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PREFACE

In dealing with the formulation of United States
policy in the Middle East it had been my original inten-
tion to analyze various approaches teward future policy
as viewed from (1) Soviet penetration into the area,

(2) the Arab-Israeli conflict, (3) Arab Nationalism, (4)
oil, and (5) foreign aid., However, it soon became ap-
parent that an undertaking of this nature wés too

cumbersome for the time available to complete the project,

I found myself, therefore, faced with the decision
of how to preserve the basic thesis of my subject while,
simultaneously, eliminating a discussion of those
American interests that would only be redundant to what

had already been established.

I, thus, decided that after establishing the
various alternatives open to the United States regarding
the Soviet Union in the Middle East, our major fereign
policy pre-occupation to~-date, I would employ the Arab-
Israeli conflict and the pattern of future economic
development assistance to attempt to illustrate how the

United States might endeavor to shift its Cold War
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confornation with the USSR from the pelitical arena to
that of the economic in order to attempt to improve the
American image in the eyes of the people of the Arab
Middle East., 1In this way the United States might present
itself as a nation concerned sincerely with the socio-
economic changes eccurring in this part of the world and
willing to constructively participate in these changes

in a way that will benefit the inhabitants of the area,

My particular concern in adopting this view was
to attempt to show how, in the future, the United States
might realistically accent its dealing with Middle
Eastern states on an economic plane in contrast to a
political one and carry out foreign aid projects through
the means of the private sector, thereby, strengthening
trade relations, From this approach it would be hoped
that United States concern with Soviet attempts at pene-
tration into the area would be successfully challenged
and that the United States eould find less reason to
have to resort to political recourse in order to protect

what she thought were vital American interests in the

area,

While doing research during the summer of 1966,

I had the opportunity of spending the month of September



in 'Amman, Jordan, living with a Jordanian family of
Palestinian origin. During the course of my stay with
this family, and in coming into contact with their circle
of friends, who were primarily Prosperous, upper middle
class, ex-Palestinians, I was exposed to the attitudes
that they held regarding particularly the Arab-Israeli
conflict and what their feelings were regarding the
possibilities of ever returning to Palestine and under

what circumstances,

Yet, my contacts in Jordan, were not limited only
to this class of people but also to a Palestinian class
who enjoyed a much lower economic status, In discussing
the Israeli-Arab problem with them I received a generally
more optimistic view regarding the chances for refugees
returning te Palestine, However in general it appeared
that the Palestinians in Jordan with whom I came into
contact, had the feeling that the possibilities for a
return were so remote that it was only worth discussing
in terms of "what is right"™ rather than "what will be,"
It must be noted, however, that my personal ebservations
did net reach Palestinians in Arab Refugee Camps in Jordan
and thus I did not have the benefit of comparing their

views with those with whom I had contact.
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I have chosen the Soviet Union as the focal, or
pivotal point for future American foreign policy moves in
the Middle East, over all other factors, for two reasons,
First, a study of United States foreign policy moves
indicates that the USSR has been the primary concern of
the United States in the Middle East since 1945 and
consequently, whether rightly or wrongly, the predominance
of United States foreign moves in the area have revolved
around this pre-occupation. Secondly, in my research,

I could find nothing substantial that would indicate that
the Soviet Union has altered any of her origimal long range
objectives of (1) penetration into the Middle Eastern area
with (2) the goal of neutralizing the West from the area
in order to control (3) the pelitics and economics of
Middle Eastern states. Thus, I find no reason to believe
that realistically the United States can afford to allow
the new Soviet "soft line"™ to alter its foreign policy
movements anymore than it has since 1963 and that future
United States policy must take into account, first and
foremost, that long range Soviet objectives, in the area,
are still specifically aimed at undermining the national

interests of the United States,

I wish to acknowledge the assistance of Professor

Joseph Malone, my thesis advisor, for his patience in
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reading over incomprehensible first drafts to this pro-
Ject. Also my gratitude to Dr. Fayez Sayegh of the
Political Science and Public Administration Department,
Dr. Tusuf Sayegh of the Economic Department, Dr. Rhea
Dulles, visiting Professor of History, and Dr. Carl
George, all of the American University of Beirut, for
working with me on individual chapters. My deep gratitude
goes to all of the Jordanian people who cooperated in
relating to me their respective opinions on the Middle
EFast situation, as it looks teday, particularly the Arab-
Israeli conflict. And to my typist Sylvia Cheiban goes
particular appreciation for her ability to turn a cor-
rected draft into a stylized finished copy. However, the
responsibility for the contents of this work rest solely

with the author,

May 21, 1967 Panl R, Wineman

Beirut, Lebanon
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CHAPTER I

THE MAKING OF FOREIGN POLICY

Creating a foreign policy for the United States
is one of the most difficult tasks which faces any pre-
sidential administration, Beginning with President
Hhshinéton, each Chief Executive has had to meet the
dual responsibility of maintaining a foreign policy in
keeping with the American ideal as interpreted in his
time, while simultaneously Placating political opposition
without his own party, With the Present emergence of
nationalism in every section of the globe, particularly
since the advent of World War II, the task has become

immeasurably more difficult.,

In the development of foreign policy, the execu-
tive position of any democratic nation must somehow re-
present or reflect the consensus of the electorate., But
the electorate is often contradictory and moody., With
s0o many people involved in the creation of a foreign
policy, and so many more affected by its diredtion, it
is sometimes to be wondered that any policy can clearly
reflect the "will of the people." And yet, if it is to

called democratic then somehow it must,



How then, as a nation, is America preparing to meet
the demands of such a foreign policy situation? It is com=-
monplace among writers on the United States to note that,
because of the effects of World War IT, America has been
forced to take on the role of free world leadership, But
the observation has also been made that the American rise
to major world responsibility has been accompanied by a
similar rise of an ambitious Soviet Union, The significant
question, therefore, is: how capable is America in
making the necessary decisions which will not only achieve
the maximum national security for its own people but take

into consideration the rest of the free world as well,

The root of the problem lies in the relation-
ship between the need for incisive and intelligent
decision-making on the part of an informed leadership
and a democratic myth that insists that government policy
be an expression of the will of the electorate, Thus,
the United States finds itself faced with the question
of whether the American people can adequately judge the
complex and often remote problems of contemporary foreign
policy., This question is complicated by the traditional
rattern of American abstention from foreign "problems"
except in periods of great atresﬁ. The pattern of

American life finds the average American citizen deeply



involved in private pursuits., He develops views on political
matters in direct proportion to their immediate interest
and effect upon him.1 His main interests, politically
speaking, lie in such matters as tax laws, social security,
and wage and price legislation; in short, domestic issues
of a very local basis, It is only on rare occasions that
he is aroused to the degree that he forms opinions concern-
ing more remote foreign policy matters, As a result the
American political system comes face to face with the

dual tasks of how to make the public alert, informed, and
active in foreign policy making as well as how to make

official leadership responsible to the public.

No less a problem is posed by the perpetual
Executive~-Congressional struggle over program direction
and leadership, which is inherent in the very structure
of democratic government, as set up under the Constitution.
This struggle has become further complicated over the
years by the constant demarids of conflicting pressure groups.
The average citizen, who wants to form an intelligent
opinion about foreign policy, not only needs to know
what the Chief Executive and the Congress are striving

to achieve but also to recognize what objectives various

1Carol Fisher and Fred Karinsky, The Middle East
in Crisis (Syracus University Press, 1959), P. 63,



pressure and minority groups are actively pursuing,

The average American needs to come more to the
realization that, through the execution of his right to
vote and his responsible participation in government, he
is being called upon today, perhaps more than ever before
in the history of his country, to participate in the making
of decisions affecting not only his immediate life but also
much of Western civilizatioen, Typical of this responsibility
is the need for the formulation of a sound Middle Eastern

policy,

Walter Lippman has reminded the American people re-
cently that a dynamic nation cannot be an isolationist
nationi that to maintain a position, of world prominence
a nation must have a clear cut foreign policy; and that
a foreign policy cannot be sound unless it brings into
balance the nation's foreign commitments with the nation's

povwer to meet thom.2

These commitments are founded on interests, The
degree to which a nation may be prepared to enter into
external commitments must depend, in the final analysis,

upon the importance which that nation attaches to its

2
Ibid,, p. 65



outside interests and to the interests of its internal

minorities and pressure groups,

Foreign interests of nations and internal interest
groups, large and small, obviously cannot be considered
as fixed quantities, They vary with the constantly chang-
ing conditions ~-- political, strategic, economic, and
social, The policy designed to protect such interests
is thus subject to frequent re-adjustments, Where new
interests have sprung up, specific policy has to be devised,
consistent with a nation's over all foreign policy. What
is not variable, however, is the need for maintaining
commitments and policy in harmony. The end result should
not be left to chance, Hastily improvised means do not

insure the desired ends,

The United States has today varied interests in
the Middle East, The foreign policy required to maintain
them is still in a process of formation, The interests
in question are too recent to have produced at this stage
a far-sighted policy, at once self-consistent and mature,
But the same interests are also too critical to allow
mach time for experimentation with policy or for entrusting
it to hit-or-miss methods., The crux of the issue is whether
the United States is presently taking the most appropriate

steps to develop an adequate Middle Eastern policy.
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What are the essential interests of the United
States in the Middle East? Summarily, they lie in the (1)
peace and security of the region which is assumed neces-
sary to (2) combat effectively the spread of Communist-
Soviet influence into the area, Since 1948 it has been
the policy of the United States Government that (3) preserv-
ing the integrity of the State of Israel is a prime factor
in combatting the Soviet threat in the Middle Eaat.3
Underlying the concern for peace and se;urity in the
Middle East lie the United States interests in (4) Middle
Eastern trade, (5) Middle East oil and (6) transportation
and communications rights in and through the area., Yet,
in the final analysis, it must be remembered that United
State's Middle Eastern interests must be fitted into, and
be modified by, worldwide security and strategic concerns,

"what at times we would like to do in the Middle East may

in some way be obstructed by what we must do elsewhere in

the world, "h

Thus, keeping in mind the general interests of the

Unitqd States in the Middle East as only one area of our

3U. Alexis Johmson, "American Policy in the Near
Easts“ U. S, State Department Bulletin, L (10 February

1961" y P 208,

J"'Il:::l.r.l., P. 210,



overall foreign policy, we must now look at the existing
Middle Eastern situation as it relates to United States
foreign policy in light of possible contingency approaches
that might become a part of future United States policy
in the Middle East, In doing this we must consider the
realities of the present Middle Eastexrn situation, and
the domestic American political situation, as they af-
fect the United State's interests in the Middle East

and then make our judgements accordingly ---- on the
basis of what is possible in the context of these
situations---- not merely on what we would like to

see based on our own individual judgements of what we
think is just or unjust. In essence we are evaluating
the realities of the past and the present for the sake

of our own future,

But in evaluating the contingency bases for a
successful future United States foreign policy in the
Middle East one must realistically keep in mind from the
outset that the national interests of the United States
will, or at least should, be the final determinant in
regard to any policy move. There is mo question that
the Government of the United States should continually
keep the welfare of the American people paramount in

conducting foreign policy in any part of the globe,



No government would deny that its foreign policy moves are
geared to maintaining, to the maximum extent possible, the
interests of the majority of its people as determined by
an elected United States Government, Todate, the most
overt manifestations of American foreign policy such as
foreign aid to developing countries, the challenge to
Communist/Soviet Expansioism, the support of stable
political institutions, suppert of}g:atel of Israel, all
have been generally recognized by the United States as

being policies that are in the best interests of the

American people,

Moreover, in addition to its being representative
of United State's national interests, U.S, foreign policy
in the Middle East should normally find acceptability
with the inhabitants of the area in order to be compatible
with the national interests of the countries of the Middle
East themselves, And if in devising a Middle Eastern policy
points of conflict arise that seriously endanger the posture
of relations between the United States and the majority of
Middle Eastern countries then it would be in the interests
of the majority of people concerned, both American and
Middle Eastern, to try and resolve those points of conflict

so as not to endanger the remainder of the United States

foreign policy program,



In essence, therefore, we are in effect evaluating
possible foreign pelicy contingencies and in turn the ef-
fects of those contingencies upon basic policy. For example,
how would the TUnited States support of Arab Unity affect
America's pre-occupation with reducing the threat of Com-~
munism in the Middle East, while the United States
simultaneously attempts to maintain the existence of
the State of Israel? Considering the United State's
Government'!s desire to keep Middl e East oil flowing
uninterruptedly to Western Europe how would a reduction in
foreign aid to certain Middle East Socialist regimes affect

the oil flow in light of the Soviet position in the area?

