlightened actions" of the Middle Eastern.states, 

as well as the. "outstanding leadership and diploma-. 
. 40 

cy of the Secretary-General. " From the other. side 

40 
~.,Vol. XLI, No. 1058 (5 Oct 59) 1 p. 468. 

of the political fence, Sen. J. w. Fulbright, chair

man of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, also 

· dNw ·a tavo:':'~: .. e c~nt:o::a~·t with the previous year. 
. . 

"The tNmd ·of evente in the area offers a certain 

amount of cautious encouragement," he remarked."' lie. 
. . . 

hop®d that the lead~~hip of both the United States 

&"'dd tb.e Ara~ natj .. or.Ul "T.DaJ?' i1ll~~J;Ve imaginatively an,d 
boldly toward a new 3 me~~ mature and realistic rela-

41 
tionship." 

4~ew ~ ~.9 31 Aug 59. 

Pres1dent·Bisenhower, in the semi-annual reports 

on 1mplementat1o~ of the Middle East Resolution which 

he sent to Congress in 1960, commented on the "sub~ 

sid®nce of the t~nsions and conflict which in ~d-1958 
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facilitated possible aggreesion by international 

communism." Russian and Chinelb® efforts to pene

trate the Middle Bast had not "enabled the forces 

of 1ntema.t1ona.l ctO•l1UID.ll!Ai&!IDl to threaten seriously 

the ~dependence and 1nt~gr1ty of any count~es ot 

the· region ... Relc&~.tir.m~ among the Arab countries 

continu® re1.at.ively gotOH61 and some l~ssening of ten

sions among them has tended to reduce opportunities 

for incNased Soviet ilti'lu~nce." The Middle East 

Resolu·tion he cha.ract~~®d as ''a safeguard in_ 

reserv~, ava.ila.bl~ to a~y country of the region 

desiring outside assistance against a possible.threat 

to its independence an~ stability from the external 

forc®e of 1.ntl':l:•:'?.:l:;•.t::!.l!')l\'~lS'..l c1Plmwm1ram.'#2 

4~epartment of State Bulletin, Vol. XLII,· No. 
1081 ( 14 Mar 60) , pp. ~426 ( rpt or 15 Feb _ 60) ; 
Documents, 1960, pp. 400,·402 (rpt or 15 Aug 60). 

One glFt:!:?ir!g e:kce:p'c;ioxl to the gener"al improve

ment in the Middle East~:T.".a scene was the complete 

and derep-root~d conflict be-tween the Arab states and 

Israel. Neve:£>"1:ihel~ss, if this hostility continued, 

it wa;e~· at -l£3E..l~·i;.; nl':)t marked· 'by any such serious 

·tr.u:>.;atll! t:). w'.:>rld P':lc.:.•:::e aa that represented by the 

Suez ~r:'U:~.is of' 1956. 

Debate on t!ds di.:spu.te was an annual feature of 

General Assembly m.a\3·~:L'Ilgs u The United States con~ 

tlnued to Beek a solution~ but COUld find no basis 

for nr~got1ation. bl'hr:l ll@.~ff:ltions at issue were· the 
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disposition of.· the retugeea whr. had. fled Pal•etine 

and the boundaries of Israel. The Israelis would 

negotiate only with the advance stipulation that · 

·they would . take back no retugees and give up no 

territory. The Arab countries insisted that the 

retugees must be repatriated ·and that Israel must 

return to the frontiers laid out by the UN in 1947. 

Although the Arabs might disagree among themselves . .. . 43. 
on other issues, they were united on these. 

· Stebbins 1 US in World Affairs, ~~ pp. 235-
236; US in World l?fii'r~37TlJS" in World 

· Aff'aiii, -yg6o, p. 223. . - - --

Border skirmishes between the Israelis and 

their hostile neighbors in 'Jordan and S~ia also 

occupied the UN. Such clashes along Israel's southern 

boundary -- w1 th the UAR -- were, however i rare or 

absent1 thanks to ·the presence of the 5,300-man 

United Nations Eme.rganc;r Force (UNEF). Regularly each 
... .. 

year, the G~neral Assemb17 voted to keep this 

organization in the fi.~ld aa ~he best way to keep a 

difficult situation f~m growing· worse. The financing 

ot UNBF became increasingly a problem, since the USSR 

(and wy other countries) refused to contribute to .. 
~ 

its exp. enses. • The United States was forced to make . 44 . 
extra contributions to take up the slack. 

· Stebbins, US in World Affairs, 1958, pp. 233-
234, 236; us in IIO'i=laA.1l"i.Trs, go, p~37-238; us 
in~ A1T'~s~, pp. 223- , 245~246. -. 

Por the Palestinian retugees, the Assembly could 
-

accomplish nothing except to continue the UN Relief 

and Works Agency (UNRWA). The United ·states supported 
. . 

this expedient in the absence ot a long-range 
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.settlement of the refUgees 1 st~,tua, and continued 

to provide approximately 70- ot VNRl(A •s budget. In 

1958 the Assembly d~w att•ntion to the Ageno7'1 

uncertain financial situation and asked member 

nations to increase their contributions. In 1959 

it was necessary to extend UNRW•'s mandate, wbich 

WOU,.ld expire on 30 June 1960. The Arab countries 

.sugge~ted a five-year extension. The United States, 

which had hoped that no such action would be 
... 

necessary, eventually agreed to a three-year 

extension which was approve~ by the Assembly. At 

the same time the ·latter called upon the UN's 

Palestine Conciliation Commission, established in 

1948 but long inactive, to renew its attempts to 
. . . . 45 

return the refugees to their original homes. 

S~ebbins, US in World Affairs, ~~ pp. 236-
. 237; us in World A?ra:Ir'8;1'9'~238'=239; us in 
·worlcf:Atl'iirs,. 1~66, pp7- 2~47-.- ~-

An additional source of fr1ct1on·developed 

from President Nasser's refUsal to allow Israel ·the 

right ot tree passage through the. Suez: Canal (a 

position which he Justified on the basis of the 

state of war existing between Israel and the UAR). 

Israeli ships had always been excluded, but in l959 

the doctrine was br~adened to apply to vessels of 

other registry carrying.Israeli cargoes. A 

Danish vessel was detained in the canal in Ray 1959. 

While .the Seoreta~-General con4ucted. leng~hy 

negotiations with Nasser seeking its release, a 

second freighter (ot Greek registry) was s1milarly 
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46 
detained (December 1959). 

240. 
'1,· 

Stebbins, .!!.§. i!l World Affairs, llii• pp. 239-

The second incident occurred while the ~AR's 

application for a loan to improve the Suez Canal 

was pending before the IBRD. Some US Congressmen 

urged the Bank to w1 thhold the loan in reprisal for 

this action. Secx-etary ot S.tate Herter, who had 

upheld the p~inciple ot free navigation of the Canal 

in an address to the UN General Assembly on 17 

Beptember 1959~ nevertheless declined to •xert 

pressure for .this purpose. It was~ he said, a 

matter to be decided by the Bank, which.was 

"essentially an economic medium and not ~ political 

medium" and should not be used for "diplomatic 
. 47 . . 

pressures." President Eisenhower, in April 1960, 

. · . Ibid. , pp. 239-240; Detartment of State 
Bulletin, Vol. ·XLI, No. 1058 5 Oct 59}, p. 468., 
and No. 1070 (28 Dec 59), p. 939. 

pointed out that there was no way to require the 

· UAR to admit Israeli ships to the· C~al except by 

the. application of force, and "I'm certain that 
.. 

we're.not t~§ng to·settle international problems 

with force. n In the end, the two ships which had 

Public Papers or the Presidents of the United 
States, DW§~t !· iisenhower, 196o-61 (.Visnington: 
1961) 1 p. • · . . .. 

been detained by the UAR were obliged to unload 
. 49 

their cargoes before departing. 

226. 
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46 
detained (December 1959). 

240 •. 
Stebbins, US_1Jl World ·Affairs~ ~' pp. 239-

The second incident occurred while the u~·s 

applica~ion for a loan to improve the Suez Canal 

was pending before the IBRD. Some US Congressll)en 

urged the Bank to withhold the loan in reprisal tor 

this action. Se.c:r;-etaey ot State Herter, Who had 

upheld the principle ot tree navigation or the Canal . 

in an address to the UN General Assembly. on 17 

September 1959~ nevertheless declined to exert 

pressure. for this pu~ose. It was., he said, a 

matter to be decided by the Bank, ·which was 

"essentially an economic medium and not a political 

medium" and should not be used tor 11d1plomatic 
. 47 . . . . 

pressures." President Eisenhower~ in April 1960, 

· Ibid. , pp. 239.-24o; Defartment of State 
Bulletin, Vol .... XLI, No. 10585 Oct 59T; p. 468, 
and No. 1070 (28 Dec 59), p. 939. . 

pointed out that there was no way to require the 

· UAR to admit Israeli ships to the ., Canal except by 

the application of force, and "I'm certain that 

we're not trying to-settle international problems 
48 . 

with force."· In the end, the two ships which had 

Public PB:ers of the Presidents or .. the United 
States,. DW~t :: ilsiiih.O'Wir, 1966-61 (Visliliigton: 
1961), p. r. . · .. 

been detained by the UAR were obliged to unload 
. 49 

their cargoes before departing. 

226. 
Stebbins, !!'!.!!!.~Affairs., 1960, pp~ 225-
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But the resentment engendered in the United 

States by this practice, and by other· actions ot the 

Arab states (e.g., blacklisting us vessels When they 

had previously called at Israeli· ports, as part ot 

the Arabs' economic warfare against Israel), led us 

longshoremen to institute a spontaneous boycott ot the 

UAR ship Cleopatra in April 1960. In reply, the Arabic 

nations ins~ituted boycotts ot us ships. The Executive 

Council ot the AFL-CIO pledged support of the long

shoremen in this matter and forwarded a copy of' its 

resolution on the subJect to the Department of State 

"tor such action as may be appropriate under the cir-... 
~umstances." Acting Secretary of Stat~ Douglas Dillon 

. . 
replied that the United States "neither recognizes nor 

condones the Arab boycott" and promised "appropriate 

diplomatic action with the foreign ·count~ies involved .•• 

to assure'freedom of the seas and.to protect the inter

ests of our shipping and seamen." Satisfied with 

these assurances, US longshoremen discontinued picketing 

the Cleopatra, while in turn, the Arab unions dropped 
. . 50 

.their boycott. 

50 . Ibid., p. 226; DepState Bulletin, Vol. XLII, 
No. 109~3 May 60), pp. 834.;.835; !!!.,! York Times, 
7 ~y, lO_May 60. 

congressional resentment, however, was not so 

easily appeased •. When the Mutual Security Act ef' 1960 

.was under consideration, an amendment was introduced 

declaring in favor of freedom of navigation and 

against "economic warfare • • • including such· pro

cedures as boycotts, blockades, and the restriction 

ot the use of international waterways, 11 and requi~ing 
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that ·US foreign aid "shall be administered to give 

effect·· to these principles." Mr. Dillon sought to 

diss~e Congress from adopting this amendment. US 

posts abroad~ While concurring 1n the objective, be

lieved it would create difficulties for US foreign 

policy as a d~monstration.of "favoritism for the State 

ot Israel" and "an attempt to 'tie strings • to our 
.. 

economic aid." "Avoidance ot coercive tactics against 

·Israel's n~igh.bors," he declared1 "is 1n Israel's 

interest." Israel had made gigantic economic strides, 

Slld "it would be a grave mis~ake to have that progress· 

disturbed by actions which can only stir up area ten

sions to Israel's detriment. As you know, it is the 

view· ot our Government that the tensions ot the Middle 

Bast. can more effectively be treated by concerted 

international action than by-unilateral action on the 

part of the United States." Nevertheless the amend-
. 51 

ment was included 1n the act as finally passed. 

51 . . ·. . . 
· Stebbins, US in World Affairs, 1{~§~ p. 226; 

Depstate Bullet1n;-VOI.-xtr.r, No. !091 M~ 60), 
pp. 834-835· : . . . .. . -

A rising tide or a~ents in the Near East was 

another matter· of concern to the United States, which 

had e~~t without success to have the UN limit arma

ments in this area. The ~isenhowe~· Administration 

recognized the need ot the Israelis for self-defense, 

especially after President Nasser turned to the Soviet 

bloc tor weapons. In September 1958, after the ira~i 

revolutiQn, the United.States agreed to sell the 

Israelis helicopters and small arms for defensive pur-:· 

po~es. But the United States declined to become too 

. ~. 
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deeply involved 1n supplyi~g weapons to. Israel. In 

Februar,y 1960 ~.Eisenhower was asked to ·comment. on 

a susgestion by Sen. Jacob Javits of New York. that the 

US conclude a mutual det'enea pact with Israel, in view 

of the influx of Soviet weapons and military personnel 

into the UAR and Iraq. Declining direct comment on 

tb1s suggestion, the President pointe.d out that "the 

Unlted. S_tatea, as a matter of poli.cy, has never been 

a maJor .. supplier of arms for Israel and doesn 1 t intend 

to be, nor to any other country 1n the area." He 

w~s aware that ~he Soviets were supplying arms to some 

of the Arabs, but pointed out that 11Israel has also 

been getting arms from Britain and France for a long 

time. Fnulkly, I thirlk. we • re send1rig arms to enough 

nations 1 really, ,. he added. . "I think somebody else 
.. ·. 52 

oUght to carry a little responslbil1ty." : 

~ . 8 Stebbins, US 1n World Aff'ait-s, 19.58, pp. 232-
233; ,!!!.!a World A?tifrs, 1960, p. 224T"PUblic Papers 
ot ~ .Pres~a, Eisenhower, 1960-61, p. 195 .. 

The Kennedy Administration and the Middle Bast, 1961 . 

Except for the perennial fmotions . between Arabs 

andisrae11s, .the new administration that assumed 

of'ti~e in January 1961 found the Middle ~ast relatively 

quiet. TP,ere. was no occasion for any drasi to rever

sals or us. policies in t.lus area. 

As 1n past years, the general trend of political -development 1n the Middle Bast during 1961, though 

uneven, was on the whole not unfavorable to the United 

States. An .imp.ortant setback occurred early. in i961 

When· 'saudi Arabia announced . that it would not renew its 
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agreement tor the use ot baae rignts at Dbahran wbich 

expired in 1962, juetit71ns this retusal ·on the grounds 

ot the "assistance fum1shed to the so-called Israel"· 

by the United Statea. 53 On the other hand,. the United 

53~tebbins, us in World Affairs, 1961, p. 182; 
!!.!.!·~ ~~ 1'1")t'B.r,J:O"'Ipr 6o. 

S~ates could contemplate with pleasure the manifesta

tions of Soviet hostility toward Iraq and the UAR 

(occasioned by actions. taken against local Communists 

in those countries) ; the action or Pre.sident Nasser ·1n 
. 

emphasizing his independence. ot the. Soviet .. line in 

international affairs; and the evidence ot improved 

relationship between the UAR and King Hussein of 
54 Jordan. 

54 bb. 8 Ste ms, p. 1 lo 

A minor crisis concerning the status of the 

shei~dom or Kuwait to~~ately posed no problems for 

the Un:tted StateBo Whart · th(lt United Kingdom recognized 

Ku.wait as wholly independent (19 June 1961), Premier 
. ' ' 

Kassim of Iraq laid cla.im to the territory~· on his-
0 0 

toric grounds. After\ an appeal by th~ ·sheikh, the· UK 

( w1 th us ixmcurrence) sent in troops to protect Kuwait's 

independence. 
•• 0 

At the same time,. the UK appealed to the 

Security Council on behalf of· .Kuwait.. A resolution 

offered by the UK, asking all states to respect Kuwait's 

"independence and territorial integrity," was vetoed 
' ' 

by the US~R because it did not d6!1Wld immediate with- .. 

drawal of British troopa. Although British military 
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intervention -- with its overtones of' "colonialism" 

-- was not welcomed by the Arab states~ most or the 

latter had no desire to further Iraq's territo.rial 

ambitions •.. conaequentl,- the Arab League agreed to 

take over the t·ask or protecting Kuwait. Troops 

from Saudi Arabia and the UAR arrived in September 

1961, ·and the British troops were· withdrawn the next 

month. 55 · 

55 . 8 Ibid., pp. 1 4-185; Benjamin Shwadran, "The 
Kuwait Incid.ent," Middle Eastem Affairs, Vol •. XIII, 
No·. 1 (Jan 62), pp. 2-13,"1:co. 2 (Feb 62), pp. 43~53. 

A more startling alteration in the political 

picture 1n the Middle East was the disruption or the 

United Arab Republic in September 1961. The existing 

regime in Syria was .. overthrown by. a coup d'etat, an~ 

a new, independent "Syrian Arab Republic" was estab-
. . 

lished. Although the new·P!~~er made the customary 

decla.raticm of non-alignmer.rt., r4s general orientation 

seemed more f.avorabl~ towa~~ the West. The United 

States, to avoid o:f.f.an6l.:!.ng 1\!asser, discreetly withheld 

recognition until 10 October, after some other countries 

( 1n•:o.lud1ng the USSR) hac re-~ogn1zed the new govemment. 
.. . 
This development "unquestionably spelled a grave 1m-
. . . 
pai~ent or Abdel Naseer's ascendancy 1n the Arab world. 

Whether it represented a gain tor the Wes~ appeared 

less certa1n1 than would have ~een in the case of a few 
6' 

years earlier."5 

187. 

56 Stebbins, !!.§.~~Affairs' 1961, pp. 186-
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Arabs and Israelis Once More 

Like their predecessors 1 Pre~ident Kennedy and 
- . 

Secretar,y of State pean Rusk sought a basic accommo-

dation. of the interests of Arabs and Israel1s 1 only 

to encounter the s~ne wall of obstinacy on both sides. 

In the end, they had to acquiesce in the same ·tempo

r~; e~edients aimed at symptoms rather than causes. 

The new Administration was at first handicapped 

in its relations with the Arab governments owing to 

the latters• conviction that it would show more bias 

towards Israel than its predecessor. This suspicion 

was confirmed by the US stand in a dispute between 

Israel and Jordan early in 1961. Jordan complained to 

the Security Council that a m.ilitary parade in Jeru

salem, planned by Israel to celebrate the 13th anni

versary of its independence, would constitute a 

"threat to peace. II The urlited States denied this 
. . ' 

allegation and supported a resolution (passed on 11 

APril 1961) which, thov~h it adjured Israel not to 

use "heavy equipment" in the parade, also admonished 
. ' 57 

Jordan to obsarve the armistice agreement. 

57 Stebb1.ns, p. 182o 

A further cause tor Arab alarm was the annoWlc';.. 

ment that Premier Ben-Gurion of Israel planned a visit 

to the United States and a conference with President 

Kennedy. Fortunately the latter was awape ot possible 

Arab misgivings and took advance steps to allay them. 

In letters to the heads of government of the principal 

Aral:1 nation, he assured them that the United States 
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~ympath1zed with the desire of all Middle Eastern 

st:ates "to control their own destinyn and was inter

ested in finding solutions to the destructive and 

divisive problems of the area. Mo~St important, he 

gave assurances that the us position on 'the question 

of the Palestinian retugees "is anchored and will 
. . 

continue to be anchored in the firm bedrock ot support 

tor General Assembly recommendations concerning the 

refugees" -- recommendations which had generally called 

for repatriation (as the Arabs desired). Largely 
- - .. 

because of Mr. Kennedy's foresight, his conversations 

with the Israeli Premier (unlike that of his successor 

three years later, described below) occasioned no 

outbursts of Pl"lltest from thfa Arabs. Moreover, the 

President declined to pro~ride Israel w1 th any additional 
. 58 

guarantees. 

The Assembly's "reoommendationsn were expressed 

an®W tn 1961 an~ foliowing yeaP.S by annual resolutions 

April 1961 the Assembly also repeated an earlier 

request that the Conciliation Comm1ss1on·for Palestine 

continue to seek a solution. At the Commission's 

requ.(~st » an official of' tha Carnegie Endowment for 

Inte~ational Peace (Dr. Joseph E. Johnson) went to 
.. 

the Near Eas·t; to consult both sides in search of a 

solution, but his mission was fruitless. In December 
. -

of that year the Assembly debated a new resolution 

calling for direct negotiations between Israelis 
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and Arabs on this issue; though supported by Israel, 

it was opposed by the United States and the Arab 

nations and died in committee. The United States 

f&vor~d an alterr4ative (wt~ch was passed), calling tor 
.. .,-

the 0Qmm1ssion to continue ita efforts and urging 

increased contributions to UNRWA in view ot that 

Agency's nprecarious financial posit.ion. 1159 

59stebbins pp. 182-183, 189-190; Documents, 
1261, pp. 284-2e6. 

A year later the Assembly again had to decide 

whether to continue UNRWA 1n existence, since the 

Agency's mandate would end on 30 JUne 1963. The 

United States at fj.r:st sou.gktt to limit· the extension 

to one year, but eventually voted with the majority 

tor an extension to 1965. In 1963 the Assembly merely 

reaffirmed its earlj.er resolutions for repatriation 

of the re:t'ugees a.n~:t ita rs~.u~sts for better financial 

supp~rt of UNRWA. ~..i.i."lg 'both of these years the 

Pa.leetirje Concil:!.atlon CoD..IU'dssion continued its efforts, 
60 

but witb.out success. 

60 - . 
Richard. F. Stebbins, The United States in 

World Affairs, 196I (New Yor'{('": 1963), _pp. 173078; 
~nited States n.Wo~ld Affairs, _l9§3 (New York: 
~4), pp. 166-161;-steSSins (ed.l, ~uments on 
American Foreign Relations, 1962 New York: 1'903), 
pp. 269-276 .. • . 

The UN Emergency Porce :fO"Wld itself in even more 

parlous fiscal condition during these years. The 

.Assembly's annual discussion of UNK.F became increas

ingly intermixed with that of the general financial 

plight of the UN, which, in fact, grew largely out of 

the :f'ail~lre of various governments (notably the Soviet 
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and Arabs on this iesue; though supported by Israel, 

it wa.a apposed by the United States and tba Arab 

nations and died 1n committee. The United States 

f'avor.oed an alte:rnatiYe (wb.ich .was passed), calling tor 

th~ Commission to continue its efforts and urging 

inereased contributions to UNRWA in view or that 

Agency's "precarious financial position. n59 

59stebb1ns pp. 182-183, 189-190; Documents, 
1961, pp. 284-2~6. 

A year later the Assembly again had to decide 

whether to continue UNRWA-tn existence, since the 

Agency's mandate would end on 30 June 1963. '!'he 

United States at 1':trst sou.gt.+.t to limit the extension 

to one year, but eventu.a.lly voted with the maJority 

tor an extension to 1965. In 1963 the Assembly merely 

reaffirmed 1 ts ear1:1.er resolutions tor repatriation 

of the ~tugees ant!'. it~ ;re,q.,ttsts tor better financial 

suppD:t'l't ot UNRWA. Di.1l,~TAg ti'-:>th or these years the 

Palestine Concillat:lon Comw.."Lss.i.on continued its efforts, 
60 but without success. 

6o -
Richard P~ Stebbins~ The United States in 

world Attairs, 196I (New Yor'IC"': 1963), _pp. 173;-178; 
'TE.e1lhite•i States n. W!)!"ld Affairs, 19£>3 (New York: 
~4), pp. 166-161;-sti55Ins (ed.i, ~uments on . 
American Foreig."l Rela.t1ons, 1962. New York: 1~3), 

'pp. 269-276 ... 

The UN Emergency Fnrce found i_tself in even more 

parlous fiscal condition auring these years. The 

Assembly's annu~l discussion of UNBF became increas-
j 

ingly inte!rmixed with that t':lt the general financial 

plight of the UN 1 wh1ch1 in tact~ grew largely out of 

the failure o:f various governments (notably the Soviet 
I 
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bloc and the Arab statee) to pay their assessments 

for UNEF. By December :t961 the unpaid backlog for 

UNEP totalled.$26.9 m11,.1on. At that time, the 

Assembly voted enough money to keep UNEF in operation 

pending receipt of funds from the sale of a 

proposed $200-million bond issue, and resolved also 

to seek an advisory opinion from the International 

Court of Justice as to whether assessments tor UNEP 

and tor its Con~o peace force were binding on UN 

members. The United Stat~s at once announced that 

(subJect to Congress.1onal aM>roval) it would purchase 
- 61 
one-half of' the bond issue. 

· St.:ebbins, US 1n World Affairs,,_ 1961, p. 190; 
Y'§. !E_ !9.£ld Affair'S; :rn;~;-pp. 317-31~. 

On 20 July 1962 the ICJ handed down a ruling which 

upheld the United States position that peace-keeping 

operations ~rere p:'?'!,:pe!-'2:~· .~(b.ar.agaa'ble to the UN •s 

general e~enses and that assessments for this purpose 

were therefore b:ina.ing.. Although the United States 

praised this ruling, its practical effect on UNEF 

rt!lmained to be 81.W~rl. .iV,I)~·l"(! ~Or."'ta.nt was the action Of 

the US Congress, after prolonged debate, 1n authorizing 

the purchase of $100 million in UN bonds (19 September 

1962) • Actual purcthases by the US and other countries 

provided eno~ money tc• keo:p UNB:II in operation through 
62 

1962 and 1963. 

Stebbins, us 1n World Affairs, §i~l, p. 190; 
us in world Atf'a:J.rs, 19~2, pp. 32~33, -320, 338; 

· UiifEed~ons Review, ol. x, No. l (Jan 63) , p. 107, 
No. 7 (:fu""'l 63) , --p:-t92-. . · .. 
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By the end of 1963 the UlfJE~ had been so 

successfUl in pacifying the border between Israel 

and . the UAR that Secretary-General U Tha.nt, for the 

sake of economy, was abl'! to propose a reduction in 

the size of the force (from 5,100 to 4,600). 

Accordingly, in December 1953 the Assembly .. appropri

ated ~Jnds to maintain UNEF for the next twelve 
63 

· months at this reduced figure. 

63 
Richard P. Stebbu1s, The United States in 

. ~ Affairs, 1963 (New YorK:l964), pp. 166-101. 

The value of UNEF was pointed up by the re

current flare-ups along Israel's other borders, 

where no such force was stationed. Two such out

breaks on the Syrian b~rder, in l962.and 1963, came 

to the attention or the Security Council and forced 

the Un:tted State~ to risk displeasing one side .or 

th~ otb.e1. ... by tak..ing; a ~t.a':i:d. The first was a 

retaliatory raid carr."ied out by Isx•ae11s on the 

night of 16-17 March 16~, a.ft~sr Syx•ian provocation. 

The report of the UN T:!?t~c~e Supervision Organization 
. . 
laid mo:st o:f' t:b.e b7.a:tr~(:') em Ie~aa1. The Security 

. . 
Council condemned Israel for violating the Ar.mistice 

Agreement, and endorsed the proposals of the Chief 

of Staff of UNTSO for sti~ngthening his organi-
. 64 

zation. 

stebbins, us in world Affairs, l~V pp. 172-
173; De~artment orsrat~let!ri, Vol. I, No. 
1192 (3 Apr 62), PP'7""'TI5.-738. - . 

In Auguat 1963 Israel suffered another series 

of provocations by Syria. This time, however,· the 
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new Premier, Levi Eshkol, instP-:-:.d or resorting to 

retaliation, took the oase to the UN (for the first 

time 1n over ten yea,!'s') . This time UNTSO found 
. . 

Syria guilty. The United States supported ~ 

resolution cond~unnirig the ~·wanton murder" of two 

Israelis on 19 August 1963.and caliing attention to 

evidence that the perpetrators entered Israel from 

Syria. But this resolution was vetoed by the USSR. 

US Ambassador Adlai Stevensc~n, in speaking tor ·the 

resolution, emphasized the need to strengthen the 

machinery of UNTSO and urged b.oth Syria and Israel 
65 

to cooperate with the Organization for this purpose. 

::> 
stebbins, us 1n world ~t~:Xr.ti26i, p. 159; 

nesartment 5!£ stare fi}'litfii", o • , · o. 1266 
(3 sep b!), p~o~523. . . . 

More serious than th~ perennial border problem 

was the grow1ng evidr:m,ce in 1962 that President 

B1Si9nhowcer' s f't-7H3.rB at~f,)~_:t.t a :spiralling race of arms 

might come true. In July 1962 it was revealed that 

the UA'R was dev~~loping a misstle capab11:1.ty which 

would ultimately P•':'IR:~ a sceriOilS threat to Israel. 

Not unnaturally3 tha lattar nation appealed to the 

United States for missiles Which would restore the · 

e~~ilib:.Cai'Um.. President Kennedy shared his 

predec~Bsor's 1~uwillingness to supply major weapons 

to Near Eastern countries;, but he recognized the 

justice or the Israeli argument. In September 1962, 

therefore, the United States approved the sale to 

Israel of short-range ground-to-air missiles (HAWK). 

Though this action S·~rvad to arouse Arab resent

ment, it did not wholly satisfy the Israelis. Early 
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in 1963, after rumors had gained credence that 

German scientists in Egypt wer~ working to develop 

nuclear ~ssiles, Israel again sought American 

weapons. Mr. Ke.Mady remained adamant. "'.rhe 
' .. 

United States has nevez- been a supplier or military 

equipment directly to the 'Israelis, II he pointed 

out on 3 Apl'il 1963. Instead, ft had supplied 

econo~c aid, leaving it to the Israelis to 

purchase their weapons. But he expressed "strong 
. . 

opposition to th~ 1ntrodu~tion or manuractul'e of 

nuclea.I' weapons in the Middle East" and pro~ sed 

to be alert to any thtteat to the mi1i tai7 balance 

ot power Which the United States wished to see 
66 . 

preserved. 

Stebbins, US in World Affairs, ~t pp. 173-
174; US in World Ftarr~l51-T58; New 
~-'!'Imes,~r!l 64. -:-

After the tripartite Cairo declaration ot 

17 April 1963, in whi.t\h the UAR, Syria, and Iraq 

pledged their unlty (see below}, ·Israel· again sought 

security guarantees trom the Uni.ted States and the 

·USSR as well, but was rebuffed by both nations. The 

President remarked on 8 May 1963 that he did not 

"think that the balance of military power has been 

changed-in the Middle East in recent days." He 

added, however, that "this Government has been, 

and remains,· strongly opposed to the use ot force, 

or the threat ot force, in the Near Bast. In the 

event or aggression, or preparation tor aggression, 

whether direct or indire-ct, we would support 

appropriate measures 1n the United Nations and 
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.adopt other courses ot action ':"n our own to prevent 

or put a stop to such aggression." In other words, 

the United States would, if necessa~~ act uni

laterally, as it had done i.n Lebanon in 1958. As 

Mr. Kennedy added, this "has been the policy which 
. 67 

the·united States has followed for some ttme:• 

Stebbins, US in World Affaire, 12§.l, p. l58i 
!!! ~ ~~ 9"""Ray 64. 

While unwilling to supply m1li tary aid to 

Israel, the United States sought to maintain friendly . 

relations and to continue and extend economic· and 

technical assistance. President Johnson entertained 

Prime Minister Eshkol when the latter visited 

Washington on 1-3 June 1964. After their conference, 

it was announced that the two countries would under-

' take joint stud.ies or the problem of desalting water. 

Mr. Johnson also emphasized "the strong desire or 

the United States for .f:f.'r.aiendly relations with all 

nations of the Near East, and its devotion to peace 

in the area and to peaceful economic and social 

develr..pment or all countries in the area," as well 

·as "US support for the territoral integrity.and 

political independence ·or all countries in· the Near 

East and • • • firm opposition .• . . • to aggression 

and the use of force or the threat of force against 
. 68 

any country." 

De)artment of State Bulletin, Vol. L, No. 
1304 ( 22 un 64) , pp. 9'58'=960. 
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As usual, such a demonstration of good 

relations between Israel and the United States 

aroused the Arab nations to anger. On 1 June 

1964 the press .attaches or the Arab embassies 

in Washington issued a statement that the projecte~ 

visit by Mr. Eshkol might have "serious 

implications for the future or Arab-American 

relations," and-alleged th~t the purpose or ~s 

visit was to "ask the United States for arms and 

the conclusion or a bilateral security treaty." 

Acting Secretary of.State George w. Ball denied 

these charges and criticized their statement as 

"an unwarranted intrusion into United States 
6g 

affairs." The incident emphasized the difficulty 

in achieving ~. Johnson's ~bjec~~v~ pf re~ning 

on good terms with all Near Eastern countries. 

CENTO and the "Northern Tier," 1961-1964 

President Kennedy's administration continued 

to maintain close ties with CENTO while stopping 

short or actual membership. American interest 

was shown by the attendance of both Secretary of 

. State Dean. Rusk and Gen. Lyman L. Lemnitzer, 

Chair.man or the Joint Chiefs or starr, at the 

meetings of·the CENTO Council and Military Com

mittee in 1961 and i962. Nevertheless the United 

States, With British support, resisted the efforts 

or the Asiatic members, led by Pakistan, to estab

lish a permanent military command modelled after 
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that of .NATO. A .1961 ag~em.ent to estabi:ish' a 

' 11 collllll8llde~· -- CBNTO Milit&.r'J' Staff In to improve "the 

co~ordinatton of defence planning," tell through in 

1962. · The Asiatic members wanted an· American officer 

to serve in this capacity, apparently hoping that the 

United States might thus be induced to provide 

stronger military support tor the organization. 

Hence t~y decline.d to accept, the l3r1 tish officer 

~o had been nominated for the pos1tion.70 

'70 ' ' 
. . Stebbins, US in World Affairs, 1961, p. 172; 
us in world Af'fa1rs,~96f., _p. 163; Documents, lf6lk 
pp. ~80;...281; Documents.~. ~~ pp. 26~-263; !!.!!. _.2£... 
~~ 27, 28, 3o Apr ·o2. . . 

The failure of the plan to establish a full 

military command was especially d1sapp·oint1ng to 

Iran -- the only member of the organization which 

had no formal alliance with the United States. Iran 

accordingly attempted to obtain increased military 

aid from the us. But the Shah's pleas, made on a 

visit to Washington in APril 1962 and renewed the 

following yea~ when Sec~tar.J Rusk passed through 

Tehran en .:route to the 1963 CBN'l!O meeting, apparently 

had no reault.71 

7lstebb1ns, U81n world Atfa1rs.~_ 51962, pp. 161, 
163; !§. m, ~ l?fifr~'l- • 

The Wisdom of the US policy or av~id1ng too 

close entanglement with CBNTO was shown by the politi

cal instability Which afflicted the Asiatic members 

ot the organization. The upheaval 1n Turkey in 196o 
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has already been noted. In Iran, the failure ot an 

· election in 1961 to produce the Kind of progressive

minded legislature sought by the ~hah caused the 

latter· to dismiss hi~ cabinet and install a new prime 

minister connnitted to enforcement of a "revolution 

from above" to carry out n·eeded reforms. But in 

JUly 1962 this minister resigned, charging that he 

had been hampered by inadequate US military ~d 

economic aid. There seemed little prospect or any 

early emergence of a stable, democratic society in 
72 

Iran. 