United States foreign policy in the Middle East
since World War II has been pre~occupied first and fore~
most with the countering of threatened or actual Soviet
penetrution-into the area, Fear of Soviet penetration
appears to continue to be one of the factors considered
most important in the formulation of future United States
foreign policy. Therefore, contingency approaches to
future United States actions will be examined primarily
in the areas of the Palestine problem, and United States
foreign aid in association with United States foreign

policy formation as it is related to calculated Soviet

moves in the Middle Eastern area.
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Dr, Nabih Amin Faris has described American
foreign policy in the Middle East as taking the form of
a pyramid in which the threat of Communism rests upon the
top, supported at the base by the maintenance of the State
of Israel and the continuous flow westward of Middle East
011.5 Assuming that today the term "Communism" might be
more realistically replaced by the term "Soviet penetration"
in regard to the Middle East, it is necessary from the out-
set to examine to just what extent the Soviet Union has
penetrated into the Middle East, in light of the methods
that it has employed, and to what degree and how this should
basically affect future United States foreign policy

formulation,

SLacture given at the American University, Beirut,
Lebanon on 22 August 1966,



CHAPTER 1II

SOVIET UNION IN THE MIDDLE EAST

The aim of Soviet leadership in the Middle East,
stated in the simplest form, has been to alienate the
Middle East from the West and ultimately, to bring it under
Russian political and economic control, While Stalin in
his last years took no strong initiative to push forward
these geals, his successors have made this the main object
of their cold-war strategy. They have appraised the
Middle East as possibly the softest spot in the whole
Western system, and in Westermn Europe's dependence on
Middle Eastern oil they see its Achilles! heel.6 With
remarkable swiftness they have capitalized on events, at

no great cost or risk to themselves, to establish Soviet

influence in the area,

Soviet policy in the Middle East has gone through
a number of phases since the Revolution of 1917, These
phases include combinations of doctrinaire intermational
communism together with calculated requirements of the

Soviet state, These have been interspersed with swings

6John C, Campbell, Defense of the Middle East
(New York: Frederick A, Praeger, 1961) , p. 161,
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of the pendulum between aggressive expansion and coopera-
tion with others for collective security., The record
includes dramatic shifts and many inconsistencies, but
through it all the continuing Soviet objectives in this

region are apparent,

First, Communist doctrine has never been the
decisive factor in determining specifiec policies in the
Middle East, This is not to say that the Soviet leaders
have not consistently believed in the eventual triumph of
communism, in the Middle East as elsewhere, Nor does it
mean that they have not been guided by the Lenin~Stalin
theory of the natural alliance between the Soviet Union,
the expleoited colonial peoples of the East and the industrial
workers of the West in the struggle to overthrown world
capitalism, These considerations are fundamental to their
outloeok, But their policies have been determined more by
the actual course of the contest with other great powers
for positions and influence in this strategically located

region.7 In this contest geography has been more important

than ideology.

T1bid., pe 25.
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Secondly, despite the renunciation of "imperialist"
aims and privileges, Soviet policy continued many of the
traditional conceptions of Russian strategic interest
held by the Tsarist regime, such as control of the Black
Sea and spheres of influence in the Balkans and toward
the Persian Gulf, Soviet policy has been dynamic and
actively expansionist, however, in the sense of moving in
with armed forces or taking an active hand in revolutions,
only in extraordinary times =~ times of flux and general
collapse, or war or the aftermath of war, Even then,
Moscowt?s hand has often been stayed and forces have been
withdrawn from territory already taken over, when suf-
ficient pressure was applied by other powers or when the
immediate strategic or other gains were outweighed by
larger objectives, The Soviet strategy of expansion in
the Middle East was not to challenge directly the position
of rival powers but rather to take advantage of their
temporary weakness, lack of concern or disunity, and teo

avoid the risk of major armed conflict.

Soviet motivation has been both offensive and
defensive in character, The two are not separable,
"Defensive" thinking is evident in the intense concern
over the danger of attack on the Séviet Union from the

south and with "hostile blocs" and foreign bases in the
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Middle East. But elimination of rival power is considered
but the preliminary to its replacement by Soviet power. For
these purposes Soviet leadership has utilized a variety

of means; political and propaganda campaigns to turn these
countries against other powers; special treaties intended
to neutralise them or draw them into a Soviet-sponsored
bloc; demands for strategic bases or special rights, or
actual attempts to absorb adjacent border areas and create
satellite states.8 Except during a brief interval in the
1930's, the Soviets have consistently tried to prevent any
alliances or blocs in the Middle East not under their own
sponsorship or control, They have used both threats and
promises to keep the Middle Eastern countries out of such
blocs, But the Soviet leaders, much as they have disliked
the threats to Soviet security apparent in such alliances
or in foreign bases, have not regarded them as intolerable
in the sense of automatically requiring military action,
Still less have they shown any intention of undertaking

a campaign of military conquest to bring the Middle East

under their own domination.

8Detaila of these treaties propaganda, and political
movements efforts can be found in Ivar Sector, The Soviet

Union and the Muslim World. 1917-1956, p. 112-131.
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They have always made a distinction between their
immediate neighbors, the "northern tier" of Middle Eastern
states, and the rest of the area, In Turkey, Iran, and
Afghanistan, where their security has been more immediately
involved, they have shown greater sensitivity and have
resorted to more direct methods whether in the construc~
tion of treaty systems or in Pressure, intimidation and
the use of force, They have paid particular attention
to Iran, which because of its geographical leocation and
political weakness has been the state most susceptible to
Soviet pressure and most dangerously open to outside

influence.9

In the Arab states further to the south, the
Soviet leaders have relied more on tactics of Propaganda,
and diplomatic manuever, doing everything they could at

small cost in this traditionally British sphere of influence

9Only in Iran did they insist on a
treaty right (1921) to send in Soviet military forces if
a third power should intervene militarily in that country,
The relevant treaty clause reads as follows: "If a third
party should attempt to carry out a policy of usurpation
by means of armed intervention in Persia, or if such Power
should desire to use Persian territory as a base of operations
against Russia, or if a Foreign Power should threaten the
frontiers of Federal Russia or those of its Allies, and if the
Persian Government should not be able to put a stop to such
a meanace after having been once called upon to do so by
Russia Russia shall have the right to advance her troops
into the Persian interior for the purpose of carrying out
the military operations necessary for its defense, Russia
undertakes, however, to withdraw her troops from Persian
territory as soon as the danger has been removed," Text in

JsC. Hurewitz, Diplomacy in the Near and Middle East, A
Documentary Record (Princeton: Van Nostrand,1956),v,2,pp.90-94,
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to make life more difficult for the British and their

VWestern partnera,lo

In the new situation of the 1950's the Soviet
Union has stood out as a catalyst and a model for the
most cherished goals of Arab leadership: independence of
the West, and domestic economic strength through industrializa-
tion, On the first goal, Russia has been in sympathy with
the Arabs and eager to play the role of the catalyst in
rushing the West out of the Middle East, Regarding the
second Russia has been equally eager to have the less
developed countries of Asia and Africa look to it as a
model of economic and social modernization through its
version of socialism, "Neutralism" in international
relations and "socialism" at home have been their guiding
principles to Arab leaders, They have not been entirely

unsuccessful,

19The Soviet role in the Palestine crisis of

1947~48 is an example, Despite its anti-Zionist attitude
the Soviet Govermment voted in the United Nations for
partition in 1947 and quickly recognized Israel in 1948,
In so doing it made sure of the departure of the British
troops and authority from Palestine and of the perpetua-
tion of a Jewish-Arab conflict which for the indefinite
future would keep the Middle East in ferment, A similar
analogy might be drawn to the present situation in the
South Arabian Federation with a yet undetermined amount
of Russian support behind the operations of the United

Arab Republic, Campbell, o cit,, p. 27.
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Until now one of the Soviet Uniont'!s greatest gain
in the Arab world has been the withdrawal of British
influence and the "neutralist" policy of the Arab States
in international relations, This began in 1953, upon
the death of Stalin, when the Russian leaders turned
toward their highly successful policy of supporting move-
ments for independence directed against Western Powers.,
Without concerning themselves with the problems of Marx
and Lenin they have helped anyone - liberals, communists,
reactionaries, kings, feudal lords, anyone able to embarrass
or weaken the West through nationalist claims or revolu=—

tions.

Applied to the Arab world, this policy has enjoyed
marked success, particularly from 1955 to 1959, Under
this policy the Soviet Union was able to give considerable
diplomatic, military, and economic aid to Arab countries,
and thus to help weaken the position of the West in
the Near East, to win great prestige there, and to
gain the diplematic support of the Arab countries in that

part of the cold war that is waged in the roll calls of

the United Nations.



CHAPTER III

THE UNITED STATES IN THE MIDDLE EAST

In order to properly evaluate future policy
approaches open to the United States in the Middle East,
particularly in light of Soviet goals and methods, a
basic understanding of America's role in the area is
highly desirable., It is, therefore, the intent of
this chapter to provide a review of United States move-
ments in the Middle East so that a basis for comparison

and analysis of future actions is established,

During the century preceding the second World
War American interests in the Middle East were primarily
cultural., American missionaries, having established
schools in the area as early as 1820, indirectly had
a significant and beneficial influence in bringing
Western thought, ideals, and educational methods into
the Middle East, But until World War II, as both a

government and a nation, the United States took no stand

- 18 =
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and had no policy,11 It was a large, rich, and powerful
nation which hoped only to maintain its traditional
policy of isolation from the political embroilments of
Europe and the Middle East., It adhered to the view that
cultural and existing economic ties might be protected
without political involvement, By as late as 1939 the
United States had not arrived at the conviection that the

Middle East was vital to its national security12 and was

content to leave diplomatic initiatives to the Britlsh.13

11Georgiana G. Stevens, The United States and the
Middle East (Englewood Cliffs, Prentice-~Hall, Inc.,
T964), p. 152, Tt is true that President Wilson's twelfth
point in 1918 had urged a "gecure sovereignty" for the
Turks and self-determination for other nationalities in
the Ottoman Empire, and that in 1919 the King~Grane Com~
mission had been sent over British, French, and Zionist
objections to ascertain the wishes of the Arabs in
Palestine, Syria, and Iraq. It is also true that
diplomatic efforts were made during the interwar period
to secure access for American interests to the new oil
fields in Iran and Iragq. But the King-Grane recommenda-
tions were never implemented and the discovery of new oil
reserves in the United States reduced governmental concern
about the Middle East, The rule holds: lacking policy
objectives, the United States remained uninvolved.