7
2
stebbins, us in World Atfa1rs, 6~~€4 pp. 175-

176; ~ !!! ~ l?f'il"rs, 1962, pp. 1 - . 

In Pakistan, there was a· trend toward greater 

political stability when civilian govemment, after 

being overthrown in 1958, was restored in June 1962. 

On the other hand, thAt country's relationship with 

the United Stat~s took a definite turn for the worse 

in 1962 and 1963. One reason was the failure ot: the 

.. US to support Pakistan in the UN discussions on 

Kashmir in 1962, when Pak:!.stan ref'1:1sed to accept as 

an accomplished fact the unilateral action of India 

in annexing part ·of this terri tory. Another was 

the action ·or the United States and UK in supplying 

military aid to India when that nation was attacked 

by Communist China. Showing that its hostility to 

India ou~ranked its r~ar of Co~ist encroachment, 

Pakistan. responded to the ~tna-India border clash 

by seeking a rapprochement with China. During 1963 

Pakistan and China concluded, in succession, a trade 

agreement 1 a provisional frontier settlement, and an 
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air,_ tr~sport agreement. Meanwhile, Pakistanis 

denounced the United States and uK for_their failure 

to tumish that support against Indi·a to which they 
' . 73 

believed.themselvea entitled. 

· . --73stebbins, us in World Affairs, 7~9~f'- pp. l64-
16T; !l! in~ Affirra, 1963, pp. 1 - '~-· 

Pakistan's resentment of Western policy to

wards India .marr.~~d~!:~~tr.:l'Utit!liio!:iy ··ot the 1963 CBNTO 

meetings, which otherwise saw no major developments. 

The final communique announced agreement on the need 

for "constant vigilance, firmness and restraint," 

and the "importance or continuing .economic develop-
. . 74 

ment &nd SOCial progreSS in the region. II 

74stebbins, us 1n World Affairs, 1963, p. 145; 
D~artment of State !Ul!efiii', voi. XLvnt'; No. 1248 
( May .63)-;-pp.1Jir3-844; New~ Times, 2 May 63. 

By 1964 the d1..sa.strous Cyprus crisis (described 

below) had arisen to trouble CENTO. When the M1nis

teri.al Council convened :S.n Washington on 28-29 April, 

the Turkish delegate reportedly warned the others 

that· Cyprus might b~come a "Mediterranean ·cuba." 

There. was some disa~reement also over the precise 

nature and purpose of the org~ization. The Pakistan 

prime minister, in his opening address, had urged 

CENTO to guard against "all aggression," reflecting 

the view of some members tm t the alliance should 

offer protection against threats arising from any 

source. The United States, however, held to the 

narrower view of CBNTO as a purely anti-Communist 

alliance. The final· stat~ment expressed ."deep co~~ 

cern over the violence which has occurred 1n Cyprus 
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since December 1963" and an "emest desire that the 

violence should be brought to an immediate end." 

It also reported, but. did not describe, "suggestions 

for further cooperation in the military sphere 

designed to strengthen the defense potential of the 

alliance."75 

7~ew York Times 29-30 Apr 64; Department or· 
State BUire"U'ii'; ~~ No. 1299 (18 May 64), pp:-768-
~. ~ -
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The US and the Arabs, 1962-1963 

The slow improveme~t in US relations with the Arab 

nations which had begun after 1958 continued in 1962 and 

most of 1963, though its ·course was uneven. The Arab

Israeli conflict remained as a basic source of host1~1ty 

which broke out in frequent irritating incidents, as al

ready described. It also affected the US military 
··~ 

position through its adverse effect on the US Air Force 

base at Dhahran. King Saud 1s 1961 decision to cancel the 

base rights agreement has .been noted above. In February 

1962 ~aud conferred with President Kennedy in Washingtonj 

:tho~~ the meeting was described as amicable, he did not 

reverse this decis1on.76 

76stebbins, us in World Affairs, 1962, p. 171. 

President Nasser, the most important figure among 

the Arabs, made special efforts during 1962 to improve 

relations with the United States (perhaps as an offset 

to the additional military a~d which he had recently 

obtained from the USSR). The willing US response re

flected the disappearance of the early misgivings which 

had been felt toward Nasser. The United States stepped 

up its own economic aid to the UAR and assisted the 

latter in obtaining fUrther aid from the International 

Monetary Fund.77 By 1963 it was clear that the 

apprehensions aroused by the events of 1958-1960 were 

"both exaggerated and oversimplified .• " Nasser and other 

Arab leaders "had proved quite unwilling to act as Soviet 
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tools or allow. their countries to be taken over by Com

munist agitators and agents." Moreover, "Arab nationalism" 

was proving to be much more complex than it had seemed . . . 8 
when Abdel Nasser first rode it-to power in the 1950's. 1 

78stebbins, us~ World Affairs, 1963, p. 147. 

The complexity of the movement designated by the 

deceptively simple phrase "Arab nationalism" was illus

trated by the overthrow of the Kassim regime in Iraq on 

8 February 1963. In the West, this coup was at first 

ascribed to Nasser's partisams. But it soon became 

ev;dent that the successful conspirators belonged to an

other nationalist organization known as the Baath, or 

11 Arab Socialist Renaissance" party, which pre-dated 

Nasser's rise by many years. Some of its aims were simi

lar to those of Nasser, and the new government sought 

closer ties with the UAR. On the other hand, it was 

gratifying to the ~n1ted States to see the regime curtail 

the influence or the Communists, renounce any claim to 

Kuwait, and seek an end to the revolt of its Kurdish 

populat~i r1n. 79 

79Ibi.d., pp. 149-150. 

Or.1.e month later the gover•nment of Syria also fell 

before a Baathist military coup •. The new leaders at once 

sought closer relationship with both Iraq and the UAR. 

On 17 Apr•il .1963 the leaders of those three nations, 

meeting in Cairo, announced that they would unite in a 

federation as soon as a constitution could be written and 

adopted. But it was easier to announce unity than to 

achieve it, since "this seeming accord masked fundamental 

differences which were to delay its implementation for an 

indefinite period." The distrust between Nasser and the 
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Baath leaders outweighed their devotion to common aims. e.o 

80 Ibid., pp. 150-151. 

Revo1 t in Yemen 

Several years of cautious rapprochement between 

Nasser and the United States were interrupted in 1963 by 

a new outbreak of trouble in the kingdom of Yemen. The 

Yemeni crisi~ and its repercussions reawoke latent US 

suspicion of Nasser, provided fresh evidence of his im

perialistic ambitions, and brought to the fore those inter

Arab hostilities which, though often temporarily sub

merged in a c~on hostility to Israel, remained to thwart 

schemes for greater Arab political unity. 

The trouble began in September 1962. The autocratic 

Imam of Yemen died ahd was succeeded by his son, who was 

reputed to look with favor on both Nasser and the Com

munists. A.l tho;.:~.g.b. he pt>.:Jm.1.sed :::·ef'~rms, he apparently did 

not go far enough to s.atisf"y the more ardent Nasser! tea 

among the militar1 officers~ who ousted him and set up a 

republic.ar>. goverr..:ment Q Some elements, however, rallied 

to the sup:pt)rt o:t the new !.mamo There followed a civil 

war in which the UAR hur·ried in troops to uphold the "Free 

Yemeni Republic," while Saudi Arabia {and, for a time, 

Jot>dan) provided supplies to the royalists. The republi

can regLme appealed to the United ~tates for both aid 

and recognition~ threatening to turn to the USSR if these 

were not forthcoming. Since Communist influence (in the 

for.m of both Russian and Chinese technicians) had.been 

known in Yemen at least since 1960 (as noted above), 

this tt~eat could not be dismissed as idle. 

As usua1·1n such crises, the only interest of the 

United States was in isolating the conflict and prevent

ing the Communists from seq~ing a foothold. President 
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Kennedy appealed to all concerned to maintain a "hands

off" attitude. Altho.ugh S~udi Arabia rejected this appeal, 

the UAR announced that it would withdraw its forces in 

Yemen if t.he other nations would remain strictly neutral. 

Accordingly, the United States, believing that the w9rst 

of the crisis was over, announced on 19 December that it 

would recognize the republican government and would con

tinue existing aid programs. It was presumed that the 

republicans would have little difficulty in consolidating 

their v1ctory.8l 

81stebbins, US!!!, World Affairs, 1962, pp. 174-177. 

To the surprise of all, however, the royalists con

tinued their resistance, making use of continuing aid 

from Saudi Arabia. The UAR, therefore, retained its 

forces in Yemen. An outbreak of hostilities on a wider 

scale was threatened when UAR aircraft attacked Saudi 

Arabia.."l. villages. The United States accordingly sought 

UN action to end or at least to limit the Yemeni civil 

war. Quick visits to the Near East by UN Under-Secretary 

Ralph J. Bunche and US Ambassador Ellsworth Bunker br9ught 

agreement on a formula for disengagement. The UAR would 

withdraw its troops from Yemen, while Saudi Arabia would 

discontinue its assistance to the royalists. A group 

of 200 obser•vers, drawn ·fr•om existing UN units in the 

Middle East, would be sent to Yemen to super•vise the 

execution of this agreement. It was expected that these 

observers would be in the field for a maximum of four 

months, during which time most of the costs would be 

paid by the UAR and Saudi Arabia. Although these 

arrangements were announced by Secretary-General 

U Thant on 29 April 1963, the USSR insisted that they 

must first go before the Security Council, which 
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approved them.on 11 June.82 

' -
· ·82stebbins, us in World Affairs·, lg~y;, .pp. 149i · 
152-154t ·!m. Rey1eii; W.i:-x;-No. 5 (May· , 2· 1; No. 6 
(Jun 63J, pp. 1-2, No. 7 (July 63), pp. 1, 16-20. 

The terms of this agreemen~, however, were not 

carried out. The small United Nations Yemen Observation 

Mission (UNYOM), which began operations in mid-June 1963, 

was unable adequately to police the frontier between 

Yemen and Saudi Arabia. U Thant 1 $ optimistic expectation 

that it could accomplish its task in four months proved 

quite erroneous; by mid-1964 it was still on duty,. with 

the end of its task nowhere in sight. At one time, Saudi 

Arabia threatened to discontinue its contribution to the 

costs or UNYOM; it was necessary for the United States to 

exert pressure on the Saudis to continue their payments 

and thus to make 1 t possible for UNYOM to continue. But 

on 4 May 1964, U Thant was forced to report to the 

Secut~i ty Council that no p:r.ogr•ess had been made toward dis

eng~'3ment; and :;hat there seemed no prospect or an early 

end to the fighting. There had been no net decrease, 

and probably an increase, in the number or UAR troops in 

Yemen. A1:thcu.gh Saudi Arr.1.bia had earlier asserted that 

it had ceased to aid the royalists, the republican 

regime char·ged that arms were still being smuggled in.83 

83stebbins, p. 154; tm Review, Jul 63 lo~ cit.; 
!:!!! Monthly Chron1.cle 2 Vol :-I, No. 2 (Jun 64), pp~-52. 

Nasser's failure to car~ out his ~ledged word pro

voked another outburst of Congressional resentment in 

the 1963· debate on foreign aid. It took the form of a 

provision forbidding the granting of aid to any nation 

"engagin.g in or• preparing for aggressive military 

effortsn against any other receiving assistance. Presi

dent Ke~~edy opposed this effort to tie the 
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Administration's h~ds, but the bill, as passed after his 

death, .included it.84 

84 . 
Stebbins, pp. 154-155. 

Greek Against Turk in Cyprus 

The problem of Yemen was troublesome, but it was far 

overshadowed in importance by the destructive controversy 

concerning the status of the island of Cyprus, in the . . 

eastern Mediterranean, which began in late 1963 and soon 

found the governments of Greece and Turkey range~ against 

one another. The most alarming effect of the crisis was 

its possible effect upon NATO, but it also had implications 

for the urdted States 1n the Middle East, where it Jeopard

ized the US goal of friendship with all nations and dis

turbed the solidarity of CENTO. 

The status of Cyprus had ostensibly been settled by 

an agreement raached by Greece, Turkey, and the Urdted 

Kingdo~l!. 17.":. 1959 a:rtd p:.tt intc· effect in 1960. This treaty 

recogrilzed Cyprus as an inqependent republic within the 

British Commonwealth, &ld contatnP.d special guarantees 

for th·e T-..u•ldsh m1nor1.ty populati~:>n on the island. 85 

85stebbins, US in World Affairs, 1959, pp. 191-192; 
us in Wor•ld ·Affairs, ~960, pp. 130, 1~r-I1r2. . 

But in December 1963, A~chbishop Makarios, president of 

Cyprus, p:r•?posed to amend the govermnent to modify these 

guarantees, accusing the Tu:l:'ks of "obstruction. 11 When 

the Turkish Cypriotes resisted, they were soon embroiled 

in sporadic conflict with their Greek compatriots -- a 

conflict which drew in the Greek and Turkish forces on 

the islaud. British troops, stationed in Cyprus under 

the treaty to help maintain order, had to be reinforced 

immediately. On 26 December the British succeeded in 
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negotiat;ng a temporary cease-fire betwe~n the contending 

factions. The following day the Sectt..'1 ty Council was 

called into.emergency session.86 

86stebbins, us in World Affairs, ·1963, pp. 132-133; 
~ !2!1£ Times, 22, ~,~28 Dec 63.--

The United States had a vital interest in seeing the 

issue settl~d as rapi.dly as possible, but was willing to 

leave the terms of settlement to be defined by the three 

powers directly concerned -- Greece, Turkey, and the United 

Kingdom. "We feel that we Oll.rselves should not inject our

selves into .the specific points that need to be talked 

out, 11 said Secretary of Stat~ Rusk on 2 January.l964, "but 

rather use our maximum influence to 11rge moderation upon 

the two connnunities, the:!.r leaders, and upon the govern

ments most directly conce·med, so that talks can be resumed, 

that tempers can cool, &~d some new paths to solutions 

might open: up. n87 On 14 Feb:r•uary Mr. Rusk announced that 

87n,artment of State Bu11etin, Vol. L., No. 1282 
(20 Jan b ) , p. 87-. --

Under-Sec:r·etary or S~ate Gec:r·ge W. Ball was enroute home 

from discussions in which he h.ad sought to mediate the 

dispute. "I think it will be pr-imarily f'or the guarantor 

powers -- Br•1tain., Greece, and Turkey --· to consider next 

steps," he said. "As far as the United States is con

cerned, we are prepared to be helpful in any way we can 

to find a solution to what could be a very dangerous 

problem. uBB 

BSib1d., Vol. L., No. 1288 {2 Mar 64}, p. 332. 

Two separate objectives had to be sought: an end 

to the bloodshed on the island, which continued despite 
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the cease-fire, and a settlement of the permanent status 

of Cyprus in a manner .satisfactory to all par~ies. It 

soon became evident that the small British force on the 

island could ·r\ot; maintain. orth."=!:r·, and the British govern

ment announced that 1 t; c~,,1ld no lo~ger be responsible for 

attempting to do so. Ambassador Stevenson argued elo

quently before the S~curity Council for.an·international 

force to keep the peace and an impartial mediator to seek 

a 1ong-r•ange solu.tio!:!. On 4 March 1964 the Council un

animously approved· th·~sa suggestions. It was left to the 

Secr•et:a.ry-General to determir.~e the size and composition of 
I 

the peace-keeping force and the appointment of a 

mediator. 89 

89ne:yartment of State Bulletin, Vol. L No. 1289 
(9 Mar 64 , pp. 37~3~o. 1291 (23 Mar 64), p. 466. 

The first u:n1.ts of the international force, sent by 

Canada, arri·11ed in Cypr'US on 14 March. Finland, the 

R.epublic ·of Ei:r·•?.;~ and St>teden a!.s:.:> agreed to contribute 

troops for the purp::,se. The TJni ted States agreed to <?On

tribute $2 million, and the UK $1 million, of the esti

mated $6 I!d.ll~.ort need'7.d to matnta.in ·the international 

force fo:r:> three months. The Finn:i.sh ambassador to 

Sweden (S. s. Tuomioja) was appointed mediator.9° 

90riew Yo:"k Time3, 12, 15, 26 Mar 64. 

In . the search for a long·-range settlement, the united 

States played the same role of the disinterested (but far 

from uninterested) "honest broker." "The United States 

has no position as to the form or the shape of a final 

settlem.ant of the Cypr•us problem," said Mr. Stevenson in 

the Secur•1ty Council on 19 February 1964. 9l President 

9lneJartment of State Bulletin, Vol. L., No. 1289 
(9 Mar o4 ·, p. 375. 
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Johnson bent every effort to resolve ~he disP.ute, which 

had thoro•J.ghly poisoned the relatio';<1.Bh1:p between America 1 s 

Gr•aek and Turktsh. allied. In :a.vtay 1964 he sent Senator J.W. 

Fulbri~t to Greece and Turkey to emphasize to both nations 

America's concern over the Cyprus situation. In June 1964 

Under-Secretary Ball undertook another such mission.92 

92z.r ew ~ Times, 4 May, 11 J·un 64. 

The President also talked personally with the prime 

ministers of TUrkey and Greece, both of wham visited 

Washington. On 22-23 June 1964, Mr. Johnson and Premier 

Inonu of Turkey discussed "all aspects of the problem of 

CyproJ.s. 11
. Their "cordial and candid comrersations • 

strengthened the broad understanding" which already existed 

between the two nations, but their closest approach to 

eff'ectioo: .... e accomplishment was agt"eement on the "urgent . ' 

ne.cesBi t:y f;)r • • . la~t:t:~:·.g s,::-:-:il"t:t'=lti.S." During the. next 

three da;{S th•9 Pres~dent m·et with Prime Minister Papandreou 

or G::oeece 111n an atmoa;Jb.e:r·:~ of friendship and warm cor-

diality," and had "a sincere ·and u.seful exchange of views 

. on the GY:b':!''US ~.:~ituatir):'::., 11 du:;:o:!.:n.g wh.ich "both expressed 

full support of the ef:f'm•ts undertaken by the Security 

· Council and the Secretar·y-General or the United Nations 

for the establishment of peace in the island and :f'or 

rapidly finding a permanent· sol·ution. "93 Behind these 

.... :. 93ne~at"tment of State Bulletin, Vol. LI, No. 1307, 
( 13 ··Jul· 6~, PP. 4a::-so-.-- · . 

pleasant b·ut meaningless generalities, it was possible 

to discern a complete lack of progress toward any real

istic an.d generally acceptable settlement, which clearly 

· · remained far in the future. 
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Conclusion 

On 8 May 1963 President John F. K~nnedy~ reply~ng to 

a question at a news con~erence, summed up us policy in 

the Middle Eaat.as follows: 

The United States stipports social and economic 
and political· progress in the Middle East. We 
support the security of both Israel and her neigh
bors. We seek to limit the Near East ar.ms race, 
which obviously takes resources from an area al
ready poor and puts them into an increasing race 
which does not really bring any great security. 
we strongly oppose the use of force or the threat 
of force in the Near East. And we also seek to 
l~t the spread of Communism in the Middle East, 
which would, or4course, destroy the independence 
of the people.9 

9~ew York Times, 9 May 63. 

A more extensive description of US policy in this 

part of the world was given on 20 January 1964 by Mr. 

U. Alexis Johnson,~Deputy Under-Secretary of State for 

Political Affairs. He stressed the "continuity 'or the 

main principles that have guided our Near Eastern policy 

during the past few year·s. 11 Basic to this policy was a 

recognition "that the Near East belongs. to the people of 

the Near East and t~at Amer1•3an interests and objectives 

must be consistent with those of the people of the area." 

The US objectives -- whlch, he said, "are clear and can 

be briefly stated" -- were as follows: 

{1) Political stabllity and economic progress, 

"both for the sake of the peoples involved and for 

strengthening the free world against e~ansion by. those 

hostile to it." 

(2) Limitation qf Soviet influence. 

(3) An accommodation between Israel ·and the Arab 

countr·1es. 

(4) "The continued flow of oil at economically 

reasonable rates to western Europe." 
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(5) "Access to the air and sea routes to and through 

the Near East." 

In the pursuit of those objectives, he continued, it 

was necessary ".to avoid tald.ng sides in regional disputes 11 

so as to "maintain constructive and balanced relationships 

with the area as a whole." But this statement "does not 

mean that we will stand idly by if aggression is committed. 

We have shown we will not. Nor does it mean that we will 

not use appropriate occasions to be helpful to disputing 

parties or to discuss frankly possible solutions to issues 

and problems as we see them.n95 

95De*artment of State Bulletin, Vol. L., No. 1285 
(10 Feb o b pp. 2'0'8'-~ · 

Mr. Johnson's remarks about continuity apparently 

referred only to the Kennedy and Johnson administrations, 

but he might have extended them to cover the previous 

several years as well, since the objectives which he out

lined had guided US poJ.!ey at least since 1958. l:n that 

year, the general US position in the Middle East had so 

far deteriorated that militar~ occupation seemed the only 

way to preserve political stability and prevent. the Soviet 

Union from o~taining a foothold. From the low point 

reached in 1958, US relations with the Arab world had 

gradually improved. The United States responded favor

ably to overtures from thos~ nations for better political 

and economic relations, and exploited the windfalls pro

vided by rivalries among th~ Arab nations themselves and 

by hostility between the latter and the USSR. Meanwhile 

the United States sought tirelessly, though unsuccess

fully, to make peace between Israel and .her neighbors. 

At the same time, relations with the non-Arabic countries 

remained generally good, and US economic and technical 

aid was aimed at providing the.economic improvement in 
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all Middle Eastern countries which was regarded as a pre

requisite .to political s~abi~ity and democratic rule. 

Unfortunately, after several years of.slow improvement, 

US relations with the Middle East took a downward turn late 

in 1963. The irresponsibility of Abdel Nasser's inter

ventionist policy in Yemen and the intransigeance of Arch

bishop Makarios in wrecking the 1959-1960.Cyprus se~tle~ 

ment seemed to betoken another turbulent period in which 

the United States would be hard-pressed to find a basis 

upon which to build a position.of.stren~t~ in that part 

of the world. But regardless of obstacles, the United 

States would continue patiently.to seek the same well

established objectives which were supported by ~eaders of 

both political parties. "Sir.:.ce we sincerely believe there 

is no incompatibility between our interests and those of 

the peoples of the Near East," said under-Secretary Johnson 

on 20 January 1964, "we shall pursue our policies in the 

full confidenoe that they are r.1ght and fair for all con-

cerned." 
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General Developments in the Middle East 

No major political or military changes took place in the 

Middle East between 1 July 1964 and 1 July 1965. Political 

instability, internal weakness, and hostility among neighboring 

countries continued to characterize the region and to handicap 

its progress. Long-standing trouble spots like Palestine and 

Cyprus still smoldered, though fortunately without reaching the 

flash point. If the overall situation did not significantly 

improve, US officials could perhaps take some satisfaction that 

it did not worsen. 

Political developments included two steps on the long, 

erratic road toward Arab unity and one change of regime. On 13 

August 1964 the United Arab Republic, Iraq, Kuwait, Jordon, and 

Syria agreed to establish an Arab common market. 1 On 16 October 

!Middle East Jou~nal, Vol. XVIII, No. 4 (Autumn 1964), 
p. 451. 

the United Arab Republic and Iraq decided to establish a 

"unified political command," with a view toward attaining con

stitutional unity within two years. 2 · In Saudi Arabia, King Saud, 

2Middle East Journal, Vol.·XIX, No. 1 (Winter. 1965), p. 90. 

who had already been forced to yield effective power to his 

half-brother, Crown Prince Faisal, was formally deposed as King 

on E November 1964.3 

3New ~ ~~ 29 Mar, 3 Nov 1964. 

The diplomatic situation became more compl~ in May 1965, 

when West Germany and Israel extended diplomatic recognition to 
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one another. In reprisal, ten Moslem nations severed ·relations 

with Bonn: the United Arab Republic, Jordan, Iraq, Syria, 

Lebanon, Yemen, Saudi Arabia, Algeria, Kuwait, and the Sudan.4 

4Middle East Journal, Vol. XIX, No. 3 (Summer 1965), 
p. 338; Facts on File, 1965, p. 182. 

The civil war in Yemen continued, despite an agreement in 

September 1964 by the supporters of the contending factions, 

the United Arab Republic and Saudi Arabia, to seek a settlement. 

A cease-fire arranged by representatives of the republicans and 

royalists in a conference in the Sudan became effective on 

8 November 1964, but proved short-lived. A 11national reconcili

ation conference 11 between Saudi Arabia and the republican 

regim~ in Yemen was scheduled for November 1964, but was post

poned indefinitely .5 The Unite.d States played no part in these 

5Middle East Journal~ Vol. XIX, No. l (Winter 1965), 
p. 92; No. 2 (Spring ~965J, pp. 213-214. · . 

negotiations, and confined its role in Yemen to the support of 

technical assistance projects that it had already begun. 6 · The 

6New York ~~ 23 Oct 1964. 

United Nations Yemen Observation Mission (UNYOM) was discon

tinued on 4 September 1964, after Saudi Arabia refused to 

contribute further to its support.7 

7UN Monthl~ Chronicle) Vol. I, No. 4 (Aug-Sep 1964), 
pp. 287:30; No. (Oct 1964 , pp. 35-36, No. 7 (Dec 1964), 
p. 62. 

The overall US objective in the Middle East continued to 

be the promotion of peace and stability. The goal was sought 
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in various ways: Through diplomatic initiatives undertaken by 

special envoys sent by the Administration; through encourage

ment of the role of the United Nations in damping down potenti

ally explosive situations; and through careful application or 

foreign aid, military as well as economic. These steps are 

described more fully below. 

Arabs and Israelis 

The oldest of the Middle Eastem crises--the running quarrel 

between Israel and her neighbors--was marked as usual by recur

rent border clashes. Only one, however, was sufficiently serious 

to draw attention from the major powers. On 13 November 1964 

armed.patrols along the border between Israel and Syria engaged 

in a firefight of several hours' duration, which was finally 

terminated by a cease-fire arranged by UN observers. Both 

Israel and Syria appealed to the Security Council. The chief of 

the UN Truce Supervision Organization ascribed the clash to un

certainty about the location or the armistice demarcation line. 

A survey intended to fix the line had not been completed, he 

explained, because Israel had withdrawn its cooperation from 

the survey team. The US Representative in the Council, 

Adlai E. Stevenson, urged both nations to cooperate in the com

pletion or the survey. In collaboration with the UK represent

ative, he introduced a resolution to this effect. It received 

a majority of votes in the Council but was vetoed by the USSR on 

21 December 1964. Earlier, the Council had rejected a reso

lution condemning Israel that had been supported by the USSR.8 

BUN Monthll Chronicle, Vol. I, No. 7 (Dec 1964), pp. 3-8; 
Vol. II; No. lJan 1965), pp. 28-32; De1artment of State 
Bulletin, Vol. LII, No. 1332 (4 Jan 1965 , pp. 27-29; No. 1334 
(18 Jan 1965), pp. 86-87. 
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On Israel's southern border, the United Nations Emergency 

Force continued to maintain peace. The action of the General 

Assembly in February 1965, in authorizing expenditures for 1965 

corresponding to 1964 levels, made it possible for UNEF to 

remain in existence.9 

%ew York Times, 19 Feb 1965. 

The Arab refugees from Palestine continued to constitute 

an insoluble problem. The United Nations could do nothing 

except to maintain its Relief and Works Agency (UNRWA) in oper

ation. In February 1965 the General Assembly extended UNRWA's 

mandate for .an additional year, i.e., until 30 June 1966.10 

8. 
lOuN Monthly Chronicle, Vol. II, No. 3 (Mar 1965), pp. 4, 

The.United States promised $24.7 million to UNRWA for 1965, 

subject to stipulations that ·this amount would not exceed 70 

percent of the total of all contributions and that, in order 

to reduce the soaring costs of the UNRWA program, the refugee 

rolls would be reviewed to eliminate ineligibles. However, 

the US Deputy Representative in the UN, Mr. Francis T. P. 

Plimpton, in announcing this decision, pointed out that the 

United States was bearing an "unduly high proportion" of the 

expenses of UNRWA and warned that next year's contribution 

would be reduced by $1 million.ll 

11nepartment of State Bulletin, Vol. LII, No. 1342 
(15 Mar 1965)., pp.5"90-391 •. 

US plans for cooperation with Israel in research on 

desalinization of sea water, sketched by President Johnson in 
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his meeting with Prime Minister Eshkol in June 1964, made 

progress. In July 1964 three experts from the US Department 

of the Interior and the Atomic Energy Commission went to Israel 

to discuss the project.l2 After several months of study, they 

12nepartment of state Bulletin, Vol. LI, No. 1312 
(17 Aug 1964), pp.:230-231. 

reported that a dual-purpose nuclear plant, intended both to 

produce electric power and to supply fresh water, seemed 

practical. The two governments then agreed to appoint a joint 

board to supervise a preliminary engineering study of the 

project.l3 On 9 April 1965 it was announced that a contractor 

13nepartment of State Bulletin, Vol. LI, No. 1325 
(16 Nov 1964), pp.-r24=720. 

had been selected ~o make the study which was expected to be· 

completed by the following October.l4 

14ne~artment of State Bulletin, Vol. LII, No. 1348 
(26 Apr 1 65), pp.I03~. 

us weapons Policy in the Middle East 

Guided by its desire to stabilize the Middle East, the 

United States had generally refused to supply arms eitper to 

Israel or to her Arab neighbors. Only rarely had exceptions 

to this policy been made, notably in the sale of ground-to-air 

missiles to Israel in 1962. But the steady influx of Soviet 

arms to the Arab nations (especially the United Arab Republic) 

impelled a reconsideration of the policy. If the United States 

continued to. stand aside, it might inadvertently contribute to 
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a serious imbalance of military strength that might encourage 

aggression. 

!.srael 1 justifiably alarmed by the military build-up of the 

United Arab Republic, turned to West Germany to satisfy its needs 

for weapons. In January 1965 the two nations concluded an 

agreement for the purchase by Israel of various arms 1 including 

M-48 medium tanks of US manufacture. When the agreement was 

announced, the United States Government at first withheld comment, 

but later admitted that it had known of and approved the arrange

ment.15 "We have been interested in some sort of reasonable 

15Middle ~Journal, Vol. XIX~ No. 2 (Spring 1965), 
p. 194. 

balance in the armed forces in that area," said Secretary or 

State Rusk on 25 February 1965, in explaining the reason for 

US approval of the agreement. But he reaffirmed the desire of 

the United States to see "ceilings" placed on the "neighborhood 

arms race" in the Middle East.l6 

16nepartment of State Bulletin, Vol. LII, No. 1342 
(15 Mar 1964), p. "j07-. --

The reaction of the Arabic nations to the \A/est German-

Israel agreement was predictably hostile. Apparently for this 

reason, the Bonn government decided in February 1965 to suspend 

deliveries of weapons.l7 

17Middle ~Journal, Vol XIX, No. 2 (Spring 1965) 
p. 195. 

The consequences of this decision were discussed by US 

Ambassador at Large w. Averell Harriman with Israeli officials 
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in a visit to Tel Aviv in February and March 1965. Recognizing 

the justice of the Israeli demand for a source of weapons, the 

United States agreed to consider furnishing them itself. 18 

1~ew ~Times; 24 Feb, 2 Mar; 3 Mar 1965. 

Thus forced into a reconsideration of its "no-weapons" 

policy, the United States also studied the possibility of 

supplying arms to some other countries of the Middle East. 

When the news of US-Israeli arms purchase negotiations was 

revealed on 7 April 1965, it was also announced that the United 

States was nearing an agreement with Jordan to furnish weapons 

to that country.1.9 Shortly .thereafter the State Department 

1~ew ~Times, 8 Apr 1965. 

disclosed that it was considering the sale or gift of arms to 

Iraq, Lebanon, and Saudi Arabia as well. Spokesmen for the 

Department made it clear that the United States retained its 

determination not to become a "major supplier" of weapons to 

the Middle East, but that it had become necessary to modify 

this policy, on a "case-to-case 11 basis, because of the flow. of 

weapons from the Soviet bloc. The objectives were to preserve 

or restorea balance of military strength and to prevent Middle 

Eastern nations from becoming dependent upon the Soviet Union 

for arms. 20 

2~ew York Times, 14 Apr 1965. 

Difficulties with Nasser 

US relations with the United Abab Republic, the most influ-

ential of the Arab nations, continued on an uneven course. 
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Matters took a turn for the worse when, on 26 November 1964, 

African students in Cairo burned the USIA library in protest 

against US policy in the Congo. In another incident several 

weeks later, a private airplane owned by a US oil company, 

flying over UAR territory, was forced do~m by fighter aircraft 

and crashed, killing its two occupants.21 

21Middle East Journal, Vol. XIX, No. 1 (Winter 1965), 
p. 91; No. 2 (Spring 1965), p. 212. 

US reaction to these incidents, and to the manner in which 

they were handled by the UAR government, provoked Nasser to a 

public attack on the United States. On 23 December he denounced 

the US Ambassador for refusing to discuss a request for economic 

aid. H·is people, he proclaimed definitely, would tighten their 

belts and do without US aid rather than allow the United States 

to "dictate" policy. 22 

22~ York Times, 24 Dec 1964. 

In reply, the United States Government announced on 28 

December 1964 a postponement of a decision on the allocation of 

$35 million worth of surplus foods to the United Arab Republic. 

At the least, this action was calculated to cost the UAR govern

ment several million dollars, since even if the shipment were 

later to be allowed, a recently approved amendment to the 

governing law (the Agricultural Trade Development and Assistance 

Act of 1954) required tha·t recipient nations must pay shipping 

costs after 31 December 1964.23 

23New York Times, 29 Dec 1964. The surplus foods involved 
in this action were to be furnished under an emergency agreement 
reached by the two nations in September 1964. They were over 
and above the $140 million worth of agricultural surpluses be
ing furnished annually under a three-year agreement concluded 
in 1962. The amendment referred to above was contained in 
PL 88-638, 88th Congress, enacted in September 1964. 
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When Congress met in 1965, the House of Representatives 

wrote into the foreign aid bill a prohibition against any aid 

to the United Arab Republic. President Johnson, Secretary of 

State Rusk, and Under Secretary of State George w. Ball urged 

the Senate to remove this prohibition so as to allow the Ad

ministration flexibility in allocating foreign aid. The Senate 

heeded these pleas and·amended the bill to allow the President 

to authorize aid to the United Arab Republic at his discretion. 