12John DeNovo, American Interests and Policies
in the Middle East 1900-1 (Minneapolis: The University
of Minnesota Press, 1963), pp. 393 - 394,

13Stevens, loc, cit, Joint policies between
Britain and the United States were not worked out beyond
the immediate war problems, Occasional American moves
led to frigtion with well-established British policies
and interests, These were in matters of oil concessions,
in competition for influence in Saudik Arabia, and later
in the question of Jewish immigration into Palestine.
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The war itself politically brought the United
States into the Middle East. This invelvement was
exemplified by the establishment of lend-lease agree-
ments, air bases and the stationing of American forces
in Libya, Egypt, Saudi Arabia, Turkey, and Iraq., This
involvement led to the beginnings of present~day
American policy observable during the war in (1) concern
over oil auppliea,lh (2) involvement in the Palestine
problem, (3) the maintenance of the air base agreements,
and (4) in American support for Lebanese and Syrian

independence after 19&3.15

theorge Lencowski, The Middle East in World
Affairs (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1956), Pe 532,
During the war military ties with the area were streng-
thened by several economic measures: aside from lend-lease
and supporting the Middle East Supply Center, the United
States took an active interest in the interim arrangements
concerning oil production, Designed mainly to serve
strategic needs in the Far East American responsibilities
in this respect grew to such an extent that in 1944 the
government appointed James Landis as economic minister to
the Middle East while simultaneously creating the post of
petroleum attache for the region attached to the Undted

States Bmbassy in Cairo.

151hid., p, 282, The American delegation in the
United Nations on 4 February 1946 moved that the Security
Council express its confidence that British and French
occupation troops would be evacuated from Syria and
Lebanon as soon as practicable and that negotiations to
that end would be undertaken without delay. Though this
proposal was not adopted because of a Soviet veto France
and Great Britain declared that they would abide by the
resolution and did so before the end of 1946, A more
detailed account is given in N.A., Ziadeh, Syria and
Lebanon (New York: Praeger, 1957)
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After the armistice in Europe and during the
dismantling of its war effort in the Middle East, the
United States remained initially disposed to leave poli-
tical matters in the area under British direction as
before, But drained by the war and under the pressure
of local natiomalisms, Britain was no longer equal to
the task of maintaining her former position.16 Because
of the lessening of British influence the United States
found it necessary to assume her role in the Middle East,
At the same time the Soviet Union began probing for weak-
nesses in the free world along a perimeter stretching from
Western Europe through Greece and Turkey to Eastern Asia.
In attempting to thwart Soviet moves, the American govern-
ment was able to contain Russia in Europe but, in doing
so, diverted pressures to less defensible areas in the
Middle East, Thus, the post-war Middle East quickly be-
came the scene of struggles between the United States,
the Soviet Union, and the Middle Eastern nations them-

17

selves,

The Soviet threat in the Middle East first be-

came specific in Greece, Turkey, and Iran, In Greece

16Richard Leopold, The Growth of American Forei
(New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1962), Pe 648,

171pid,

Policy



and Turkey Russia tried to gain control of the govern=
ments by a program of communist penetration and infiltra-
tion. In early 1947 when the British proved unable to
provide economic and military assistance to meet the
Communist offensive, the United States formulated the
Truman Doctrine involving over $400 milliomn in aid.
Meanwhile, in Iran, the Soviet Union had failed to re-
move its military occupation forces from Azerbaijan and
the United States demanded their immediate w:l.thdrawl.18
Therefore, America suddenly found itself a major partici-

pant in the affairs of the Middle East due to its res-

ponse to the Soviet challenge.

18Ca.mpbe].l, ope Citey Po 32, The experiment
of the democratic mational autonomous government in
Iranian Azerbaijam in 1945 and 1946, sustained by the
presence of Soviet troops kept in Iran beyond the
evacuation date fixed by treaty, threatened the integ-
rity and the very existence of Iran as an independent
state,

Mr, Truman has said on later occasions that
he sent an ultimatum to stalin (New York Times, April 25,
1952: that he had 8talin informed of his orders "to
prepare for the movement of our ground, sea and air
forces" and that he would "send troops if he (stalin)
did not get out,’ After three weeks of erisis the

Soviets agreed, Truman S eaks (New York: Columbia
University Press, 1930,, Pe Tl



However American backing of the establishment
and growth of Israel represents the first substantial
political involvement of the United States in the Arab
part of the Middle East, Certainly it can be said that
American policy toward Palestine was a product of a
number of currents which produced a variety of political
acts and statements.l9 Nonetheless, by the spring of
1948, the United States in the eyes of the Arabs, had
become associated with the dismemberment of Palestine,
defeat of the Arab forces, and displacement of the Arab
population for Jewish refugees, Thus, the image of the
United States in the Arab world quickly became one of

suspicion and hostility.zo

Even as the Palestine affair reached its crisis
in the war of 1948 events were moving in another part of

the world which resulted in the Korean War in 195021

1%campbe11, op, cit., ps 37. The State Depart-
ment stressed the importance of céantinuing good relations
with the Arab world and of cooperation with the British,
The Defense Department was concerned about the future
availability of Middle Eastern oil, Both were worried
about how Soviet leadership might profit from what was
groing on, The President on the other hand, was
sympathetic to the Zionist side by personal conviction
and for apparent domestic political reasons, Hence,
the instability, the unpredictability and the dramatic
reversals that marked our course of conduct in this period,

2Ostevens, ops cit., Pp. 156,

21
Campbell, op, cit., ps 38, The Communist coup
in Czechoslovakia, the defection of Tito, and the Berlin
blockade wére indications that a Communist~Western con-

frontation was imminent,
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As the United States became more involved militarily in
the Far East it appeared that the glaring defense weak-
nesses of the Middle East seemed almost an invitation
to further aggression, Britain, wanting to maintain her
position in the Middle East, thus attempted with the
United States to organize a more solid defense in the
area, Between 1950 and 1955 an effort was made by the
United States and Great Britain to secure a series of

pacts and treaties with Middle Eastern countries,

As a first step the United States and Britain
tried to entice tﬁe Egyptians into the Middle East
Defense Organization (MEDO) of 1950~51. Though intended
to protect all the countries in the region from external
aggression the Egyptians uninterested in Korea or Soviet
expansion, saw the proposal as "an international gloss
on an old British imperialist design.“22 Therefore,

Egypt rejected the proposal and the other Arab states

22Elizabeth Monroe, Britain's Moment in the Middle
East (London: Chatto and Windus, 1963); P. L74e
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followed suit.23 In the Arab view the United States

was not only the champion of Israel but was seen to be
fully in league with the hated colonial powers of Europe
as well, The Tri-~Partite Agreement of June 1950, amount-
ing to a military guarantee of Israeli existance by the
United States, Great Britain, and France, tended to

reinforce this feeling,

In spite of non~Egyptian support for MEDO
the United States did support the new government of
General Neguib and Colonel Nasser in Egypt in the sum=
mer of 1952, providing $40 million in Point IV aid,
The United States! hope was that, if Egypt were not
coerced, its cooperation in Western defense arrangements
might eventually be won and its traditional role of
leadership could be expected to exert a favorable

leverage in other parts of the Arab world, But by

23gtevens (ed.), op, cit., pes 159. Nasser
stated in 1953 that any external defense alliances
would be political suicide for the new regime, and for
the sponsors, self-defeating, The only real danger he
asserted was from Communism inside the region and the
only real defense was intermal strength and unity,
Alliances "divide and rule" would create the opposite.
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early 1953 the United States Government realized that
the countries constituting the 'northern tiert! of the
region, ranging from Turkey to Pakistan, were the least
inhibited by political considerations from accepting
United States economic and military assistance, There=~
fore, United States aid was concentrated in these count-
ries in order to give them a better chance of maintain-
ing their independence against possible Soviet attempts
at subverting their existing non~Communist regimes.Zh
By the end of 1954 the United States, with pacts of
military assistance and economic cooperation, had
created a defensive zone along the southern border of
the Soviet Union, linking, via Turkey, with NATO in the
West and, via Pakistan, with SEATO in the east. To re-
inforce this the Baghdad Pact, another anti-Soviet
defense alliance, which was eventually to include Iraq,

Turkey, Iran, and Pakistan, was formed in 1955.25

2uGeorga Kirk, A Short Histo of the Middle
East (New York: Praeger, 1964), p. 279.

258tevenu, loc, cit, The United States, having
sponsored the Pact in the first place, never formally
joined it, Ostensibly, this was to avoid offending Arab
public opinion in general, However, the United States
has been criticized both by opponents of the Pact for
supporting it and proponents for not supporting it
fully and openly,
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To Nasser the Baghdad Pact represented both
a betrayal of the nationalist concept of non-~Western
political intervention and of Anglo~American assurances
that Cairo would be the center of any regional system of
cdollective defanse.26 Nasser also saw the pact as a
challenge to Egypt's primacy in the Arab World, There-
fore he openly condemned the pact, and all its partici-
pants, and increased efforts to turn as many Arab

states against it as possible.

It was at this same time that Nasser, attempting
to arm Egypt with arms comparable style and quantity to
those of Israel requested arms assistance from the West,
Not finding conditions of Western aid acceptable Nasser
turned to the Eastern bloc which resulted in the Czech
arms deal of 1955.27 Thus did American policies in
1954~55 in supporting the Baghdad Pact and in declining

to apply arms on terms acceptable to Nasser, produce

26Leopold, ops cit., p. 784,

27Stevena, ops cit., pe 161, The British sent
forty tanks but withheld ammunition, the French made aid
conditional upon withdrawing support from the Algerian
rebels, and the United States would supply arms only on
the basis of a Mutual Security agreement or in token
amounts for cash in dollars e which Egypt lacked,



precisely the result most feared: the emergence for the
first time of Soviet power and influence in the heart

of the Middle East,

The United States Government'!s reaction to the
Czech Arms Deal eventually manifested itself in July
1956 in the withdrawing of the United States support in
the Aswan High Dam venture.28 What followed was the
nationalization of the Suez Canal by Egypt and the
British, French, and Israeli invasion of Egypt in Novem=~
ber, What started out to be a United States British attempt
to incorporate the Arabs into the Western system of
defense, beginning with the MEDO proposal, resulted by
the end of 1956 with the Soviet Union emerging as the
champion of the Arab world, The British and the French
were forced to retire in discredit and Nasser himself,
surviving military defeat, became the avowed leader of

the concept of "positive neutralism" wvis-a-vis the east

and the west,

28Ib:l.d., Ps 162, There were many reasons for the

loan withdrawal, Perhaps the main ones being Nasser's
continuous radio slandering of the Baghdad Pact effort
and his sudden recognition of Communist China in May.