The House of Representatives accepted this amendment.24 

24New York Times, 11 Jun, 23 Jun 1965; Department of State 
Bulletin;-V~LII, No. 1339 (22 Feb 1965), pp. 262-263--. -----

On 22 June 1965 President Johnson announced a finding that 

it would be "in the national interest" to allow shipments of 

surplus food to the United Arab Republic. He based this 

decision upon a: "definite improvement" in relations with Ca:l.ro 

that had been visible in recent months. Nasser's government had 

promised to reimburse the United States for the destroyed 

library and had discontinued shipment of arms to the Congo 

rebels. It was noted also that Nasser's recent statements on 

the Israel issue had been unusually temperate and seemed to be 

inspired by a desire to avoid exacerbating tension.25 

· 2~ew York Times, 23 Jun 1965. The President's decision 
applied-only-tO shipments under the three-year agreement men
tioned in note 23 above. The supplementary shipments under 
the September 1964 agreement were not requested by the United 
Arab Republic and hence were not resumed. · 

Cyprus 

While· the United States·. had a general interest in pacifi

cation of the Middle East, it was particularly concerned with 

the Greek-Turkish dispute over Cyprus, which had grave 
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implications for NATO. In July 1964 the special UN mediator 

in Cyprus, Ambass.ador Tuomioja of Finland, sought a solution 

in conferences in Geneva with representatives of Greece and 

Turkey. President Johnson dispatched former Secretary· of State 

Dean Acheson to participate in the discussions. But the 

attempt proved fruitless. Archbishop Makarios, President of 

Cyprus, announced on 30 July 1964 that Greece had rejected 

proposals advanced by Mr. Acheson to joiQ Cyprus to Greece while 

leaving two cantons on the island under rule of Turkish 

Cypriotes. Mr. Acheson refused comment, but State Department 

officials denied that he had put forth any specific "plan" 

during the talks.26 

26New York Times, 4 Jul.; 31 Jul 1964; Middle East Journal, 
Vol . XVIII, NO:'" r{"AUtumn 1964) , p. 458. 

The UN Security Council was called into session on 9 

August 1965 when Cyprus complained that Turkish fighter planes, 

had strafed Greek Cypriote positions on the previous day. The 

Council adopted a resolution· introduced by the United States 

and the United·Kingdom, which urged·an immediate cease-fire and 

called on all parties to cooperate with the commander of the 

UN Peace Force in Cyprus (UNFICYP) in restoring peace. President 

Johnson also appealed to the heads of government of Greece, 

Turkey, and Cyprus for a peaceful settlement of this new crisis. 

Fortunately, on 11 August Secretary-General U Thant was able to 

report that the cease-fire was being observed.27 

27Middle East Journal, Vol. XVIII, No. 4 (Autumn 1964), 
pp. 459-460; Department of State Bulletin, Vol. LI, No. 1314 
(31 Aug 1964)l pp. 318-3~; UN Monthly Chronicle, Vol. I, No. 4 
(Aug-Sep 1964}, pp. 3-16. 
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The continuing presence of th~ UN Peace Force helped to 

keep the tense situation on the island from getting out of hand. 

With the approval of the US Representative in each case, the 

Security Council extended the mandate of UNFICYP for successive 

three-month periods in September 1964, December 1964, and March 

1965.28 ·The United States .underwrote most of the costs of 

28nepartment of State Bulletin, Vol. LI, No. 1321 (19 Oct 
1964), pp. 561-564;-vol. LII, No. 1332 (4 Jan 65), pp. 26-27; 
Vol. LII, No. 1346 (12 Apr 1965), pp. 551-554. UN Monthly 
Chronicle( Vol. I, No. 5 (Oct 1964), pp. 3, 17; Vol. II, No. 1 
(Jan 1965J, p. 23; Vol. II, No. 4 (Apr 1965), pp. 3, 12. 

operation of UNFICYP. Thus as of 31 October 1964, for the three

month period ending 31 December, the United States had contrib

uted $2.3 million out of a total of $4.583 million from all 

countries.29 For the ensuing quarter, as of 25 February, the 

29ijN Monthly Chronicle, Vol. I, No. 6 (Nov 1964), p. 14. 

comparable figures were $2 million and $3.953 million.30 

3°UN Monthly Chronicle, Vol. II, No. 3 (Mar 1964), p. 31. 

In June 1965 the Council voted to extend UNFICYP for six 

months instead of for three. Secretary General U Thant had 

suggested this step in a report on the Cyprus situation on 10 

June 1965. "Although there has been relative quiet on Cyprus 

for the past three months," Sfiid Mr. Thant at that time, nthe 

basic situation remains unchanged and there has been no real 

progress in solving the f~damental problems. 11 31 

31UN Monthly Chronicle, Vol. II, No. 7 (Jul 1965), pp. 
11-12, 17. 
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As if to underscore this last remark, the Security Council 

was called into session early in August 1965, just as it had 

been a year earlier, to consider a complaint involving Cyprus. 

The occasion was the action of the legislature of Cyprus, which 

had a Greek majority, in amending the electoral laws to keep 

Greek legislators in office for an additional year without 

elections. A Turkish denunciation of this act as unconstitu-

tional was met by a counter-complaint by Cyprus of interference 

in her internal affairs. In the Security Council, the US Rep

resentative, Charles w. Yost, upheld the Turkish complaint. 

The Counc+l, however, merely reaffirmed its earlier request, 

made in its resolution of 4 March 1964, that all parties avoid 

"any action ~r threat of action likely to worsen the situation. •i32 

32UN Monthly Chronicle, Vol. II, No. 8 (Aug-Sep 1965), 
pp. 3-10. 

Relations with the Central Treaty Organization 

The United States continued to support the Central Treaty 

Organization (CENTO)·, but without becoming a member. The organ

ization celebrated its tenth anniversary in .February 1965 with 

appropriate ceremonies in Washington and in the capitals of the 

member countries (Turkey, Iran, Pakistan, and the United Kingdom). 

President Johnson and Secretary Rusk praised CENTO for its 

important contributions to the security and economic progress of 

the Middle East.33 

33oe~rtment of State Bulletin, Vol. LII, No. 1342 
(15 Mar 1 5), pp.~9'-39Q. 

Secretary of State Rusk attended the thirteenth session of 

the CENTO Ministerial Council on 7-8 April 1965 in Tehran. He 
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seized the opportunity to seek the support of the members for 

US policy 1n Vietnam, but apparently with little success. The 

Council, in the words' of its final communique, 11 conducted a 

review of international developments as a whole, with special 

reference to those questions that are of direct interest to one 

or more of the countries represented. 11 There v1as no mention of 

Vietnam or of any other specific problem areas except Cyprus, 

which, in the words of the communique, was a source of "deep 

concern. 11 The members noted progress in military and technical 

cooperation, but agreed that "a policy of preparedness and 

vigilance 1n self-defense" was still essential.34 

3~ew York Times, 9 Apr 1965; Depart~ent of State 
Bulletin;-Vol. LII;lNo. 1349 (3 May 1965}, pp.-o85=58ff. 

Problems with Pakistan 

Relations between the United States and Pakistan, formerly 

cordial, had deteriorated during 1962 and 1963 as Pakistan, 

angered by Western support of India, drew closer to Communist 

China. President Ayub of Pakistan predicted on 3 January 1965 

that relations would continue to be strained so long as the 

United States supplied arms to India.35 Nevertheless the United 

35Middle East Journal, Vol. XIX, No. 2 (Spring 1965), 
p. 205. 

States continued to furnish technical assistance to Pakistan.36 

36Middle East Journal, Vol. XVIII, No. 4 (Autumn 1964), 
pp. 470-471; Vol. XIX, N~ 1 (Winter 1965), p. 80. 

In April 1965 Pakistan and India briefly came to blows as 

a result of a border dispute in a region known as the Rann of 
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Cutch, on the boundary of West Pakistan. The United .states 

supported the efforts of the United Kingdom to bring the dis

putants to the conference table. Through the efforts of British 

Prime Minister Harold Wilson, a cease-fire and withdrawal of 

ar.ms forces was accepted by both nations on 29 June 1965.37 

37Middle East Journal, Vol. XIX, No. 3 (Summer 1965), 
p. 345; New York Times, 2 May, 29 Jun, 30 Jun 1965. 

A more intensive ar.med clash between the two nations broke 

out several months later in Kashmir, a region that had been the 

principal object of hostility between India and Pakistan ever 

since the two nations obtained their independence. In 1949, 

the United Nations had settled a dispute in Kashmir by a cease

fire along a line that placed most of the territory under 

Indian administration, although most of its inhabitants were 

Moslems. India had promised· a plebiscite to ascertain the 

wishes of the inhabitants., but had never carried it out. In 

August 1965 Pakistan took alarm at Indian plans to replace the 

civil service in Kashmir with Indian employees, a move that 

seemed to threaten permanent annexation of the area. Pakistan 1 s 

reaction took the form of an attempt to foment rebellion in 

Indian Kashmir by infiltrating ar.med invaders across the border. 

Most were promptly killed or captured, but India, in order to 

end the influx, crossed the cease-fire line with her armed 

forces, first in battalion strength, then in regiments and 

brigades, and establis~ed positions in Pakistani territory. In 

reply, Pakistan unleased an armored invasion of Indian territory. 

By the beginning of September 1965 the border clash had esca-

lated into a small but serious \'rar, involving infantry, tanks, 

and aircraft-.38 

38Time, Vol. LXXXVI, No. 12 (17 Sep 1965), p. 48; New 
~Times, 9 Aug, 10 Aug, 16 Aug, 2 Sep 1965 .• 
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To the United States, it was obvious that a full-scale war 

between the two n~tions could set back their plans for economic 

and social development and create opportunities for Communist 

China to fish in troubled waters. Hence the United States 

sought to end the conflict while remaining on friendly terms 

with both nations. "Since the birth of India and Pakistan," 

said the new US Representative in the United Nations, Mr. 

Arthur J. Goldberg, on 4 September 1965, "my Government has 

developed close and friendly relations with their Governments, 

relations which we wish with all sincerity to continue. 11 39 

39ne~artment of State Bulletin, Vol. LIII, No. 1370 
(27 Sep 1 65), p. 526-.--

Secretary of State Rusk, in a television interview three days 

later, expla,ined the US objective even more explicitly. nlf 

these two countries could find peace with each other," he said, 

"the subcontinent could be impregnable--from the point of vie\'1 

of defense and safety--from the outside, and then their resourc0s 

and considerable talents could be committed to the economic and 

social development of their own people. They've made good 

progress on the whole in their economy, but all that could be 

brought back down to ruin if they were to become involved in 

military action against each other."4o 

40 Ibid., p. 511. 

In the hope of exerting pressure to end the clash, the 

United States suspended delivery of military supplies to both 

sides. In practice, this would affect Pakistan primarily, 

since that nation's armed forces had been largely supplied with 

American equipment and hence were dependent upon the United 
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States for.spare parts.· ~he United Kingdom matched this US 

move by cutting off its arms shipments to India. The United 

States also firmly resisted efforts by Pakistan to rally CENTO 

to its support.41 

The principal arena of US effort, however, was the United 

Nations. On 4 September 1965 the United States called for a 

meeting of the Security Council. With US support, the Council 

on the same day enacted a resolution urging an immediate cease

fire. When Secretary General U Thant reported two days later 

that this resolution had not proved effective, the Council re

peated its request for a cease-fire and urged both sides to 

withdraw to positions held before 5 August 1965. The Secretary 

General was requested to exert 11 every possible effort" to carry 

out this and the earlier resolution.42 

42UN Monthly. Chronicle, Vol. II, No. 9 (Oct 1965), pp. 
3-11; Department of State Bulletin, Vol. LIII, No. 1370 
(27 Sep 1965), pp--. 526~529. 

Secretary General U Thant at once visited the capitals of 

India and Pakistan. Officials of both governments assured him 

that they were willing to accept a cease-fire, but attached 

qualifications concerning the nature of the ultimate settlement 

that Mr. Thant had no authority to approve. When he returned 

to New York and rendered his report, the Council on 20 September 

1965 demanded a cease-fire by 0700 GMT on 22 September. It also 

agreed to consider steps looking toward a long-range solution of 

the basic conflict. 43 

43UN Monthly Chronicle, Vol. II, No. ·9 (Oct 1965), pp. 
11-20; Department of State Bulletin, Vol. LIII, No. 1372 
(11 Oct 1965), pp.I002=50ff. 
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India accepted'this demand on 21 September. Early on the 

following day, Foreign Minister Bhutto of Pakistan, who had just 

reached New York, announced dramatically to the Council, just 

before the deadline, that his government had also accepted it.44 

44UN Monthly Chronicle, Vol. II, No. 9 (Oct 1965), pp. 
21-22; Time, Vol. LXXXVI, No. 14 (l Oct 1965), p. 36. 

President Johnson inunediately commended the "statesmanship 

and restraint" of the leaders of the two nations· in accepting 

the cease-fire, and expressed 11 deep appreciation and gratitude 11 

to U Thant for his efforts in the crisis. Representative 

Goldberg proclaimed 22 September "an important day in the history 

of the United Nations and in the history of the world. This 

Council and the United Nations," he said, "have addressed them-

selves to the gravest problem perhaps with which the United 

Nations has been seized in the course of its history." But he 

warned that the cease-fire was only a "first step." There re-
' mained the far more difficult task of creating "conditions of 

permanent peace" between India and Pakistan by resolving the 

"underlying political problem," i.e .. , the long-standing dispute 

over Kashmir.45 

45nepartment of State Bulletin, Vol. LIII, No. 1372 
(11 Oct 1965) ,. pp. bOo::bW. 
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General Developments in the Middle East and US Policy 

MajQr internal disorders continued to agitate the Middle East 

between July l, 1965 and June 30, 1966. The year witnessed no 

serious increase in tensions or outbreaks of violence in the per

sistent and emotional dispute between the Arabs and Israelis, but 

this tangled matter CQntinued to defy settlement. Much attention 

remained focused on the Yemen civil war-international dispute, as 

the agreement between King Faisal of Saudi Arabia and President 

Nasser of the UAR to settle the problem remained unimplemented. 

The Cyprus problem remained unsolved, although its urgency had 

abated. Despite c~nt1nu1ng political instability ~d violent an

tagonisms among some of the states of the Middle East, however, 

most countries of the area became increasingly preoccupied with 

their o~ development and other internal problems. 

US policy remained to support the independence and integrity 

of all the countries of the Middle East and the US avoided taking . 

·sides in any of the conflicts 1n the area. US policy emphasized 

in practice, supplying "selective" economic aid, helping to make 

it "possible tor many Near Eastern countries to register real 

economic growth and thereby meet the aspirations of their people 

for greater opportunities and ·a higher standard of living. nl US 

1Test~ony of Raymond A. Hare, Asst SecState for Near Eastern 
and South Asian Affairs, 22 Mar 66, 1n Hearings, Committee on Foreign 
Affairs, House of Representatives, 89th Congress, 2nd session, on 
HR 12449 and 12450, pt. I, p. 93. 

officials felt that any violence and instability constituted a 

threat to the US as well as to its friends. ·Defining US objectives 

and attitudes the Assistant Secretary of State for Near Eastern 

and South Asian affairs, Raymond A. Hare, said: 11We continue to 

work with them in helping bring about the conditions of stability 

in which an enduring Middle East peace can be achieved and in 

aiding them to recognize Communist blandishments for what they are. 



\._..,· 

Most of these natlons have shown the will and ability to resist 

Communist penetration."2 

2Rayniond A. Hare, "Charting the Future Course of U~S. Foreign 
Aid in the Near East and South Asia," State Dept Bulletin, LIV 
(25 Apr 66) w. 668-671. 

The key to the US aid effort in the region was "con·centration 11 

in a relative few or the countries in the region, 11 where the need 

is great, the environment rosters development, and the countries' 

. awn self-help effort deserves support from the free world. 11 Pakis

tan, Turkey and Jordan were to receive the lion's share of US aid 

to the Middle East for FY 1967. Small programs were planned for 

Yemen, the UAR, Iran, and Cyprus. Most aid would be given in the 

form of loans--repayable in dollars and tied to us·procurement.3 

3Testimony of William B. Macomber, Jr., Assistant Adminis
trator, AID Bureau for Near East and South Asia, 22 Mar 66, in 
House Hearings, pt. I, p. 98. {Four countries were eliminated 
from AID programs: Greece and Lebanon "because they had done 
pretty well; Syria and Iraq for quite d~fferent reasons • • • • 
Two graduated and two were dropouts."} 

US Arms Policy in the Middle East 

The US reopened arms negotiations with two Arab states and 

Israel in 1965-1966. Since 1948 the us had generally refused to 

supply arms to Middle Eastern countries, hoping thereby to "avoid 

contributing to an arms race • • • and becoming a major supplier 

in the area." However, beginning in 1955 with sales of weapons 

to Egypt, the USSR poured massive shipments into Syria, Iraq, 

Algeria, and Yemen--nearly $2 billion worth by 1966. To help 

maintain an equilibrium, therefore, the US had begun to supply 

limited arms "designed to promote internal security and legitimate 

self-defense." The. Deputy ASD/ISA for International Logistics 

Negotiations, Henry J. Kuss, Jr., said that the US reserved the 

right to consider limited sales of "defensive equipment" to 

2 
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friendly states in the ·Middle East, but would maintain the "cas~

by-case" principle. "Every effort will be exerted to prevent both 

nuclear proliferation and the introduction .of other sophisticated 

weapons systems into the area that may Jeopardize the delicate 

balance of power."4 

4restimony of Henry J. Kuss~ Jr., Deputy Assistant Secretary . 
of Defense (ISA) for International Logistics Negotiations, 19 Apr 66, 
in~., pt. III, p. 480. 

On 14 December 1965 the DOD announced that the Saudi Arabian 

government had signed a letter of intent to purchase $300 million 

worth of arms--Lightning Mark 3 fighterbombers equipped with 

American Hawk missiles--and that Washington had approved the 

agreement. The US had participated in the preliminary bidding and 

continued t·o lend training personnel to the Saudis to support the 

sale of arms to that country.5 

5New ~ ~~ 14 December 1965; Testimony of Vice Adm. 
L. c. Heinz, Director of Military Assistance, Office of the ASD/ISA 
22 Mar 66, in House Hearings, pt. II, p. 233. 

On 29 December the State Department confirmed that the US had 

been supplying unspecified numbers of Patton tanks to Jordan; it 

refused to disclose publicly whether any other kinds of weapons 

had been shipped to Jordan. Three months later on April 2 the 

Department revealed. that the US would also sell Jordan limited 

numbers of supersonic fighterbombers. The US agreement was based 

on nJordan's defense requirements and ••• our policy of preventing 

instability developi~g" in the Middle East.6 

6-New York ~~ 30 December 1965; 3 April 1966. 

US announcements of arms sale~ in the Middle East triggered 

a chain reaction among leaders in the area. Speaking in the 

Israeli Knesset on 29 December 1965, Foreign Minister Golda Meir 

said that US and British arms sales threatened to upset the military 

3 
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equilibrium in the Middle East. She said that Israel would "take 

all steps necessary in order to safeguard, nurture and even enhance 

the deterrent strength of the Israeli defense forces." On 5 

. February the State Department acknowledged tha't the US had sold 

·Patton tanks to Israel. The sale, in effect, fulfilled the contract 

negotiated between West Germany and Israel in October 1964 which 

Bonn had subsequently cancelled because of the furor it created in 

the Middle East. The State Department said that the US "has made 

over the years repeated quiet efforts to encourage limitations on 

arms buildups in the [Middle East] area •••• [But the US] cannot 

be indiffe_rent to the potentially destabilizing effect of massive 

Soviet sales of arms to the area." Presldent Nasser of the UAR 

called the US-Israeli arms deal a "policy antagonistic to the Arab 

nation and the Arab people." Speaking to a group of Iraqi newsmen 

on 20'February, he declared that if Israel made ·nuclear weapons 

"the only answer" would be a· "preventive war" to "wipe out all that 

enables Israel to produce ah atomic weapon."7 

7New York Times, 6, 21 February 1966·. 

On 20 May 1966 the State Department announced that the US 

would also sell tactical military planes to Israel. The decision 

"reflects our due regard for security in the Near East, our wish 

to avoid serlous arms imbalances that would jeopardize area sta

bility and our general restraint as to military equipment supplled 

to that area."8 

~ew ~Times, 21 May 1966. 

Arabs and Israelis 

Alth~ugh the Arab-Israeli conflict dld not flare into violence 

during the year, the basic problem remained unsolved. The US was 

especially ·concerned with the Palestine refugee problem. There 
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was no major breakthrough on the question of resettling the refugees, 

as the Arab governments remained adamantly opposed. The US continued 

to support the wor~ of UNRWA, but despite UNRWA's financial diffi

culties it reduced its contribution to the organization by $1.8 

million to $22.9 million in 1966. The US had given notice that it 

intended to do so in February 1965, in the belief that other 

countries, either European or Arab; should contribute more. The 

efforts of the Commissioner General of UNRWA to raise other funds 

had produced no solution by July 1966. The US strongly supported 

UNRWA's educational program, since it felt that the best way to 

encourage movement of refugees out of camps and into jobs was for 

UNRWA_ to give practical training to as many refugees as possible. 

In December 1965 the US asked that any reductions in· UNRWA's programs 

necessitated by the Agency's financial difficulties not be at the 

expense of the educational program.. The US government also continued 

to urge.upon UNRWA the necessity of removing Palestine Liberatio~ 

Army recruits from the ration rolls of the refugee camps.9 

9Middle East. Journal 1 Vol. XX 1 No. 1 (Fall 1965); State Dept 
B,..ll1t;tin, LIIli5 Mar 65), pp. 390-391; Testimony of Raymond A. 
Hare, 22 Mar 66,-in House Hearings, pt. I, p. 107, 109, 1171 128. 

C;yprus 

In July 1965 the prospects for peace and an equitable solution 

of the Cyprus problem dimmed perceptibly due to the actions of the 

Cypriot House of Representatives. By legislative resolution the 

Greek Cypriot members of the House overrode the constitutional 

provision governing terms of office by extending their own term 

and that of President Makarios without formal popuiar ele.ctions .10 

l~ew York ~~ 23, 25 July 1965. 

The Government of Turkey lodged a complaint with the Security 

Council and declared the new arrangement "utterly void in form and 
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substance from a constitutional point of view." The Turkish 

delegate charged that Makarios intended to unite the island with 

Greece and that in such eventuality Turkey would take all measures 

to ensure the sanctity of the Cypriot constitution. In reply, the 

del~gate of the Government of Cyprus denounced the 1959 treaties 

regulating the status of Cyprus and providing the basis of the 

Cypriot constitut.ion. He said they were not valid because they 

were imposed on Cyprus. In the end the Security Council unanimously 

appealed for restraint on all sides.ll 

llNew ~ ~~ 4, 11 August 1965. 

Heavy fighting broke qut in Famagusta in early November but 

a truce was quickly arranged by UN observers on the spot.l2 When 

l~ew York Times, 3, 4 November 1965. -----. --- ' 

the new session of the UN met in December the Security Council 

unanimously voted to extend the life of the peacekeeping force on 

the island (UNFICYP) for another six months, and the US pledged 

more funds for the maintenance of the force. To date the US had 

contributed $15.8 million to the force, out of a total contribution 

of $35 miilion.l3 

13New ~ ~~ 14, 18 December 1965. 

The US supported efforts by the UN and the Cypriot parties 

to find a solution to the basic problem. However, when the General 

Assembly approved a resolution on December 18 pledging its assist

ance to mediate, the US cast a negative vote. US opposition to 

the resolution arose· from the fact that while it emphasized the 

sovereign rights of Cyprus, it did not mention the obligation to 

respect treaties. Cypriot and Greek circles took this as recog

nition of the Cypriot claim that the 1959 Treaty of Guarantee, 
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under which Turkey may protect the ethnic Turkish minority 1n 

Cyprus, was no longer valid. The US felt that this was more likely 

to hinder than to aid a settlement.l4 

l~ew ~ Times, 19 December 1965. 

On 2 February 1966 Makarios and Greek Prime Minister 

Stephanopoulos jointly reaffirmed their rejection of any solution 

that did not entail union of the island with Greece. The affir

mation of this position came at an inconvenient moment for the US 

and the UK. As one British editor suggested, "The United States and 

Britain would like to see the Greco-Turkish quarrel patched up as 

quickly as possible, at a tilDe when NATO and CENTO are in disarr&\Y'. "15 

l~eonomist, 14 May 1966, p. 685. 

In mid-May, however, Greece and TUrkey announced their foreign 

ministers would meet to negotiate a settlement,l6 and the situation 

l~ew York Times,· 19 May i966. 

on the island quieted down. The UN extended UNFICYP for another half 

year on 16 June and Secretary-General ·u Thant reported that there had 

been no progress 1n mediation efforts to settle the dispute. The US 

continued to support UN efforts for a solution to the problem and 

urged the parties themselves to negotiate a lasting solution.17 

l7UN Monthli Chronicle, Volume III, No 7, (July 1966}; Testi
mony ofJRaymond. Hire, 22 Mar 66, 1n House Hearings, pt. I, p. 93. 

~ 

The second area of the Middle East where armed conflict con-

tinued to disturb international relations was Yemen. Begun as a 
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purely -internal struggle between royalists and republicans, the war 

soon engaged the interests and part:cipation of Egypt and Saudi 

Arabia. 

By August 1965 the growing expense of Egyptian and Saudi Arabian 

involvement ~duced President Nasser and King Faisal to confer. From 

their'conversations came a pact promising joint withdrawal of all 

troops from Yemen, and a plan to settle the republican-royalist dis

pute by establishing a ooalition government which would hold a 

plebiscite to decide the fo~ of government that would rule.l8 This 

1~ew '!.25:!5. ~~ 25 August 1965. 

was the third compromise· arranged in as many years and that it failed 

like the others was due to the fact that the two heads of state 

interpreted its terms to suit their own interests. 

The discussions between republicans and royalists for a coalition 

government opened on 23 November. Within a few days, however, they 

reached a deadlock over the title or the state--whether it should be 

officially designated a republic or merely the "State of Yemen." In 

mid-December the talks were adjourned and were not resumed after the 

New Year~l9 

1%ew !2!':!s. ~~ 24, 30 November 1965, 26 December 1965. 

Nasser attacked Faisal for his erroneous interpretation of the 

August pact and said that withdrawal of his forces from Yemen was 

contingent on the formation of the coalition government. Furthe~ he 

hinted that he might keep his men in the coWltry Wltil 1968 when 

Great Britain was scheduled to grant independence to the South Arabian 

Federation.20 On May Day, speaking in Cairo, Nasser took a more 

2~ew ~Times, 23 February 1966. 
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threatening approach to the Yemeni situation. He demanded that 

the Saudis forbid the use of two towns on the Yemen border to the 

royalists. If the towns continued to be used as royalist bases 

the President of the United Arab Republic threatened to destroy or 

occupy them.21 The United States encouraged and supported neither 

21New ~ ~~ 2 May 1966j Economist, 7. May 1966, p. 578. 

side although its economic aid continued and was directed toward 

small-scale urban and rural self-.help projects as well as edu

cational training programs. Speaking· before the Senate Committee 

on Foreign Relations, . the Secretary of State said, "We hope very 

much ••• that the main principles that were agreed. at Jidda be 

given effect, that peace can be restored in that part of the world, 

that the Yemenis will be left to work out their own future. Our 

influence is exerted in that direction. But this is basically a 

problem which Yemen, Egypt, and Saudi Arabia will have to work 

out among themselves."22 In early May the US dispatched Assistant 

22Testimony of Dean Rusk, Secretary of State, 18 Apr 66, in 
Hearings, Committee on Foreign Relations, Senate, 89th Congress, 
2nd session, on S. 2859 and 2861, p. 116. 

Secretary of State Raymond A. Hare to· Cairo and Riyad to urge 

Nasser and Faisal to implement the Augu~t pact.23 No progress 

23New York Times, 2, 3 May 1966. -- . 

was reported by the end of June. 

Nationalism: Aden (South Arabian Federation) 

The US supported the British government in its efforts to 

prepare.the South Arabian Federation (Aden) for independence in 

1968 although nationalist groups inside the Federation as well as 

in the United.Nations demanded that Britain grant immediate 

sovereignty and withdraw all troops from the country. 
9 



During the period July 1965 to July 1966 terrorism increased 

in the Federation~ directed not only against British police and 

military personnel~ but also against high ranking Arabs within 

the Federal government. Thus, in July 1965 a member of the Federal 

Council was assassinated and in September the Speaker of the State 

Legislative Council of Aden.24 A conference in London between the 

24New ~ ~~ 5~ 8 July, 30 August, 2 September 1965. 

British and representatives of the Federation, led by Chief Minister 

Abdul Qawei Mackawee, quickly broke down after ~ckawee announced 

his group was "not prepared to bargain or comproiilise. n25 When 

25li!! ~ ~~ 9 August 1965. 

disorders increased in September the Queen suspended the Aden 

con·stitution and placed Aden directly un.der the British High 

Commissioner.26 

2~ew ~ ~~ 27 September 1965. 

During April 1966 the UN General Assembly condemned Britain 

for mass arrests made in the Federation as a result of the disorders. 

The US cast a negative vote because the draft resolution ignored 

the terrorist acts of some Aden nationalists and the efforts of 

the UK to solve the problem. The US felt that the resolution 

"would inevitably complicate the orderly processes leading to 

independence."27 

27g[ Monthly Chronicle, Vol. III, No. 4 (April 1966), p. 16. 

The US welcomed the announcement of the Federation government 

in May 1966 that it would convene a general conference of all 
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political groups within the country to consider steps preparatory 

to independence.28 

28uN Monthly Chronicle, Vol. III, No. 6 (June 1966), p. 23. 

The Arab League and the U.A.R. 

In mid-September 1965 the heads of state of the members ,bf 

the Arab League met in Casablanca. Only President Bourguiba 

refused to attend because of what he called Nasser's search for 

11 hegemony11 within the Arab world. 29 After a week of discussions 

29New York· Times, 14 September 1965. --------
the leaders agreed to pursue plans for the diversion of the Jordan 

River, promised to halt all propaganda and personal attacks aimed 

at one another by radio, pledged noninterference in the internal 

affairs of their neighbors, and dedicated themselves to the 

liberation of Oman and the South Arabian Federation from coloni

alism.30 President Boumedienne. of Algeria suggested that the 

3~ew York ~, 15, 17 September 1966. 

Palestine Liberation Army, composed of Arab refugees from the 

present state of Israel, be reorganized to act as a guerrilla 

force against Israel. However, nothing substantive was announced 

on behalf of the League. 

Following the conference the Arab Defense Council, a sub

sidiary organ of the Arab League, stated that Arab armies would 

not be ready to fight Israel for at least four years.31 Nasser 

31New York ~' 17 October 1965. 

extended this date to 5-10 years. 

11 
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A second summit meeting of Arab leaders met in Cairo in mid-

March 1966. Again Tunisia did not participate. The final com

munique attacke~ the US for its arms deal with Israel, and Britain 

for political repression in the South Arabian Federation.32 

32New York ~~ 15 March 1966. 

US relations with the.UAR continued to be uneven during the 

year. A thaw in US-Egyptian relations ended abruptly in early 

July 1965 when Nasser accused the US of making "astonishing 11 claims 

on the UAR for the continuation of US aid. He claimed the conditions 

were that Egypt not develop nuclear weapons, produce more missiles, 

or improve the quality of its army. Then an Egyptian journalist 

was arrested and accused of. being a CIA agent. The. State Department 

promptly denied the charges.33 

3~iddle East Journal, Vol~ XX, No. 1 (Fall 1965), p. 514. 

In August a Congressional Conference Committee on US foreign 

aid agreed to drop an amendment stopping aid to the UAR as long as 

it pursued a policy of aggression. The final provision barred 

food-for-peace sales to the UAR .(under PL 480) "unless the President 

determines that such sale is essential to the national interest" 

and limited those sales to one year. 

By October US relations with the UAR had improved; the US 

library in Cairo was reopened and in November the President author

ized new negotiations for aid under PL 480. On 3 January 1966 the 

UAR signed a six-month, $55 million food agreement with the us. 
Other forms of aid, discontinued in 1964, were not resumed under 

the FY 1967 aid program.34 

34M1ddle East Journal, Vol. XX, No. 2 (Spring 1966), p. 224; 
New York Times~October 1965, 9 January 1966; Testimony of 
William B. Macomber, Jr., 22 Mar 66, in House Hearings, pt. I, 
pp. 103-104. 

12 



CENTO Relations 

The members of the Council of Ministers of the Central Treaty 

Organization (CENTO} met in Ankara 20-21 April 1966. In his address 

to the Council, Secretary of State Rusk again emphasized the need 

for the alliance as a "defensive shield," not to "threaten anyone 

but to warn that efforts to molest or subvert the independence of 

the CENTO countries will be met with resolution and strength--and 

with growing confidence." In its final communique, the Council of 

Ministers called for settlement of the Cyprus turmoil "in accordance 

with the legitimate interest of all ita people." It also established 

new guidelines f'or CENTO's economfc activities,especially for the 

control of epidemic diseases.35 

35state Dept Bulletin, ·LIV {16 May 66), pp. 775, 778-779. 

Pakistan 

Following acceptance of a ceaaef'ire· in Kashmir by India and 

Pakistan, the leaders of the two countries met in Tashkent and on 

10 January 1966 signed an agreement to settle their dispute by 

peacefUl means. In the meantime, President Ayub visited the US 

in December .1965 and urged President· Johnson to resume aid to his 

country. On 15 February Vice-President Humphrey visited Karachi 

and announced the resumption or US economic aid to Pakistan. The 

Pakistani government, however, criticized the US for allegedly 

·making economic aid dependent on "awareness of the threat of Commu

nist China."36 

· 3~iddle ~Journal, Vol. XX, No. 2 (spring 1966) p. 217. 
~vents through 30 Sep 65 covered in previous chronology.~ 

Continued US economic aid to Pakistan, the director of' the 

Near East-South Asia bureau of AID said, would be "viewed in the 
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light of the continuing development of peaceful relations on the 

subcontinent, the knowledge that economic assistance will not 

result in an arms race, and the expectation of self-help measures, 

which reassert the priority of economic development and will 

stimulate and accelerate economic growth."37 

37Testimony of William B. Macomber, Jr., 22 Mar 66, in House 
Hearings, pt. I, p. 98. 

By July 1966 the US had not resumed m~litary aid to Pakistan, 

except for the sale of certain "non-lethal" types of equipment. 