But when the moment came in Mid~July, the withdrawal

was made in such a way as to be a deliberate, public,

and inescapable insult te the Egyptian president and

his people, See Herman Finer, Dulles Over Suez (Chicago:

Quadrangle Books, 1964),
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However, President Eisenhower's stand in opposi-
tion to the British and French attack upon Egypt had
come as a gratifying surprise to the Arabs generally and
for a brief period it seemed as if the United States might
recover some of the respect and influence it had once
enjoyed in the Arab world, But Soviet influence was
continuing to grow and the United States reacted accord-
ingly by deciding to pursue a policy of attempting to win
the support of Middle Eastern states whose leaders dis-
trusted the Egyptian president.29 In this way the United
States would indirectly use Nasser to bring other Arab
states under Western anti~Soviet influence, The vehicle
of the new approach was the Eisenhower Doctrine of January
1957, It authorized the President to extend economic and
military assistance, including troops if necessary, to
any Middle Eastern nation desiring protection against
"overt armed aggression from any nation controlled by

International Comuunism."30 Though only Turkey, Iran and

29Ibid., Pe 165, These other states =--=Saudi
Arabia, Jordan, Lebanon, and even Syria, together with
Iraq, were to be made a zone of Western strength in the
Arab world, Then it was hoped that Nasser, through
isolation, might be induced to join,

3000qgressional Record, Proceedings and Debates
of the 85th Congress, U, 103, Pt, 1 (Washington: Govern~
ment Printing Office, 5 January 1957), pp. 224-226,
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Irag openly accepted the Eisenhower Doctrine initially
the United States had an opportunity of showing its
first act under the Doctrine in regard to Jordan in
and rushed units of the Sixth Fleet to the Eastern
Mediterranean with the warning that United States para-
troopers were ready to profect "the integrity and in~
dependence of Jordan."3l According to Richard Leopold,
"in the eyes of the Arab nationalists the Eisehnower
Doctrine in action seemed to fit the Soviet~Egyptian

prescription: Gunboats, bribes, puppet regimes.“32

Meanwhile, in Syria, the political influence
of the Soviet Union through the Syrian Communist Party
was increasing and Syrian nationalist leaders began to

fear an eventual Soviet takeover, Therefore, in late

31King Hussein had overruled his freely elected
but pro-Nasser government at the end of April and imposed
martial law, alleging a "communist" plot supported by
Egypt and designed to take over the country. Determined
to prevent the chaos that Russia hoped to exploit, Eisen-
hower announced on April 24 that he regarded the in-
dependence of Jordan as "vital." The next day the Sixth
Fleet sailed hastily from France for the eastern
Mediterranean, and this display of support temporarily
bolstered Hussein's shaky position., Leopold, op. cit.,

Pe 793.

321n response to the Doctrine, The professedly
neutralist but actually Soviet—aligned governments of
Egypt and Syria denounced it has "a plot engineered by
the imperialists and fed by Zionism,"™ Ibid., p. 792.
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January 1958, they approached Nasser urging full and
immediate union, With some reluctance Nasser agreed

and formation of the United Arab Republic was announced

to enormous Arab aceclaim, American response to the United
Arab Republic was reflected two weeks later in the crea-
tion of the ill-fated rival federation between Jordan

Four months later the federation was dissolved
by the revolution in Iraq, Convinced that the Iraqi
revolution was part of a Nasserite~Soviet plot which
might set loose forces that would engulf Lebanon from
within the United States made the decision to support
the request of the President of Lebanon for American troop
support.ah Though Lebanon was a subscriber of the
Eisenhower Doctrine the Lebanese situation did not in-
volve a direct confrontation with "a nation controlled
by international communism," However, President Eisenhower
jJustified his action as the exercise of the right of
collective self-defense under the United Nations Charter
and as a response to the appeal of a freely elected govern~

ment subjected to indirect aggression, He cited the need

Bsstovonl, op. cit,, p. 168,

BhCampbOll, 02. Citg’ Pe 1“’00
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teo protect American lives and also that clause of the
Doctrine which called the independence and integrity

of the nations of the Middle East vital to the American
national interest and to world peace.35 Whatever may
have been the justification under existing international
law, which did not appear clear,36 the political neces-

sity seemed pressing enough,

As a result of the landing of United States
troops in Lebanon in July 1958 the Soviet Union propa-—
gandi-wise exploited the move as the American cause of
another international crisis, However, troops remained
in Lebanon until the passing in the United Nations of an
Egyptian resolution formally requesting the withdrawal of

United States troops from the area,

By the end of 1958 it appeared that if American
policy was designed to keep Soviet influence out of the
Arab world, or at least keep it unimportant, it had had

in practice the opposite results, Having used to great

35Message to Congress and radio address to the
American people, July 15, 1958, Documents on American
Foreign Relations, 1958, pp. 304-311,

36Quincy Wright, United Stafaa Intervention in the
Lebanon, "American Journal of International Law, v.53
(January 1959), pp. 112-125, ;
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advantage every unpopular new turn in Western policy, the
Soviet Union had made itself welcome, Russian power and
prestige were evident in the form of arms, trade, aid and
technical assistance, and cultural missions and the Soviet
Union had achieved considerable influence in Middle Eastern
affairs as compared to the previous four yYears, American

mistakes had helped make the Soviet effort an easy one.37

However, since the beginning of 1959 the Soviet
Union has lost some of its popularity in the Middle East,
This has been a consequence pf the very successes it had
achieved between 1955 and 1958, The massive influx of
the Soviet Union at all levels in a multiplicity of ways
have allowed the Arabs for the first time to make direct
comparisons between Soviet promise and fulfillment., By
the end of 1962, on almost every level of performance,
in machinery and equipment, trade policy, international
relations, economic and technical assistance, in dealings
with other nations allied and neutral, and in economic

fields, the United States appeared on the balance to be

superior.38

37Stevena, ope cit., Ppe. 171,

38 1bid., ps 172.
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Since 1959 the United States has also followed,
a policy of stepping back from immediate political ine
volvement in the affairs of the Middle East that would
lead to immediate political reactions that could possibly
Jeprodize any of its national interests, Such events as
the breakup of the United Arab Republic in 1961 and the
continuing factional struggles and military coups in
Syria have not concerned the American governmat as actively
as in the past. Even though the revolt in Yemen and the
subsequent Egyptian and Saudi Arabian intervention and
fighting could have serious repercussions to the Middle
East, and on American interests there, the United States
pre~occupation is currently with the war in South Viet Nam
and this has a great deal to do with present American
reserve in regard to political events occuring in this area,
Also today cold war issues are not magnified and made more
lethal by Cold War intervention as they were in the past,
According to Thornburg y commenting upon future American
foreign policy in the Middle East, firmness and a practical
striving for political and economic impartiality in attempt-
ing to further Middle Eastern progress by coming to grips
with the social and economic problems of the area, instead
of using it as a Cold War political battleground, has been

found to be the least reactionary and most conservative
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approach to~date in maintaining United States security
39

interests,

The United States has in the past, and continues
in the present day, to consider foreign policy approaches
in the Middle East in terms of Soviet foreign policy
approaches, To-date United States moves have been con-
tingent upon movements of the Soviet Union, Therefore,
in analyzing future Middle Eastern policy approaches in
the Middle East, we must initially examing those approaches
that are open to us vis-a=vis the Soviet Union and then
subsequently determine how the approach arrived at will be
affected, positively and negatively, by (1) possible
United States future stances in regard to the State of
Israel and the Arab-Israeli problem and (2) toward United

States corientation of foreign aid,

It is with this purpose in mind that we now take
a closer look at the approaches open to United States

regarding the Soviet Union in the Middle East,

39Max Thornburg, People and Policy in the Middle
East (New York: W, W, Norton & Co,, 193&;, PP. 218-225,



CHAPTER IV
ALTERNATE AMERICAN POLICY APPROACHES VIS-A-VIS

THE SOVIET UNION IN THE MIDDLE EAST

Introduction

The United States today considers its direct
relationship to the Soviet Union fundamental to its
overall Middle East Policy. In the past this relation-
ship has partly been a balancing of military Power and
partly a direct competition in the many facets of the
cold war, For the future, beyond these two aspects,
lies a third relationship, This relationship concerns
negotiation with the Soviet Government. However, it
must be kept in mind that where Soviet Policy aims at
subversion of domination of an area within the reach
of Soviet power, the only limits it accepts are the
physical and political obstacles that stand in the way,
Soviet leaders do not seek compromise with outside powers
or non-Soviet neighbors in the interests of international
amity and world peace, but only agreements that give
recognition to the Soviet Union's';pecial position" din
the area in question, It is true that the Soviet Union
may in time be brought to accept a rough balance of power

and position which the West can also accept but there is

- 36 -
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no basis for believing that this can be negotiated in
the near future, Western Success can only be arrived
at by giving attention to the events which have opened

the Middle East to Soviet influence.uo

For the future willingness to negotiate does
not appear to answer the challenge of the Soviet Union
to the United States, The real answer to this challenge
lies in the United States deciding (1) whether it should
tacitly allow the Soviet Union to establish a position
in the Middle East similar to its ownj (2) whether it
should try and bring about a neutralization of the area;j
(3) or whether it should strive to maintain the dominant
role over the Soviet Union in the Middle East politically
and/or economically, These three alternate approaches
are fundamental alternatives to all other future foreign
policy moves in the area, They have been considered so

since the end of World War IT and there appears to be

z‘Oﬁ.c:ccu:'d:l.ng to Walter Laqueur, Soviet Communism
is essentially a dynamic movement associated today with
Arab nationalistic movements, It does not want to stag-
nate and cannot afford to, Applied to the Middle East
this observation means that Communism cannot be satisfied
in the long run with any status quo in the Middle East,
where it has to play second fiddle to anything else,
Therefore, it can be concluded that negotiation with
the West would be of mo benefit what-so-ever to the
Soviet Union, The Soviet Union and the Middle East
(London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1959), p. 344,
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no present indication that Soviet penetration into the
Middle East area will not continue to be of a most primary
concern to the United States, Since the United States'
relationship to the Soviet Union is considered fundamen-
tal to a future Middle Eastern foreign policy each
alternate approach will therefore be examined as to its
suitability as a fundamental approach that should be in-
corporated into future American Middle Eastern policye.
Only after determining the most practical stance vis-
a-vis the Soviet Union will further hypotheses be
examined concerning foreign policy approaches toward
Palestine and United States economic assistance in the

Middle East.

The Soviet Position Versus The United States In The
Middle East

Prior to an evaluation of these three alternative
approaches, however, it is important to consider briefly
past and present Soviet~United States relationships in

light of stated Soviet aims in the area.

#"The present aim of Soviet Foreign policy,
first and foremost, is to secure peaceful con-
ditions in order to build Socialism and Communism,
to strengthen the unity, solidarity, and friend~
ship and fraternity of the Socialist countries,
and to support people struggling for liberation.,
This means creating the most favorable foreign
policy conditions for the enhancement of the
above, '
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What unites this effort is the joint struggle
against imperialism and their ultimate aim of
building socialism and eventual communism, Ras-
sia's appeal to developing countries especially
those who have served under the tutelage of a
colonialist power, is based on support upon which
these countries can always rely, for the Soviet
Union will hetp them in their struggle against
imperialism,"*1

In this struggle it appears that the United
States has handed much of the globe-==--- the Middle

East included=====- on a silver platter to the Soviet

ul"The Aims of Soviet Foreign Policy, "Survival,
October 1965, p. 255, These present day Soviet foreign
policy objectives are little different from the con-
cepts of innate antagonism between Capitalism and Socia-
lism, the inevitability of the eventual fall of capita-
lism, the infalibility of the Kremlin, and the Com-
munist Party as discussed in light of future United
States foreign policy in an article entitled "The Sources
of Soviet Conduct," Foreign Affairs, July 1947, pp.566 -
582, Though written 20 years ago the suggested approaches
toward future United States policy regarding the Soviet
Union, such as long-term vigilant containment of Russian
expansive tendencies, its internal struggle to reach an
economic level similar to that of the United States which
conversely gives the United States an economic advantage
regarding foreign economic assistance, are covered, It
is interesting to note that the final statement made in
the article concerning United States foreign policy sug-
gested that in order for the United States to be suecces-
sful in foreign policy matters in the future it would have
to create among the peoples of the world generally the im-
pression of a country which knows what it wants, and which
can cope successfully with the responsibilities of a World
Power, "holding its own among the major ideological cur-
rents of the Time," See slso George Kennan, American
Diplomacy 1900 - 1950 (Chicago: University of Chicago
Press, 1951), Part II'for more details regarding these
approaches, : :
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Union in her attempt to thwart its penetration into the
area, Since World War IT, according to George A, Lenin,
America has failed to lead the Under-developed countries
to independence and freedom lest she alienate the indust-
trial, former colonial countries, (Britain and France)
thereby fatally weakening her position in Europe.
Reluctantly the United States has become identified with

the preservation of the status quo, not necessarily

because she approved of it per se at a particular place
and time but because she has tried to preserve peace.
Supporting the old order, which often was contrary to her
own avowed beliefs and ideals, the United States has be-
come identified with imperialism, has lost the initiative,
and has given the Communists the advantage they were

looking f‘o::‘.;42

On the other hand, the Soviet Union, not so
much out of design as more capitalizing on the moment,
has placed emphasis on giving its open support to the

aspirations of the Arab peoples for unity., In doing

theorge Alexander Lenin, "Russia and the United
States in Asia, "The Russian Review, V.24, No, 2, April
1965, Pe 89,
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so it has chosen to support liberal Arab nationalist
movemen'l:s.llLB As an example, Khruschev, when he was Premier
of the Soviet Union, called for "the solidarity of the Arab
people" under Nasser's leadership and promised him all the
Soviet aid mnecessary to achieve :l.t'..m‘t In return Nasser has
endorsed to a degree Soviet foreign policy objectives, To-
gether they have condemned colonialism in all its manifesta-

tions, including Western military bases in the Middle East.,

At the same time the Soviet Union has continued
to exert pressures to defeat or to delay the implementation
of the American program for an effective alliance of the
Middle Eastern states against communism, For example, it
has tried, in particular, to bring about the defection
of Iran by means of intimidation and economic pressure.