Testifying before the Senate Committee on Foreign ltelations in 

April, Secretary of Defense McNamara set forth the conditions 

for such aid if it were eventually resumed: 

I think it should be conditioned primarily on an 
understanding that Pakistan would live at peace with 
her neighbor, India, and secondarily, upon an under
standing that Pakistan would devote the majority of her 
own resources to what is and can be the only permanent 
foundation to stability in her own country--economic 
development. I think tho3~ two conditions should take 
priority over all others. 

3&restimony of Robert McNamara, Secretary of Defense, 20 Apr 
66, in Senate Hearings, p. 176. 
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General Developments in the Middle East and US Policy 

The Year beginning July 1966 was one or violence in the 

Middle East. It was .also a year in which the Middle East policy 

or the United States was unable to prevent political and military 

warfare. Along the northern tier, Iran and Pakistan strengthened 

their ties with their Communist ~eighbors. At the Arab core, the 

Yemen civil war and the armed clashes in South Arabia were 

renewed. overshadowing these events, the Arab-Israeli hostility 

finally exploded into full-scale conflict that altered the 

balance of power in the area and introduced a host of new problems 

for the United States. 

In 1966 the radical revolutionary reg1mes or Syria, Egypt; 

and Algeria round themselves in association against the more con

servative governments of Saudi Arabia, Jordan, Morocco, Libya, 

and Tunisia. The long-lived Yemen civil war was a focal point or 

this intra-Arab split, but the division had wider ramifications. 

On the eve or the Arab-Israeli war, for example, the Prime 

Minister or Syria announced that "though the prime obJective or 

our popular war or liberation is Palestine, the war must pass 

through Jordan, Saudi Arabia and Tunisia to destroy reactionary 

rulers there."l 

Exacerbating these tensions, the Soviet Union had increased 

its military aid to the radical Arab governments and "peacefully 

penetratedn the northern tier. by concluding an arms deal with 

Iran. In the decade beginning 1955 the USSR had supplied over 

$2 billion or military assistance to Egypt, Syria, Iraq, Algeria, 

and Yemen.2 Communist China too attempted to project its 

2us Con~ss, Joint Economic Committee, 89th Congress, 
2nd session, "New Directions in the Soviet Economy," 1965, 
pt IV, pp. 951-974. 



inf!'uence into the area through an arms agreement with Pakistan 

and, reportedly, the initiation of a modest arms program to aid 

the Palestine Liberation Organization. In addition, it established 

political, cultural, and economic ties in several of the Arab 

states.3 

~ew York Times, 26 September 1966. 

US policy toward the Middle East in 1966 remained much the 

same as in recent years. In order, primarily, to insure access 

to Middle East oil and to contain the USSR, the United States 

supported the territorial integrity and independence or the 

nations or the area, and attempted to fortify the economic growth 

and well-being or their peoples by a system or selective economic 

aid. At the same time the United States continued its neutral 

stance in the Arab-Israeli and intra-Arab conflicts, and tried 

to maintain a precarious peace by insuring a balance or power in 

the area. The major instruments of us policy 1n the Middle East 

were two: political and moral suasion, chiefly exercised through 

the United Nations~ ard a limited and selective program of 

military·aid and arms sales. 

Middle East problems remained a major burden of the United 

Nations, and the United States supported the "full utilization 

or UN machinery•' in dealing with Middle East tensions. Addressing 

himself to the Arab-Israel dispute, Assistant Secretary of State 

for International Organizations Affairs Joseph Sisco told the 

Security Council in August 1966 that the UN should concentrate 

its efforts in the Middle East pr~rily upon measures to per

suade the parties concerned to resolve their d~fficulties peace

ably,· to stimulate a movement on both sides to return to tne 

relatively quiet and encouraging conditions that had prevailed 

during the previous years, and to support the efforts of the UN 

Truce Supervision prganization.4 
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4Joseph J. Sisco, 11Statement of July 29," State Dept 
Bulletin, LV (29 Aug 66), pp. 313-315. 

Although the United States was a principal proponent of UN 

action in the Middle East, it also conducted a unilateral program 

in the area. By the selectiye distribution of military equipment 

it tried to offset increases in the Soviet arms to the radical 

Arab governments, and thus preserve a balance of power. Increas-

ingly, however, the US supplemented its military aid with a 

program of military sales. The decision to sell rather than give 

military equipment was based on the US desire to reduce its 

military aid program and on the opportunity afforded when the 

common obJectives of the US and its customer nation could be 

accomplished within the capabilities of the customer nation with

out US grant assistance. For example, the oil revenues of Iran 

and.Saudi Arabia placed·those nations in an economic position 

enabling them to purchase arms. This, coupled with US obligations 

in Southeast Asia and the ubiquitous balance or payments problem, 

convinced the United States that the time had come to pursue a 

program of sales rather than grants with respect to these nations. 

In the case or Iran at least, this.decision would introduce a host 

or new pro~lems for the United States.5 

5committee on Foreign Relations, US Senate, "Arms Sales to 
Near East and South Asian Countries, .. June 1967, 90th Congress 
1st session, pp. 1-20. Testimony of Robert S. McNamara, Secre
tary of Defense, in Hearings before the Senate Committee on 
Foreign Relations, 90th Congress, 1st session, 26 July 1967 on 
s. 1872, p. 248. 

The Arab - Israeli Conflict and Arab Disunity 

Terrorist· raids and counter-raids continued along Israel's 

borders 1n the fall or 1966. 
l . 

In October four Israeli border 

guards were killed by Syrian raiders, and Israel too¥ the issue 

to the UN Security Council. After long debate the Council 
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considered a resolution indicating Syria's responsibility and 

calling upon the two 'nations "to cooperate fully with United 

Nations machinery," but the Soviet Union promptly vetoed the 

resolutiorl~ Popular resentment and tensions swiftly developed 

in Israel over the futility of the UN debates, .and the Israeli 

government warned that any more incidents of terrorism would 

result in Israeli retaliation. When early in November new in

cidents along the Jordanian border resulted in several Israeli 

casualties, the response was speedy, massive, and violent. 

Israeli columns, under cover or Mirage Jets, crossed the 

Jordanian border on 13 November and destroyed the Hebron village 

of Es Sammu. The unprecedented-severity or the attack shocked 

world opinion, and in a strongly worded rebuke on 24 November 

the Security Council censured Israel.6 

6xew ~Times, 14 and 25 November 1966. 

From the US standpoint, the gravest effect of the November 

raid was the erosion of King Hussein's position. His authority 

over his restive population, two-thirds of which regarded itself 

as more Palestinian than Jordanian, was unquestionably weakened. 

Public protests and riots took place in ·Amman, but the King was 

able to retain the loyalty of the Army, and thus remain in power. 

Popular resentment was especially high against the United States 

for selling arms to Israel. 

Despite public clamor Hussein, regarded as a moderate 1n 

the Arab world, continued to resist pressure from his radical 

neighbors, Egypt and Syria,, to accept Soviet arms as a step 

toward the standardization of Arab military equipment. To avoid 

the distinct possibility of' m~litary dependency on his Arab 

neighbors, and ultimately on the Soviet Union, Hussein preferred 

to rely on British and American arms sources.7 
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7!!.!!. ~ ~~ 18 No~ember 1966. 

In an effort to strengthen the position of King Hussein, 

both within his own country and within the Arab world, and to 

counter the Arab argument that the unite~ States tacitly 

supported Israel, Washington announced on 23 December an 

additional grant or military aid to Jordan "to strengthen Jordan's 

defense against Israel and thereby create stability." The 

additional aid was for the most part in the form or trucks and 

armored personnel carriers. At the same time washington promised 

to speed delivery or 36 P-104 Starfighters, already contracted 

for. In April 1967 the United States announced a supplemental 

aid request to Jordan of $5~3 million.S 

~ew ~Times, 1 and 23 December 1966 and 14 April 1967. 

Consistent with its long-established·policy, the United 

States strove to maintain the Middle East balance of power. 

Having Joined in the UN censure or Israel and having allocated 

additional military equipment to Jord~, it,announced on 20 

November that no consideration had been given to_ curtailing 

military aid to Israel, and that ·the sale or A-4 Jet attack 

bombers and M-48 tanks would continue.9 On 11 December Vice 

9New ~ ~': 21 Nove~ber 1966. 

President Humphrey publicly acknowledged the US commitment to 

the integrity of Israel as a free and independent state, and 

pledged that th~ United St~·tes would "energetically oppose 

aggression" that threatened the peace of the Middle East.lO 

l~ew !2!'.!. ~~ 12 December 1966. 
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In the weeks following the November raids, King Hussein 

warned the West that the Middle East was on the brink of an 

explosion "more dangerous to world peace than the Suez crisis 

of 1956. ull In view of the continuing disunity of the Arab 

11!!!!. ~Times, 30 November 1966. 

world, however, a general Middle East holocaust seemed remote. 

The November raids underscored this disunity. Hussein, accusing 

the Arab League of failing to come to:Jordan•s aid, publicly 

blamed Arab disunity on the Communists and charged that his 

leftist neighbors w~re serving Communist ends by exploiting his 

country's ~risis. Relations between Jordan and her Arab 

neighbors deteriorated to such an extent that on 23 January 

Hussein threatened to charge Syria and the UAR with sabotage 

before the UN. At the sa.e ttme Hussein defended the purchase 

of us jets against the United Arab Command's charges that he 

was buying "old" US planes instead of new, and cheaper, MIGs. 

Hussein also came under·attack by the Palestine Liberation 

Organization, which charged the King with attempting to suppress 

raids on Israel. ~inally '· on 23 May, Jordan expelled the Syrian 

Ambassador and sh~t its northern border to traffic from Syria.l2 

12New York Times, 21 and 29 November, 1 December 1966; 
24 January iii.'021fl11'iY 1967. 

Arab dis~ity ranged beyond the Israeli border nations. 

On l9 January 1967 Libya indicted its neighbor, Egypt for 

sabotage in the US-operated Libyan oil fields. Initially a 

nation of strong pro-Nasser sentiments, Libya had turned to the 

development of its natural wealth, and increasingly had come to 

. fear Egyptian subversion. Further along the African littoral, 

the revolutionary government of Algeria .continued its dispute · 
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with its neighbors Tunisia and Morocco, both of which claimed 

parts of the Sahara held by Algeria. Algeria charged that the 

United States was menacing its security by building "bases of 

aggression" in Morocco.. During the spring and SUDUD.er of 1966 

Moscow stepped up its military aid to Algeria. Included in 

this aid were long-range assault guns, missile parts, and other 

assorted ar.ms; also included was an increase or 30 MIG aircraft, 

raising the total of Algerian MIGs to 70. ln the face of this 

developing arms imbalance in North Africa the United States sold 

Morocco 12 F-5 interceptors and granted $15 million of military 

ground equipment. On 2 March 1967 Morocco asked the UN to 

investigate the arms race in North Africa. Algeria, on 13 March, 

rejected the Moroccan request denying that there was an arms 

race and charging that Morocco was trying to "internationalize 11 

a border issue between the two countries.l3 

1~ew York Times, 8 May, 19 June, 10 July, 26 September, 
and 18 November !955T 20 and 23 Januaey, 11 February, and · 
3 and 14 March 1967. 

Arab Dis\mity: Yemen and Aden 

The major intra-Arab conflic;t, significantly influencing 

the Arab-Israeli struggle, was being played out deep in the 

Arabian peninsula. On one side were Britain, preparing to grant 

independence to Aden and to ev~cuate its bases 1n South Arabia, 

and pro-western, oil-rich Saudi Arabia, tearful or the 

radicalism that might fill the power vacuum resulting from the 

British departure. On the other side was Egypt, determined to 

bring the area under the sway of' its r~volutionary. ·"Arab 

Socialism." In the middle were Yemen and Aden, countries whose 

own internal ·struggles in a corner or the peninsula had been 

caught up in the larger contest. 

Initially, the Yemeni civil war was a Saudi-Egyptian power 

struggle. When pro-Nas~er Yemenis formed a republic in 1962, 
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Egypt sent in troops to support the new government against the 

resisting tribes of the ~. Saudi Arabia 1 itself endangered 

by Nasser-inspired insurrection, provided the Imam with bases 

and arms. A stalemate developed and in t~e both sides tired 

of the contest. A truce was finally signed in the fall of 1965. 

During 1966, however, the moderates within the Yemeni republican 

camp became increasingly restive under Egyptian domination, and, 

as a prelude to peace talks with the Yemeni royalists, began 

maneuvering, for the replacement of the 70,000 Egyptian troops in 

their country by a pan-Arab force. Nasser reacted quickly. In 

September the government was overthrown, and Nasser became the 

~~ruler of.Yemen.l4 

l~ew ~Times, 25 September 1966, IV. 

King Faisal or Saudi Arabia was also clearly concerned that 

Nasser apparently intended to expand his revolutionary socialism 

from Yemen into the rest of the Arabian peninsula as soon as 

the British departed. In March 1967 Saudi Arabia asked the 

Security Council to circulate petitions from southern Arabia 

denouncing Egyptian political intervention in the area.l5 When 

15.New ~ ~~ 9 March 1967. 

violence erupted in Saudi Arabia itself in April, Faisal charged 

that the saboteurs were Yemeni infiltrators trained and sent 

across the border by Egypt. According to the ~ ~ ~, 

informed sources reported that Saudi Arabia had given the 

Yemeni royalists permission to renew their war against the 

republican government.l6 

1~ew ~ ~~ 27 January and 17 April 1967. 
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Meanwhile the British were· trying to keep Nasserite 

terrorists from reducing the colony or Aden to·: chaos. Acts or 

terrorism tripled during 1966, and on 8 August Britain, supported 

by the United States, indicted betor~ the Security Council, Egypt 

and the republican government or Yemen tor their terrorist attacks, 

and especially tor a 30 July. air attack against a village 1n the 

emirate of Bahrein. On the same day the Council postponed debate 

1n order to send a fact-finding team to the area.l7 

17New York Times, 9.August 1966. 

US policy toward Arabia had two obJectives: primarily it 

was interested in preserving for the West the good will and 

cooperation ~t the oil-rich kingdom or Saudi Arabia and, as a 

corollary, 1n keeping Yemen' out ot the Communist camp •. The United 

States was one or only two Western powers to recognize the 

republican government of Yemen. To counter the 1nfl~ence or 

large Communist aid missions there, washington had instituted an 

aid program that totaled $2.1 million 1n ~ 1967. To preserve 

its interests ·in Saudi Arabia, the United States had established 

a training mission there in 1951 and·had been regularly selling 

military equipment to the Saudi government. In addition to th.e 

$400 million Anglo-American arms agreement with Saudi Arabia in 

early 1966, the United States agreed 1n September to sell Saudi 

Arabia $100 million worth of military vehicles to help modernize 

the Saudi army. The State Department Justified these agreements 

as part or its effort to maintain a military balance in the 

Middle East in the race of large amounts or arms supplied by 

the Soviets to Egypt, Syria, and Iraq.lB 

18New York Times, 28 September 1966, 28 May 1967. 
Telephone-conY: W7R!is ~lizabeth Cook, Statistics and Reports 
Div., AID, 10 October 1967. 
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L~ respon~e to the terrorist attacks on Aden and the 

potential threa.t to Saudi Arabia, the State Department publicly 

extended US Middle East policy to include South Arabia. On 

3 March 1967 the Department referred to President Kennedy's 1963 

statement, in which he pledged US opposition to "unprovoked 

aggression against any country in the Middle East," and promised 

us support for appropriate UN measures, or unilateral US action 

to prevent or stop such aggressions. The Department for the 

first time specifically extended the President's general 1963 

statement to the situation in South Arabia and, according to 

certain ''informed sources," drew South ·Arabia under the pro

tective umbrella of the United States. In the past, the United 

States had avoided making any specific commitment to South 

Arabia, hoping that Britain would extend same form of protection 

in the region even after independence. But London.held to its 

plans for a "complete withdrawal."l9 

l~ew !.2!:!S, Times·, 4 March 1967 • 

. Backed by Egypt, the republican government or Yemen forced 

the United States to withdraw its aid·mission on 28 April. The 

Yemeni government, recognized in the Western world only by 

Italy ~nd.the United States (since 196?), forced·the withdrawal 

by arresting several members of the US aid mission on a charge 

or sabotage--a charge branded "a total fabrication"- by the United 

States. The withdrawal or the US mission led to ~uspension of 

the small US aid program already termed ••not enQUSb11 by the 

Yemeni. President. Sizable aid missions from the Soviet Union, 

Communist China, and several East European countries remained 

1n Yemen.20 

2~ew ~Times, 27 and 29 April 1967. 
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The Arab-Israeli War 

In the spring of 1967 Arab nations rallied under the 

leadership of Nasser to challenge Israel. Exactly why Nasser 

~hose this particular time to force the issue cannot be defined 

precisely·. It seems clear, however, that the November 1966 

raid on Jordan provided Nasser with an opportunity to unite 

discordant Arab nations, particularly Jordan, in a military 

pact. The promise of this agreement and the numerical superi

ority in Arab troops and armaments probably convinced Nasser 

that the time was right to move against Israel. It must have 

seemed reasonable to Nasser that if Israel chose to fight, the 

united Arab armies would overrun that foreign enclave in the 

Arab world. 

On 18 May Egypt asked the UN to evacuate its peacekeeping 

force from stations along the a~istice line in the Gaza strip 

and at Shar.m el Sheik overlooking the Strait of Tiran, where it 

had patrolled for ten years. Secretary-General U Thant ordered 

the withdrawal the next day, explaining that the UN was in the 

strip only with Egypt's consent, and could not remain if that 

consent were withdrawn. · Meanwhile, Israeli and Egyptian troops 

massed on the border.21 

21N~w ~Times, 19 May 1967. 

On 23 May Nasser announced that Egypt was closing the 

Gulf of Aqaba to Israeli ships and those of all other nations 

carrying "strategic materials" to Israel. The Gulf of Aqaba 

was Israel's only maritime outlet to the south, and it would 

consider the closing of the Gulf an act of war. In the 

Security Council the United States quickly proposed that Egypt 

forego a blockade, but the stridently pro-Arab position assumed 

by the Soviet Union offered· little hope that the UN would ease 

the crisis.22 

22~ ~ ~~ 24 May 1967. 
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Also on 23 May the Pres.ident in a public White House state

ment reaffirmed US policy toward the Middle East. He deplored 

the withdrawal of UN troops and called the blockade a violation 

of the vital interests of all nations. He did not say What the 

United States would do in case of aggression, but he did allude 

to the US reaction to aggression in Southeast Asia. The next 

day, the State Department privately warned the UAR that the 

United States considered the bloclaide an "act of aggression" 

and would oppose it by all means possible. The warning accord

ing to "informed Western. sources," did not exclude the use of 

force if necessary, but did make it clear that force would be 

considered only after all other avenues both in and outside the 

UN had been explored. Meanwhile, the United States attempted 
' to rally support among the Western nations to contest the 

blockade.23 

23"statement by President Johnson," State Dept Bulletin, 
LVI (12 Jun 67), pp. 870-871. New ~ Times, 25 and 31 May 
1967. 

One of Nasser's principal goals was achieved when on 30 

May King Hussein, his former avowed enemy, slgned a pact with 

the UAR, committing Jordan to att~ck Israel if Israeli forces 

tried to break Egypt's blockade. The King also agreed in the 

pact to joint military operations under Egyptian command. Even 

before the pact was signed Jordan had permitted Iraqi and Saudi 

troops to cross its borders and move toward the Israeli 

frontier. The pact followed hard on the heels of the Arab 

League's 12-Nation Resolutipn (Tunisia, as usual, boycotted 

the League) pledging that an attack against one would be con

sidered an attack against all. Even Jordan and Saudi Arabia 

joined in the res.olution that obliquely condemned the United 

States for allegedly encouraging Israel. Most observers agreed 
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that Hussein had instigated the pact and signed the 12-Nation 

Resolution 1n an effort to keep Cairo and the Egyptian-controlled 

Palestine Liberation Organization from capitalizing on the 

situation to remove him from his throne. Whatever Hussein's 

motives, the pact strengthened Nasser's hand militarily, and 

hel.ped validate his claim to ·the leadership of the Arab world.24 

2~ew ~ Times, 25 and 31 May 1967. 

By the first days of June President Nasser had achieved 

several of his goals~ He had created a Joint military command 

Joining the Arab nations of Iraq, Sa~di Arabia, Syria,· Lebanon, 

Jordan, Yemen, Libya, Sudan, Morocco, Kuwait, and Algeria with 

the United Arab Republic, and he had reinforced his position 

as leader of the Arab world. He had also become a central 

figure on the interna~ional stage, successfully dismissing the 

UN from the Gaza strip and establishing a blockade of an inter

national waterway that no nation had as yet attempted to break. 

Early in June with Arab military activity increasing and 

emotions high on both sides Israel became convinced it must act 

alone. On 5 June Israel launched an all out attack on Egypt 

and Jordan. Swooping in low from the Mediterranean to avoid 

Egyptian radar, Israeli planes destroyed the Egyptian air force 

on the ground, and quickly visited similar destruction on the 

air forces of Jordan and Syria. With complete control of the 

air, Israeli ar.mor rolled across the Sinai peninsula and drove 

to the Suez Canal. Israeli forces broke the blockade of the 

Gulf of Aqaba, defeated the Jordanian army, and seized all of 

Jordan west of the historic Jordan river including the Old 

City of Jerusalem. In the north,Israel pushed into Syria 

even as the UN tried desperately to arrange a cease-fire. By 

10 June I~rael had completely routed the Arab forces on ita 
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borders, and the Arab armies were unable to continue to 

struggle with any hope of victory. A UN cease-fire was quickly 

negotiated on that date.25 

2~ew York Times, ll June 1967, IV. 

In the hours following the initial attacks south and east, 

the Arab nations rallied behind Egypt and Jordan. Algeria, Iraq, 

Syria,·Sudan, and Kuwait declared war on Israel and promised 

troops. Saudi Arabia announced that its forces were already 

operating against Israel. Lebanon declared a state of emergency, 

and Tunisia announce that her .borders were opened to the passage 

ot troops through.her territory. Morocco announced that her 

forces would soon be joining the battle. Libya also declared 

it support.26 

2~ew York Times, 6 and 7 June 1967. 

The UAR charge that the United States and Great Britain 

had supported Israel during the battle convinced many Arabs,· 

and demonstrations against the Western powers broke out in 

several countries. Algeria, Syria, and Iraq severed relations 

with the United 0States and Britain, and both Kuwait and Iraq 

stopped oil shipments to the West. In the week following the 

war, Libya asked the United States and Britain to liquidate 

their Libyan bases and withdraw their troops as soon as 

possible.27 

27New York ~~ 9 June 1967. 

US reaction to the war was cautious and restrained. The 

Administration sought to remain neutral in the conflict withou~ 

formally committing itself to neutrality, directing its activity 
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primarily toward obtaining a cease-fire under UN auspices. The 

Department of Defense announced that the US Sixth Fleet had not 

been placed on any' special 11alert" status, and the activity of: 

US forces was "uncha.nged.n28 The United States did, however, 

2~ew York ·!!!!!!!, 6 June 1967. 

formally suspend all assistance programs in those Middle East 

countries that had severed diplomatic relatione with the United 

States and informally suspended all military and economic aid 

to the area as a whole.29 

29Testtmony of Dean Rusk, Secretary of State, 12 June 
1967, in Hearings, Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, 90th 
Congress, 1st session, on s. 1872, p. 128. 

The Arab-Israeli war reflected a failure of US policy and 

seemed at first glance to inflict a serious blow to US strategic 

interests. The Middle East's oil was cut off from the west; the 

Suez Canal was closed; US and British bases in Libya were ordered 

evacuated; and American clients and friends 'in the area joined 

in a military alliance against Israel. Not only had Israel's 

swift victory upset the power structure of tha area, but the US 

commitment to support the territorial integrity of the Middle 

East nations, reaffirmed by President Johnson as recently as 23 

May, had been eclipsed as Israeli troops stood unchallenged on 

the ba,nks of the Suez Canal and the hills of Jordan. 

Even before hostilities ceased, the President had set out 

to reshape US policy to accommodate it. to the rapidly changing 

power structure· in the Middle East. On 7 June he pledged to 

help translate the new Middle Eastern situation into a "more 

lasting settlement between Israel and her neighbors." He ordered 

the drafting of special policies for a "new peace" and set up 

new machinery to deal with the situation. To organize the 
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effort, he recalied his former Special Assistant for Nat~onal 

Security Affairs, McGeorge Bundy, to become executive sedretary 

to a special NSC subcommittee established to deal with the 

Middle East crisis.30 Finally, on 19 June the President· 

3~ew York Times, 8 June 1967~ 

announced that the United States was committed to peace in the 

Middle East based on five "great principles" paraphrased below: 

1) Every nation has a fundamental right to live and to 

have its neighbors respect that right. Arab threats to 

eliminate Israel had become a burden to the peace of the 

world. But military success should not blind Israel to the 

fact that her neighbors also have rights and interests. 

2) Justice must be obtained for refugees of the recent 

and prior wars. Both sides had resisted mediation to restore 

the victims to t~eir homes or to resettle them elsewhere. 

Peace would come only after an energetic attack by all on 

this problem. 

3) Maritime rightS must be respected and must be pre

served for all nations. If a "single.act of folly" had .been 

more responsible for war than any other, it was Egypt's "arbi

trary and dangerous" blockade. 

4) The Middle East arms race must be curbed. The tis and 

USSR shared responsibility for the sale of arms with the Middle 

East pruchasers. Now that the waste and futility of those sales 

were apparent, there was another moment of choice to find a 

better course. The UN should ask its m,embers to reveal all a~s 

shipments.to the Middle East. 

5) Respect must be maintained for the political independence 

and territorial integrity of all Middle East nations. The Arab 

nations and Israel needed "recognized·boundaries and other 

arrangements" for their security. 
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The President neither endorsed nor challenged Israeli claims 

to the Jo~anian half of Jerusalem~ the Gaza strip, and the 

strategic high ground in Jordan and Syria. He pleaded for 

"adequate recognition" of the world's special interest in access 

to the holy places 1n Jerusalem, but offered no specific plan 

for assuring it. The President attacked the Soviet demand that 

Israel withdraw ~ediately and unconditionally from the con

quered Arab territory. He called the demand "not a prescription 

for peace but for renewal of hostilities." The troops must 
11 certainly11 be withdrawn, he added~ without sayinghow far. 

Finally~ he promised that 1n "a climate of peace" the United 

States would help solve the refugee problem and~ through the 

use of atomic energy, make the deserts bloom.31 

31Lyndon Johnson, "Principles for Peace in the Middle 
East," quoted in State Dept Bulletin, LVII (10 Jul 67) pp. 31-34. 

In the weeks following the war there was a gradual relax

ation of tensions. US relations with most of the Middle East 

countries gradually returned to normal. On 12 June Secretary 

of State Rusk announced that economic assistance programs to 

Tunisia, Morocco, Israel, and Lebanon would be continued. US 

aid programs were also being resumed to Jordan "where more help 

will be needed."32 On 23 June, however, the StateDepartment 

32Testimony o·f Dean Rusk~ ~· cit. 

announced that the United States had cancelled all technical 

assistance to the UAR.33 

33New ~ !!!!!!, 24 June 1967. 

For its part, the s'oviet Union limited itself to mounting 

a diplomatic offensive against Israel to force that country to 
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surrender occupied territories without compensation. Premier 

Kosygin met with President Johnson in Glassboro, New Jersey, and 

agreed at least that every state in the Middle East had "a right 

to live."34 One reason for the ·gradual relaxation of tensions 

34Quoted in "President Jolmaon's Report to the Nation, 
June 25," State Dept Bulletin, LVII (10 Jul 67) p. 37. 

was the fact that the Arab oil. boycott was proving difficult to 

organize and maintain, and the closing of the Suez Canal seemed 

to be resulting in a greater hardship to Egypt than to most of 

the user states.35 

35Test1mony of Dean Rusk, ~· cit. 

Following the establishment of the cease-fire in the 

second week of June Egypt, with continued Soviet aid, stepped 

up its assault against the budding Federation of South Arabia. 

Coincidentally, Great· Bl'itain changed ita policy and announced 

on 19 June that following South Arabian independence, planned 

for 9 January 1968, it would continue to provide military support 

for the Federation. A broad military program, including the 

stationing of a large naval force off Aden, would be established 

to support the Federation against the pro-Egyptian nationalists 

operating from Yemen.36 

36New York~~ 20 and 25 June 1967. 

Communist Penetration of the Northern Tier 

The suspension of US military aid to Pakistan, begun 

following the Indo-Pakistani war in September 1965, continued 

into the fiscal year 1967. This embargo had been eased some

what in March 1966 When the US Government permitted the sale of 
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"non-lethal" military equipment. Also in March 1966 Pakistan 

revealed for· the first time that it had been receiving military 

aid from China in the fo~ of Chinese built MIG 19s and ~-29 

tanks. This transaction posed a serious dilemma for the United 

States~ Presumably, a renewal of US military aid might wean 

Pakistan from its budding friendshi~ with China. Pakistani 

Foreign Minister Bhutto ha·d implied as much in the March of 

1966 when he said that Pakistan "had to go to China to find a 

means of defense against aggression, 11 and tnat such a step had 

become necessary when the US suspended military assistance. 

It was also likely, however, that the renewal of US military 

aid to Pakistan might soon find itself contributing to an 

escalation of the Indo-Pakistani a~ race. 

After mulling over ·the problem for nearly a year, the 

United States finally chose a course it hoped would dampen 

the arms race even at the cost of some qh1nese influence in 

Pakistan. · On 12 April 1967 the State Department announced a 

major policy change: 

We have concluded an extensive review of our 
policy with regard to the provision of military 
equipment to India and Pakistan, and have decided 
that we will not resume grant military assistance 
which has been suspended since September 1965. 

The United States also made it clear that it did not intend 

to sell "lethal end ite1Ds" for cash to India or Pakistan. The 

MAAGs 1n both countries would be withdrawn by 1 July 1967.37 

37Keesing's Contempor~~ Archives, 11-18 June 1966, 
p. 21452, and 8-15 April l9b , p. 21966. 

Reaction in Pakistan to the new policy was predictable. 

As a mark of its displeasure, Pakistan boycotted the SEATO 

military advisors• meeting in April, and President Khan 

arranged to visit China following a friendly exchange of 

greetings with the Chinese chief or state.38 
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3~ew York Ttmes, 15 April 1967; 21 and 22 May 1967. 

The year July 1966 through June 1967 also saw Iran loosen 

its t~es with the United States. In recent years, to the dis

appointment of the Shah, the United States had shifted from 

outright grants to sales of arms to Iran at a discount, but on 

still relatively stiff terms. Partly because of financial 

reasons and partly because of Iran's $600~illion-a-year oil 

revenue, the United States had decided that Iran could and 

should buy rather than be given US arms. The Shah, however, 

did not think that Iran had yet reached an economic 11 take-off'1 

point and' could not afford to buy us arms at us pr1ces.39 

39rest1mony- of Henry J. Kuss, ibid. New York Ttmes, 
19 September 1966. --

In early 1966 the Shah made clear that although he.pre

ferred to retain his military arrangement with the United States 

he was prepared to go elsewhere for military equipment if 

necessar-y. In June 1966 he announced that he was considering 

the purchase of surface-to-air missiles from the Soviet Union 

for defense of the Persian Gulf against a potential threat from 

the Soviet-equipped UAR air force. He explained that he was 

turning to the·USSR because he could obtain the weapons on more 

favorable terms than fro~ the Un~ted .States.40 

Concerned, apparently, about possible Soviet penetration 

of the northern tier, the United States offered a supplementary 

grant aid program to modernize the Iranian air defense force; 

as part of this program 1n November 1966 the US agreed to give 

Iran at least one squadron of F-4 Phantom Jets, the most 

advanced operational US Jet fighters. This.most recent grant 
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brought the total US a~s aid to Iran since World War II to about 

$1 billion.41 

41New ~ Times., 8 and 25 February 1967. 

The·soviet Union rejected Iran 1s request for surface-to-air 

missiles, but it did sign a military assistance pact 1n February 

1967 that would bring $110 million worth of military equipment to 

Iran in exchange for natural gas. Although the Shah explained 

that the deal included only trucks, antiaircraft guns, and other 

such.,secondary" weapons, the deal marked the first time that a 

"West·ern alliance membe:r." 11 had purchased arms from the USSR. 42 

Cyprus 

Little progress was made during the period toward solving 

the long-standing differences between Greeks and Turks over Cyprus. 

"Frequent breaches" of the cease-fire and other manifestations of 

tension caused the United States to call for corrective steps by 

the United Nations Force in Cyprus (UNFICYP). The United Nations 

decided to retain the force on the island through the end of June 

1967, in the hope that by that time a favorable solution would 

permit its withdrawal. The United States pledged to contribute 

$4 million {out or a total of $9,650,000 required) toward support

ing the force for the extended period, depending on the willingness 

of other governments to contribute their share.43 

43state Dept Bulletin, LVI (30 Jan 67) pp. 179-180. 

Early in April 1967 the President of the Republic of 

Turkey, Cevdet Sunay, made a state visit to the United States. 

During the visit President Johnson and President Sunay, 1n a 

joint communique, emphasized that it was necessary for both 

sides in the dispute to refrain from taking any action that 
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might increase·the existing tension. On his part President Sunay 

"reiterated Turkey's desire to arrive at a peaceful and agreed 

settlement. 11 Both Presidents expressed the hope that the con

tinuing and current secret talks between representatives of 

Greece and Turkey would "lead to an honorable solution recon

ciling the legitimate interests of all the parties concerned, 

incl~ding the commun1ti~s living on the island.u44 

44Ibid., (26 Apr 67) pp. 656-657. 
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Appendex I 

US MILl'r.AR! GRABT AID DELIVERED 'ro SEL!C!BD .NATIOIS 
(in $ millions) 

FY 1963 l"f 1964 n 1965 n: 1966 FI 1967 {est) n 1947-1967 

Algeria 

IraD 66.0 27-3 Jt9.9 41.1 48.6 718.8 (' 
Iraq * 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.2 46.7 

Israel 

JordaD 2.5 8.1 4.6 2.8 15.6 51.7 

Leba&\on 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.01 8.7 

LibJa o.4 1.5 2.2 1.7 2.3 12.1 

Morocco 6.1 6.0 2.3 3·1 6.6 28.1 

Saud1 Arabia "-·1 l.l 0.8 1.5 ().8 33·0 

Syria • * * o.o4 o.oa 
Tan1sia 5·7 3·5 0.9 0-5 1.2 16.8 

( 

UAR 

Yemen * * * 

{* - less thaD $50,000) 

Data traa tbe Office ot tbe Ass1staDt Secretar.Y ot Detease tor IntematioDal Security" Atta1rs, September 1967. 