In February 1956 it intensified its propaganda for the

MBSoviet Leaders have not hesitated to support
radical Arab nationalism because they are convinced that
this movement will not be able to build a sound economic
and social basis for a strong state that would somehow act
as a "barrier to Communism," They anticipate a general
breakdown and expect power (political) to pass from the
Arab nationalist leader, such as Nasser, into the hands
of more radical forces until a Middle Eastern-style Com-

munist regime emerges, Lagqueur, 0Op. cit., pPe. 328,

uhCampbell, ops cit., P. 21,
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"normalization" of Soviet-Turkish relations, in an effort

to weaken Turkish adherence to the Baghdad Pact,

There is no question that recent spectacular
demonstrations of Soviet progress in science and techno-
logy have been impressive to peoples of the Middle East,
where Soviet influence and prestige have been increasing.
Added to the many advantages over the West which the
Soviet Union has enjoyved in its appeal to those peoples
is the growing conviction among many of them that America
cannot even save the West, that the future lies with the
dynamic leaders of socialism, Whether that trend can be
reversed will depend in part of what the United States can
do to prevent a decisive political shift in favor of the

Sevien Uidona >

The Soviet Union reminds the Arab countries, as
all underdeveloped countries, that the Boviet Undion in
1918, after taking over private enterprise and repudiat-
ing its foreign debts, began to industrialize so rapidly
that in forty years it had multiplied its productive

capacity thirty-three times. What the Soviet Union did,

hSCampbell, op. citey, Po 7o
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they say, the underdeveloped world today can also do,
Lé

presumably by similar methods, and more easily.

It is doubtful that Arab leaders have taken such
statements at face value; Nevertheless, Soviet scientific
achievements, diplomatic victories over the West, and
promises of aid continue to be rather uncritically praised
or accepted in the Arab press.h7 For a long time it has
_been felt in the West that the Arab and Islamic world would
resist even the slightest Soviet penetrafion. However, this
has not always been the case, in view of the present day
Arab attitude toward the concept of "positive neutralism,"

or playing off the West against the East for political and

economic support,

héMonroe Berger, The Arab World Today (New York:
Doubleday, 1962), p. 351.

u?Ibid.

48The Soviet Union's espousal of atheism has been
soft-pedaled in order not to offend the Muslims and
Christians of the Middle East, Indeed the fact that Soviet
Russia avows atheism is in some sense an advantage to it,
for Moslems do not fear from it the -kind of Christian pro-
paganda that they have resented on the part of Western
powers, Ibid., pP. 352. However, there are occasions, such
as the demonstrations that occurred in Damascus in May 1967
over expressed anti-religious feelings of the leftist Baath
Regions that counter to a degree the above proposition.
More details on this latter point can be found in The Arab
World (Beirut, May 8, 1967), p. 1.

According to H,L, Hoskins "another view openly held
at this time in the West was that.the postwar world r ecognized
and accepted the continuance of Western hegemony in the Middle
East." In his opinion both views have proven to be wrong. "The
U.S. in the Middle East," Current History, May 1965, p. 259.
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If communism succeeds in the Middle East, aside
from its political policies, it will be because it is able

to convince Arab nationalist leaders that it can bring

49

about rapid and controlled social change., By being

well-entrenched in the Middle East politically the Soviet

Union would be in a better position to do this.

If allowed the Soviet Union will go on until it
ultimately dominates the Middle East and turns it into a
satellite, In the words of Ismail Ege, writing on Soviet

penetration in the Middle East Institute,

The Soviets will continue to penetrate militerily,
politically, economically and culturally. Econo-
mically, they do attach strings to their military
and economic aid., With Soviet aims and projects
go scores of specifically trained personnel,
technicians, Communist functionaries, propagan-
dists, spies, and agitators. to carry out Soviet
penetration, Politically, they penetrate by
exerting directions and influence upon the

local Communist parties and National Front
organizations, exploiting poverty, religious and
local political rivalry, and deep-seated anti-
Westernism,

49John Badeau, "A Long Term View," New Look At
the Middle Bast, ed. William Sands (Washington: The
Middle East Institute, 1957), pPe 75.

5OIsmail Ege, "Soviet Penetration,"™ Ibid.,
p. 17.
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I. THE ESTABLISHING OF EQUAL POSITIONS

Therefore, we now turn to the first alternative,
that of the United States tacitly allowing the Soviet
Union to establish a position in the Middle East simi-
lar to its own, It must be reasoned, in light of the
above, that the susceptibility of developing nations
in the Middle East to any appeal that will assist them
in bettering their way of life, regardless of what the
long term effects will be, possibly negates the advisa-
bility of allowing the Soviet Union to place itself in
a more favorable, and less challenged position, Tactitly
agreeing to an unchallenged Soviet foothold in.order to
enable it to more easily spread propaganda toward illite-
rate masses and proffer more effectively economic pro-
posals that only serve to expouse its long term socialist
and communist objectives would appear to work decidedly
to the detriment of United States interests in this
part of the world. This is particularly true in regard
to the United State's desire to help developing countries
of the Middle East to keep them from falling under the

political domination or influence of the Soviet Union.

With the overriding national interest of the United

States being its security it_muat keep in the forefront
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of all its calculations and decisions the threat of
Soviet power at the service of Soviet policies funda-
mentally hostile to it.51 The entrenchment of Soviet
power equal to that of the United States in the Middle
East would bring a decisive shift in the world balance
of power outflanking NATO. Soviet control of Middle
Eastern oil, in order to satisfy growing Soviet domestic
requirements, would disrupt the economy Western Europe

52

and the free world,

It must be remembered that since 1955 the Middle
East has ceased to be an area of exclusively Western
influence., It is not likely to become so again, By
revulsion frém more than a century and a half of Western
influence and domination, by reaction against Western
leadership in every significant field of human endeavor,
the Arab attitude to the West is now generally hostile.
In contrast, the Arab attitude to Russia, not colored by

the same previocus record of relations, has been more

. 51U.S. News and World Report, September 2, 1963 dis-
cussed the Soviet Government's softline in regard to the
United States Government. The conclusion drawn is that
apparent Soviet gestures at "peaceful eoexistance" should
not be interpreted as any more than a necessary phase prior
to the eventual "triumph of Communism," "Back of Russia's

Sudden Soft-Line,” p. 17.

52george Lenozowski, 0il and State in the Middle
East (Ithaca: Cornmell University Press, 1960), P. 365,



emotionally neutral.53

This being so, in any struggle for positions of
political power and influence, with Russia and the
West using the same political means, Russia has a
great initial psychological advantage. This advantage
is reinforced by the familiar and intelligible authori-
tarian methods and political style of the Russians, as
contrasted with the unfamiliar and, to most Arabs,

unintelligible democratic processes of the West.su

Another View

However, there is another side to the approag€h
that the United States tacitly agree to the Soviet
Union maintaining a position in the Middle East
similar to its own--a more positive side--that must
be considered., As the Soviet Union becomes more
actively involved in penetration into the Middle
East in support of her avowed objectives of

socialism andHQVentual communism history has shown that

533ernard Lewis, The Middle East and the West
(London: Weindenfeld and Nicolson, 1964), p. 138,

54 1pia,
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the Arab and non~Arab countries have, when possible,
often reacted adversely to Soviet attempts at political
domination. For example, resistance to Russian in-
fluence, was not long in developing once the Soviets
become deeply involved in the Arab World in 1955, Once
the Soviets became active in Syria, so that they appeared
aggressive, the Middle East reacted as they are in

regard to the West and Russia was forced out of Syria

by the forming of the United Arab Republic.

As the Russians today become more involved in the
Middle East, they correspondingly lose their initial
advantages, and are encountering some of the suspicious,
resentments and frustrations familiar to their Western
predecessors and counterparts, The interests of the
West do not absolutely require the interruptions of
this process of reciprocal education.55 It was stated
earlier that many of the initial Seoviet inroads into
the Middle East have been based on Western political
miscalculations which the Soviet Union has taken
advantage of. Therefore, the exploitation of Soviet
disenchantment in the eyes of the Arab East by the

West, a reversal of previous strategy, might certainly

351bid., 139.
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serve to profit the West if the Soviet Union were to,
in fact, establish herself on an equal footing with

the United States in the Middle East today.

Conclusion:

In the final analysis, however, the whole trend
of Soviet strategy, despite recurrent language threaten-
ing in speeches and diplomatic notes, is one of conquest

by cold war, economic assistance, and diplomacy.

Should the trend continue, and the Middle East
fall into Soviet_hands, it would be unfortunate for the
United States and the Western world., Due to the oil
factor it would hardly be long before Western Europe
might be forced to consider accommodation on Soviet
terms which would tend to leave the United States

isolated.

Speaking before the Congress on 5 January 1957
President Eisenhower stated that Soviet control of the
Middle East "would have the most adverse, if not disas-
trous, effect upon our own natian's economic life and

political prospects."56

56"Proposecl Economic Assistance Programs," Agency
For International Development (Washington: Government
Printing Office, 1966), p. 135.
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Therefore, even in regard to the harm the Soviet
Union could possibly do to herself in becoming as in-
volved in the Middle East as the United States has been
to-date there appears to be no given reason, at this
particular point in time, for the West to give tacitly
its formal blessing to an unchallenged Soviet pesition
in the Middle East. There appears to be little sound
basis for the argument that the Soviet Union should not
be denied equal rights to allies and bases in the Middle
East, such as the United States now has, given the pur-

pose of Soviet expansion into this area.

II.POLITICAL NEUTRALISM OF THE MIDDLE EAST

Before considering the second alternative, that
of pelitically attempting to neutralize the Middle East
of Russian and United States activity, it must be kept
in mind that among the Arab peoples today there is a
growing recognition of the fact that sma 11 independent
nations are in a precarious pesition, that their in-
dependence is qualified by the need to veer in more

than one direction for peolitical and economic support.,
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Many educated and politically conscious Arabs are
espounding the cause of Arab unity or Arab federation,

as the only effective means of terminating the endless
intrigue of divide~and rule tacties, From Arab unity,
they look for greater stability in the Middle East and
for an opportunity to cope with the economic, social,

and political problems that override artificial political
boundaries carved out by Western powers, some of them
after World War I, The impression is given that the

Arab peoples are sick and tired of foreign tutelage in

w37

any form, even in the guise of United Nations "observers.

With this in mind we come to the second of the three
stated alternatives regarding the United States vis-a-vis
the Soviet Union in the Middle East-~ that of politically
neutralizing the Middle East either by common consent or
or by automatically neutralizing the area by a concentrat-

ed balancing of political or economic efforts,

Because of the values of self-government and
self-determination originally introduced into the Middle
East by Western missionaries and encouraged by Western

governments ideologically the countries of the area,

57Lanin, loc, cit.
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since the end of the World War II, have at last been
able to realize a taste of the independence and self~-
determination expressed in these original concepts,
In the face of the Cold War they have become more and
more reluctant to align themselves with either the
East or the West as long as their domestic economic
needs can be satisfied by the playing off of one side
against the other for purposes of political or economic
ends., From this has sprung the concept of "positive
neutralism" which has amounted to little more than
underdeveloped countries seizing upon the bi-polar
Cold War situation to extract necessary aid from

both sides.58

Political Neutrality As Viewed From The Middle FEast

Therefore, an Arab today logically asks why the
Arab world should be necessarily "with" the West in

the ideological battle for power which divides the

583@ L. Hoskins suggests that increased willingness
of the United States to accept the "positive neutrality"
of various countries of the area since the late 1950ts has
tended to improve the image of this country in the Middle
East., "The U,S, in the Middle East, Current History,

July 1965, pe. 261, .




- 53 =

earth, He can even present a rather convincing argu-
ment to show that the West can hardly be said to have
been "with" the Arab World in its battle for freedom,
Arab opinion is still charged with mistrust of Western
intentions and no more so than when veiled in defense
proposals to transform Middle East countries into Cold

War battlegrounds.

On the other hand, there is equally no reason for
the Arab world being "with" the Soviet Union in the Cold
War., Arabs are instinctive opponents of a political
call for alignment. The obvious stand for many Arab
countries then in their own eyes, is "positive neutrality".
After all, the Arabs reason, whether justly or not, the
Cold War was not of their making, Why became involved
in a struggle that is just splitting the world, Many
feel they have enough to worry about without becoming

embroiled in a peactime struggle between two powers

59

60

or between two ideologies where they don't really have to,

59Barry Ellis maintains that from the Arab point of
view Soviet aid falls into the same category as help from
the West provided that both forms of aid our without poli-
tical strings. Challqug in the Middle East (New York:
Ronald Press Company, 1960), p. 220,

60Emile Bustani, March Arabésque (London: Robert
Hale Limited, 1963), p. 135,
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In dealing with this Arab feeling regarding foreign

powers, Max Thornburg, writing in People and Policy in

the Middle East illustrates the basic stand behind

a policy of standoff neutrality in the Middle East,

This does not mean alignment with the West -

it just means non—alignment with the East,
Because the United States, associated with

the "colonial" West, has an image in the eyes

of the people of the Middle East of a country
representing that part of the world that holds
the Middle East under its thumb for so long the
scales are not loaded in our favor but in the
favor of the East. Therefore, the alternative
must not again be presented to the Middle East

to join either the East or the West -- until

at least prejudices and memories have been erased
by contemporary remedial action. Therefore, the
choice of non-alignment must be left open to the
countries of the Middle East =~ the United States
asking only that all countries accept and defend
the right of self-determination  the right to
choose neutrality which is fundamentally opposed
to the Communist doctrine, The incluation of the
principle of self-determination as a right of all
people would be the most powerful resistance to
Communism that could be engendered in Middle

Eastern minds. 61

The clearest formulation of this emerging attitude
within the United States government took place during

the Administration of the late President Kennedy.

61Thornburg, op. cit., Pe 255,
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President Kennedy then stated:

If neutrality is the result of a concentration on
internal problems, raising the standard of living
of the people, particularly in underdeveloped areas,
I would accept that. Neutralism is part of our

own history for over a hundred years, We should
look with friendship upon those people who want

to beat the problems that overwhelm them, and

wish to concentrate their energies on doing that,
and do not want to become associated as the tail

of our kite,62

Political Neutrality By Consent:

However, politically neutralizing the Middle

East by common consent appears more easily accomplish-
able in theory than it does in the realities of the
present situation, What the Soviet Union would term
"neutralization" would conceivably not be a stand-off
neutralization by the consent of both powers but a
neutralization that would further work to completely
eliminate the United States from the sphere of the
Middle East while the Soviet Union took advantage of

the situation to further penetrate into the area,

Proposals to politically neutralize the Middle
East elso raise a number of other difficulties. First

a part of this area is and probably will remain

62R.K. Ramazani, "Changiﬂg United States Policy,
Virginia Quarterly Review, 1964, p. 376,
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neutral, in the sense that some states will choose not
to in fact align themselves with either side. There-
fore, any great power agreement to "neutralize" the
Middle East covering fixed arms levels and the fore-
wearing of bases and military alliances would mean the
dismantlement of the Western military position, includ-
ing the United States military effort in Turkey.63 It
is entirely probable that the peoples of the Middle
East would take this as the capitulation of the West,

as proof that the future lay with "the world of socialism."

-Secondly, a "hands off" neutral policy, decided
between the United States and Russia would be extremely

difficult to enforce and could place the United States

63Senator Hubert H, Humphrey proposed the creation
of demilitarized zones (not defined)and an internationally
supervised inspection system., Control and Reduction of
aments: Disarmament and Security in the Middle East,
U.S, Senate Subcommittee on Disarmament of the Committee
on Foreign Relations, Staff Study no., 6, 85th Congress,
1st session (Washington: GPO, 1957), p. k4.

6“According to Charles Cremeans "neutralism for
the strongest power of the free world can only mean retreat.,"
In order to fight communism American responsibility and
the effect of American policy must extend everywhere., "The
withdrawl of the American commitment to confront Soviet
power and pressures in the Middle Rast would not be in the
interests of the Arabs or the Middle East or the United
States," The Arabs and the World (New York: Frederick

Praeger, 1963), p. 313,
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at a disadvantage in attempting to maintain her vital
interests plus her previously made commitments in the
a.rea.65 Thus, strict neutralization could very likely
lead to even greater evils for United States interests

than a policy of active political intervention in the

Middle East regardless of current Arab public opinion,

Thirdly, If in fact, a policy of neutralization
by mutual conseﬁt were agreed upon,6 factors such as the
prevention or suppression of overt aggression by or
against any state or states within the area would bring
both the United States and Russia actively back in the
area --more than likely as protagonista.66 Also the
United States would want to be in a position to main-
tain Western oil interest and the continuation of the
flow of Middle East oil to Western markets and well
as be able to counter any Soviet move if the Soviet

Union found themselves in a position where they found

655trict political neutralization would place the
United States at an economic disadvantage in regard to
economic commitments made to countries such as Jordan and
Saudi Arabia in order to enhance political considerations,
"Failure of the United States to give aid of this nature
would mean America's abidcation of a legitimate self-interest
in the Middle East, with the resulting advancement of Soviet
interests in the area" due to their non-adherence to a
neutralizing agreement if, in fact, one were ever made.,

Ellis, Ogg Cito, Po 131,
Any conflict arising around Jordan, Saudi Arabia,

Israel, and even Lebanon might compel U,.S. intervention in
order to protect previously established U,S. interests in those
areas. The United States desire to keep the peace of the Middle
East, maingain oil interests, maintain air and sea transit
rights, and maintain commercial markets all would have an
ef%ect. Polk, op. cit., P. 288-289,
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it in their own national interests to break the
67

neutral agreement,

Finally the United States would want to main-
tain her transportation and communications acess
through the Middle East. In the event of neutraliza-
tion these same rights wouid either have to be dismantled
or would have to also be afforded to the Soviet Union

in order to have strict neutrality.

Thus, it appears that if strict neutrality is
ever to be achieved in the Middle East between the
United States and the Soviet Union it will be more
realistically achieved by a balancing off of the two
powers in their efforts to maintain}ihe'area what they

feel to be their own respective national interests. In

order to have this balancing effect both the United

67American 0il companies in the area have invest-
ments amounting to billions of dollars, American interests
own 100% of the producing company in Sauid Arabia; 50% of
the Kuwait 0il Company, 23.75% of production in Iraq; 100%
of the Bahrein Petroleum Company; 23.75% of production in
Qatar; and hO% of the international Consortuim in Iran.
Overriding even this in importance is the fact that the
main burden of supplying Europe's essential oil needs would
fall on the United States if Middle Eastern supplies were
cut off. For more complete discussion of this question
see George Lenczowski, 0il and State in the Middle East

PPe. 351-360.
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States and the Soviet Union would have to strive
to assume strictly the dominant role, either economical-
ly or politically, in an effort to neutralize each

other, from the area.

III, MAINTAINING THE DOMINANT POSITION

Thus, by elimination of these previously discus-
sed two alternatives as practically unfeasible at the
present time, the United States finds itself left with
the third alternative of attempting to maintain the
dominant role in the Middle East over the Soviet
Union., Washington therefore, by adopting this position,
for the future would find itself confronted with the
task of considering what moves to make in regard to
its present foreign policy that would enable it to

continue to maintain this position,

Though all United States interests in the Middle
Bast would have to be taken into consideration in order
to completely analyze and answer the guestion of how
the United States might maintain its dominant position

it will be the intent of the following chapters to
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illustrate by two specific examples how this position
might be maintained, Thus, it will be examined how
future United States policy actions in regard to (1)

the State of Israel, the largest single political com-
mitment the United States has in the Middle East and
the one to which the Arabs are most antagonistic, might
possibly be designed to conform, to a lesser degree than
previously discussed, with the precepts of political
neutrality in order to (2) economically carry out a more
effective assistance program by means of the commercial
sector aimed at improving the United States image in

the eves of the people of the Middle East and, thus,
hoping to insure the continuation of the dominant posi-
tion in the area over the Soviet Union, given Russia's

previously cited aims,.

From a Political Point of View:

In other words the United States might consider
placing more and more emphasis on promoting the economic
and social welfare development of the area in the
future and de-emphasizing any political moves it finds

68

necessary to make, If the United States desires to

68L°nin! ope cit., P. 90.
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maintain a dominant position in the Middle East
vis-a-vis the Soviet Union, events since 1955 indicate
that Soviet inroads into the area have been via Western
contradictions over priorities of national political
interest69 and that further political contradictions

might eventually give the Soviet Union the more dominant

position.

Certainly it is to be realized that there are
inherent contraditions in the approach advocating that
the United States adopt not complete neutrality but, as
realistically as possible, a politically neutral policy
toward the Middle East, in order to give advantage to
its foreign aid program so as to remain dominant over
the Soviet Union., Therefore it goes without saying
that the United States, in its foreign policy implementa-

tion, would have to make clear to the governments of the

69%he United States may have to recognize that
political and economic development in the Arab area is un-
likely to proceed along the lines of Western democracy .
Business enterprises, particularly the concessionary oil
companies, may have to be placed on a basis of increased
Arab participation and management control, "Even then the
trend toward the future is non-alignment. Powerful as the
United States will be, economically or politically, it will
not have the capability of stopping or diverting such
trends. Therefore, the case for cooperation with the
Arabs in the future rests with the proposition that the
United States has more to gain by maintaining good relations
through economics, than by trying to keep alive dying
institutions, more political in nature." Cremeans, op., cit.,

Pe 315.
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Middle East that the United State's pursuit of
dominance over the Soviet Union, is compatible with
the region's pursuit of "positive neutrality" due to
Russia's avowed objectives in the area, Although on

the surface there is no reason to believe that the Arabs
would discriminate, between the Russians and the Ameri-
cans in their desire to have both out of the Middle
Eastern area, Cremeans believes that Western-oriented
Arab and non~Arab leaders would not like to see the
United States completely follow a neutral policy in

the area "if it meant less prospects for economic
assistance and withdrawal of the American commitment

to confromt Soviet power and pressures with countervail-

ing force."70

From an Economic Point of View:

The United States has a most impressive set of
economic credentials to show any country of the world,
and they are particularly impressive to countries of
the Middle East when applied specifically toward their

needs, 1In this respect the United States has an

701pi4.
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71 Therefore,

economic advantage over the Soviets,
the United States attempting to shift Eastern-Western
confrontation from the political sphere, where the
Soviet Union has repeatedly capitalized from Western
contradictions, to the economic field where the United
States is decidedly stronger, may well prove a foreign
policy move that will better the image of the United

72

States in the Middle East. As George Kennan has

emphasized in Realities of American Foreign Policy

developing countries are looking to the United States
not to be taught how to combat communism however much
we may think they need to learn about it but rather for
positive and imaginative suggestions as to how the
peaceful future of the world might be shaped and how

the United States! vast economic strength in particular

71,.35, Meyer, Middle Eastern Capitalism (Cambridge:
Harvard University Press, 19595, Pe 135.

72Richard Nolte and William Polk, state that
"The United States should not try to prevent the Arabs
from profiting from the help of the Soviet Union, Instead
of opposing Soviet aid for Arab economic development, and
thereby seeming to oppose the development itself American
policy should encourage the Arabs to get all they can while
setting high standards by its own aid which the Soviets
may have trouble in matehing., It would also reduce the
pressures on the U,S, to bid against the USSR in the
political realm," "Toward a Policy for the Middle East,"
Foreign Affairs, July 1958, p. 657
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might be so adjusted to the lives of other peoples
as to permit a mutually profitable inter change with~=
_~ out leading to relationships of political dependence

T

and coercion,

This is not to imply, however, that the Umited
States would not exercise political pressures on
Middle Eastern states if and when it was necessary in
regard to the Soviet Union or any country that might
threaten the political and economic security of the
area, The United States would announce its acceptance
of neutralism in principle, but would not hesitate to
disagree with the self-declared neutralist states when
their application of neutralist foreign policy was
prejudicial to American or Western interests ox to
the requirement of a just international order.7h But,
basically, the United Statés would try to move from
a political "defensive" position and go on an economic
noffensive" program, which the Soviet Union would be
forced to follow in order to compete with the United
States, and which should place the United States in a

dominant economic position over the Soviet Union due

736eorge Kennan, Realities of American Forei Polic
(Princeton: Princeton UniversityPress, 1954), pe 100,

7h

Cremeans, Oops cit., 317.
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to her economic superiority in a then more politically

neutral environment.

AEBroach

In an attempt to determine the feasibility of

this hypothesis from the political point of view, the
true test that must be made is the one regarding the
United States' stance relative to the State of Israel
and the Arab-Israeli problem., Perhaps no one single
United States interest in the Middle East has been as
profound in its effects on all other policy considera-
tions, political and economic, as the Palestine problem
and the United States support of Israel.75 Therefore,

the United States! position today in regard to Israel

751t is doubtful that any genuinely friendly regard
for the United States can be expected from the Arab
countries as long as no formula has been found for a
fundamental improvement in Arab-Israeli relations, The
Kennedy-Johnson administrations have made na more progress
towards a solution of this problem than did their
predecessors. In the Arab view, the United States bears
the principle r esponsibility for the existence of the
problem, Under such circumstances, the United States
cannot deal without apparent prejudice either with the
Arab states or with Israel, The United States sponso rship
of Israel enters into every phase of United States rela-
tions with the nations of the Arab Middle East., Hoskins,

ops Cite; Po 262.
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will be examined as the most critical of United
States political interests in the Middle East, in
an effort to determine whether if, in fact, the
United States can realistically adopt a more
politically meutral stance regarding Israel's

existence.



CHAPTER V

THE ARAB~ISRAELI CONFLICT

Ne aspect of American Middle Eastern policy has
produced as much Arab hostility toward the United States
as its relations with the State of Israel, To most Arabs
it has seemed that the Palestine disaster has demonstrated
the United State'!s rejection of their cause by its decision
to support the establishment of a colony in the midst of the

Arab 1ands.76

It has been discussed that from the end of
World War II to the present time the United State's
overriding concerm in the Middle East has been to combat
the spread of Communism, for purposes of nationmal security,
while simultaneously attempting to maintain equal relations

with both the Arabs and the Israelis.77 It has also been

76Cremeana, ope citsy, Po 131,

77Alfred Lilienthal, There Goes the Middle East
(New York: Devin-Adair, 1959), pPe 111,

-
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noted that United States preoccupation with stemming the
spread of Soviet infiltration into the Middle East has
indirectly contributed to the present antagonistic feeling
of the Arab States toward Americats overall foreign policy,
The United States Government, feeling that stability is a
pre=requisite in stemming the flow of Communism into the
Middle East, has adopted a hard stand policy of maintaine
ing the political and territorial integrity of Israel

in order to keep the Middle East from erupting into a

more unstable political situation which Communism could
take advantage of, There are also, of course, political
reasons inherent to the present political atmosphere

existing in the United Statea.78

Hence, beginning with the Tripartite Agreement of
1950, the United States agreed to maintain a so-called
"balance of power" with Britain and France over Israel,
By supporting the existance of 1,7 million people (covering

7800 sguare miles) in opposition to seven Arab countries

78For more details than are contained in this chapter
see Nadav Safran, "The United States and Israel" (Cambridge:
Harvard University Press, 1963), p. 278, An amalysis of
this will be dealt with later in this chapter,




- 69 =

(containing 70 million people and covering 2% million
square miles) the United States has endeavored to preserve
the political stability of the area and has not yeered

from the poliey of continued support of the State of
79

Israel,

The Soviet Union and Israel

The Russians, conversely, have taken advantage
of the discontent which has resulted among the Arabs from
this approach to the Arab-=Israeli conflict, and the United
State's continuing support of the State of Israel, and
used it propagenda~wise to force Arab public opinion

against the United States,

This can be seen historically as far back as
1948, with the Soviet Uniont's voting in favor of the

partition of Palestine in order +to drive the British

79Lilienthal, loc, cit.
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out.80 Russia's next move was to see to it that Czechoslovakia
provided arms to Israel to keep the Arab=Israeli conflict
alive, After the United States came to the open support

of Israel, diplomatically, military, and economically,
Russia capitalized upon the ensuing Arab discontent caused,
particularly over the Tripartite Agreement of 1950 and the
anti~colonial feelings raised against the West, and
supplied arms to Nasser in the Czech Arms Agreement of

1955, For to the Soviet Umion it really has made little
difference who emerges the victor im the Holy Land struggle,
By continuing to supply arms and economic aid to the United
Arab Republic, Syria, and Iraq, primarily, she endears her-
self to the Arabs as helping to fight the United State's

"colony" (Israel) in the Middle East, If Israel were to

BOLaqneur points out in The Soviet Union and the
Middle East that because most of the Arab countries were
pro-British Russia was eager to see Great Britain leave
the area., But he adds, "it should be remembered that the
Palestine problem was for the Soviet Union a secondary
issue to which nobody in Moscow paid much attention or
attributed much importance. There is, in effect, some
doubt whether the decision to support the establishment
of a Jewish state was taken at top level; in view of sub-
sequent developments it is at least possible that this
course of action was recommended by some Foreign Ministry
advisers and approved by Stalin in a fit of absent-minded-

ness," p, 146=47,




make territoriel gains toward Egypt or Syria or Jordan

it would merely create more trouble whigch the Soviet Union
could "brand" the United States with and, therefore, increase
the success of her efforts toward neutralizing the Middle

East from the Woat.sl

Arab Reaction to the United States Support of Israel

Reaction of the Arabs to the United States support
of Israel can be viewed both hisTtorically and contem-—

porarily.

Historically, as has been noted, the actions of
the United States, in support of Israel since 1948, have
caused Arab bitterness previously directed against Britain
to turn, with added force, against the United Statea.az
This feeling is still prevelent today and the problem of
Palestine has become a symbol of American immaturity and

bad faith in intermational relations.83 In addition to

8lLilienthal, ope cit., Po 111,

82
83

Salem, 02; Cito’ Pe 19.
Faris, ope Cite., Pe 7a
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this it further appears to the Arab World that the United
States has compromised its avowed and open stand on free-
dom and self-determination, partly out of deference to its

traditional European allies and partly out of oil politics.84

Contemporarily; the United States has attempted,
in the words of the United States State Department, "to
carry out an !'impartial! foreign policy directed toward
both the Arabs and the Jews.“85 In the eyes of the pre-
ponderance of the people of the Middle East this has been
"impartial® but rather has been antagonistic teo all Arabs,
They have noted, for example, United States politicians in
the American press making resounding attacks against Arab
countries but have seen very few attacks against Israel,
Middle Eastern countries have also noted that since 1948
Israel has received more economic aid, both government and

private, then all economic support to the Arab countries

BuSalem, loc, cit.

85Johnson, ops cit., Po 208, "What makes America's
Middle Eastern policy hazardous is the attempt to be
friendly beoth with Israel and the United Arab Republic, or
any nationalist, socialist, Arab state, Such dual friendships
can be made at a minimum tolerable so long as neither side
moves militarily against the other, and so long as Zionist
influence in the U,S., does not produce Congressional action
damaging to any one, or more, Arab states," Ellis,
Challenge in the Middle East, p. 213,




- 73 =

together, (See Chapter VI). They, therefore, have failed
to believe that there has been "impartiality" in United

States foreign policy between Israel and the Arab states of
the Middle East and have repeatedly urged the United States
to take a much more "bi-partisian" stand regarding the Arab-

86

Israel conflict,

Although Government administrations past and present
has spoken of maintaining United States "friendship with

Israel and the Arab States"™ it appears highly unlikely to the

86Mohammad Mehdi, "Of Lions Chained," exemplifies an
Arab nationalist feeling toward United States foreign policy
when he states "that U.,S, troubles in the Middle East are
fundamentally economic in origin inasmuch as the United
States tries to buy friendship and political support of the
Arabs, Presenting the right thing at the wrong time the U.,S,
stresses economic aid forgetting the first-things-first
principle, American economic development proposals and aid
by themselves, without first recognizing Arab political
aspirations of non-political intervention, will not yield the
expected economic reswlts of winning over the Arabs,

What the Arab World would like to see is the U.S.
recognize, if only that, the Arabs rights and freedom in
Palestine, The Arab demand today is for political freedom
and the recognition of what they feel to be their political
rights, If the United States would acknowledge these
political rights, the primary being Palestine, the Arab ac-
ceptance of U.S. economic aid would be with gratitude
instead of with suspicion as to some underlying political
motive." (San Francisco: New World Press, 1962), p. 142,
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Arabs that, since the preservation and support of Israel has
constituted a cardinal principal of our Middle Eastern policy
to-date, the United States really is sincerely concerned with
maintaining their friendship.87 It appears to the thousands
of Palestinians, in every Middle Eastern country that the
United States is not concerned about rectifying the situation
of 1948 imposed by the creation of the State of Israel and
the expulsion of the Palestinians from their homeland even

though the United States appears to be the guiding support

behind UNRWA.

One major reason for the Arab'!s political stand is
that Israel to the Arabs represents a kind of international
conspiracy directed at the Arab heartland.88 That is why
they fear Israel so and are antagonistic toward the United
States who supports it. The Arab views Israel as part of a
vast imperialistic conspiracy, a world Zionist plot--which is
being encouraged and supported by the United States against
the Arab heartland at exactly the time when Arab nationalism,
and self-determinism are at their emotional height of ac-

ceptance in the Arab countries. What is feared by the Arabs

is expansion and the power that Zionism gives the State of

87Salem, loc, cit.
88Don Peretz, "Report on UAR-Israeli Relations,"

Middle East Report, (1959) p. 32,
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Israel.

Charles Malik, former Ambassador to the United States
from Lebanon and President of the United Nations wrote in

the Foreign Affairs Quarterly, January 1952 the situation

as it appeared from the Arab point of wview there, "If the
present arrogance, and defiance, are to persist, and if
Israel is to be again and again confirmed in her feeling

that she is to be favored--just because the United States,
owing to the position of the Jews in the United States and to
certain well known pecularities in the American political and
social systems, and to widespread ignorance in the United
States of real conditions in the Near East and also to a
certain genuine well-meaning goodness of heart on the part

of the American people, will at a crucial point always side
decisively with Israel against her immediate world--then

I am afraid there will never be peace in the Near East and
the United States cannot be altogether innocent of respondi-

bility for that situation."89

Ten years later, November 1962, President Abdel
Nasser wrote a similar point of wview to President Kennedy
indicating the incompatibility, as judged by the Arabs, of

United States support of Israel vis-a-vis Arab Nationalism

89Charles Malik, "The Near East: The Search For
Truth." Foreign Affairs Quarterly, (January 1952) p. 293.
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and the United State's desire to limit Soviet expansion in

the area,

My aim is to explain to you that the right of the
Palestinian refugee is connected with the rights of
the Palestinian homeland and that the othex Arab
countries cannot possibly isolate themselves from
the aggression which fell upon one of them for one
clear reason: In additien to Arab solidarity, this
agegression constitutes a threat to the other Arab
countries, the same danger, the same fate.

The time has come for the United States to open its
eyes and view the development of events in our region
on the basis of a purely American outlook not affected
by internal American political considerations or by
calculations on election votes,

There is much in the history of the American nation

to attract us to many of the American principles and
to what the American Revolution has given to the human
heritage of great experience and heroic men. The at-
titude of your country toward us at the time of the
aggression (Suez) upheold the principles, We have
always praised it, and we will always be grateful for
it, no matter how are relations develop.

I honestly assure you that my attitude and wview toward
the Palestine question is not controlled by my being
the President of the United Arab Republic but my at-
titude and view as an Arab Nat§8nalist and as one of
millions of Arab Nationalists.

Why United S8tates Support of Israel?

In the face of past and present Arab animosity

toward the United States in the Middle East over its

POuNasserts letter to Kennedy" (Middle Eastern
Affairs, November, 1962), p, 276,



- 77 -

support of the State of Israel, and in the face of
apparent Soviet inroads into countries of the Middle East
due to the United States stand on the Israel issue, why
does the United States Government feel that it is in the
national interest of the American people to support 2} -
million people in Israel in the face of antagonizing a

present day Arab-population of 90100 million?

Middle Eastern experts cite numerous reasons renge-
ing from the possibly overrated Jewish Zionist propagandist
pressuregl upon the Executive and Congressional branches
of the United States Government to the sympathy of the
American people for the atrocities committed toward the
Jews during World War II, Christian guilt feeling for the

treatment of the Jews has molded unyielding support for

9lzioniats in their propaganda, have asserted that
a State of Israel will raise the economic well-being and
therefore presumably win the goodwill of the surrounding
Arab population; that it will serve as a haven of Western
democracy in an Arab world of fuedal states; that im case
of a clash with Russia, it will serve as a sure foothold;
that after the General Assembly's recommendation of
partition in November 1947, the successful establishment
of a Zionist State became essential for the preservation
of the United Nationsj amd finally, that in view of Ziomist
determination, the creation of amn independent Israel is an
unavoidable prerequisite to the peaceful development of
the Middle East, H,P, Hall, American Interests im the
Middle East (New York: Foreign Policy Association, 1948),

p- l"?.




Israel-~~which knows no comparison. As one leading

Zionist conceded with perhaps not too much overstate-
ment: "If Herzl was the Marxist theoretician of Zionism,

Hitler was the Leninist prime mover of the Jewish State."92

Same E, Salem, author of several books on the

Middle East, writing in The Middle East Forum, June 1962,

stated that politicians eager to win votes and the sympathy
of the majority of the American people have no political
recourse but to either support Israel overtly or say

nothing about it at 1311.,93

As an example of this Harry S, Truman, during his
first year as President of the United States, is reputed
to have told a group of United States State Department
Diplomats reporting to him on the deteriorating American
position in the Middle East in 1948, "I'm sorry, gentle-
men, but I have to answer to hundreds of thousands who
are anxious for the success of Zionism; I do not have

94

hundreds of thousands of Arabs among my constituents,

9zsamuel Halperin, The Political World of American
Zionism (Detroit: Wayne State University, 1961), p. 313.

9383m E. Salem, "Bridging the Arab-American Gemmo
Gap," Middle East Forum, (May 196&) P. 19

L
4 Colonel William Eddy, FDR Meets Ibn SAud,(New
York: American Friends of the Middle East, 1954), p. 117,
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Furthermore, Harry Ellis, writing in The Middle

East Forum, states that the United States acted upon

"narrow internal domestic political considerations during
the time of President Truman's reputed statement and
proved to be wrong. "It has cost us the friendship of

the Arabs.95

Certainly the propaganda machine of the Zionist
movement in the United States is not to be underestimated
using literature and show business vehicles. Investiga-
tions of the United States Senate Foreign Relations Com-
mittee in August 1963 showed that more than $5 million
tax deductable American dollars donated by the American
people to the United Jewish Appeal from 1955 to 1962
were used for presure and propaganda of behalf of Israel

"and to meddle in United States Middle Eastern Policy."96

Nadav Safran, makes a most complete analysis of
this phase of American-Israeli relations and stresses
particularly the intrinsic bonds that underlay relations

today between the people of the United States and Israel.

95garry B. Ellis. "The U.S. and the Arab World,"
Middle East Forum, (1960), p. 22.

96Salem, OPe. cit., P 17.



(1) Sympathy of the United States in general for
peoples striving to attain sovereign nationhood and for
persecuted peoples in particular which was likely to
bring forth a friendly attitude toward the aspirations

of Jewish nationalism,

(2) United States tendency to give emphasis to
Jewish Nationalism because of its connection with the
Bible over the Arab cause about which it knows wvery

little, even today,

(3) The struggle of principles between "free"
and "totalitarian" states places Israel in the camp of

the "forces of light" led by the United States,

(4) Appreciation of the pioneering spirit that

has built Israel---reminiscent of the youthful days of

America,

Safran also suggests that American Jews have been
influenced in their voting behavior by the attitudes taken
by political candidates on matters relating to Israel,
and the candidates have frequently taken a stand on such
matters with a eye to this fact, Jews, though a minority,
are concentrated in four cities whose states draw a total

electoral vote of 132, (New York, Chicago, Los Angeles,
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and philadelphia),®’

From the stand point of an American it appears
that the voice of a minority is an integral part of the
voice of democracy in the United States today, Minorities,
on the other hand, believe that their causes are in the
best interests of the United States so they claim that
they are working in the best interests of the country,
Therefore, through their own interests in Israel and
through the operation of supply and demand in the poli-
tical field as well as in the world of the media of com-
munications, the American Jews have created a climate
in which American sympathies toward Israel have been en-
hanced to the utmost and have been made to yield as many
practical results as possible, This has led to a general-
ly friendly and helpful attitude toward Israel from the

United States,

W. W. Rostow in "The United States in the World

Arena," insists that the United State's supreme interest
is not only to protect the national territory but also
the basic humanistic democratic wvalues of American
society, This means the United States is striving to

prevent any potentially hostile power, or combination

97Safran, op. cite, p. 278,
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of powers, from dominating the Eurasian land mass---or a
sufficient portion of it---to threaten the United States
or any coalition she can build and sustain, Rostow view
view asserts that protection of the humanistic democratic
values of American society reguires that Eurasia should
not be coalesced under totalitarian dicta;orahips which
would threaten the survival of democracy both in the
United States and elsewhere, "Viewed in this context
Israelts adoption of democratic values similar to those
of the United States possibly becomes of real importance
for the American national interest, especially since her
achievements in many fields of endeavor could provide for
many emerging nations a rare example of a successful de-

mocracy in a new state."98

Oon the other hand, according to Salem, it is
doubtful that the average American has any desire to
see the foreign policy of the United States shaped dis-
proportionally by ethnic and religious minority groups
within the country or see United States foreign policy
in any part of the world become the instrument of minori-

ties, Yet, today, so convinced are the intelligentsia

of the Middle East that United States foreign policy in

98H.H. Rostow, The United States in the World
Arena (New York: Harper, 1960), p. 173.
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the Middle East is shaped to a large degree by the Jewish
element of the American people that Senator William Ful-
bright has described America's pro-Israeli policy as

"the greatest single burden which American diplomacy has

had to carry in the Middle East."99

Approaches to the Situation:

Keeping in mind United States pre-occupation with
the desire to maintain the dominant position over the
Soviet Union in the Middle East what approaches are open
to the United States to try and maintain the State of
Israel, a course which, realistically, the United States
is not in a position te veer markedly from in the fore-
seeable future given United States world commitments and
its present internal political system., At the same time
how can the United States maintain its interests in the
Arab Middle East and still not provide the degree of
anti-American Soviet propaganda material that it has in

the past?

998alem, ops cit,, pP. 18,
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CONT CE _OF "FAVORED" 'TALITY?

Experience has shown that it has been impossible
for the United States to try and follow a foreigm policy
aimed at attempting to satisfy both parties in this key
issue of Middle Eastern--American relations, and retain
a favorable foreign policy image in the Arab World.

The Eisenhower Administration tried to maintain a high
level of friendship with the Arabs but not at the ex-
pense of Israel and to hold favor with Israel but not

at the expense of the Arabs,

For example President Eisenhower states in his
autobiography, "Waging Peace," that "from the begin-
ning of my administration I had sought means of
ameliorating the mutual prejudices and hatreds between
the Arabs and Israelis in the hope of bringing about

a modus vivendi out of which genuine cooperation

might develop., Working together, the nations of the
region T believed, could form a sturdy and permanent
bulwark against Communist encroachment; but if they
spent their time, effort, and substance fighting each
other, the over-all effect would be to make the Middle

East nothing but a happy hunting ground for Communist



-~ 85 =

oppression---with disastrous results for the Free'World."100

Yet, with the exception of referring the matter on
numerous occasions to the United Nations, as had been
the practice of his predecessor, Eisenhower did not
initiate, perhaps purposely, any concrete action on
the part of the United States that would assist spe-
cifically in the alleviation of the Palestine problem,
His numerous utterances of impartiality failed to be

barked by notable action in the eyes of the Arabs,

When in 1954 Assistant Secretary of State Henxy
Byroade set out American policy along the lines of
impartiality he was highly criticized by the Jews for
showing a proper lack of support for the support of
the State of Israel and by the Arabs for stating a
policy which they interpret to actually favor the

Jews due to past United States support,

"To the Israelis I say that you should come to
truly look upon yourselves as Middle Easterners and
see your own future in that context rather than as a
head-quarters, or nucleus so to speak, or world-wide
groupings of peoples or a particular religious faith
who must have special rights within and obligations
to the Israeli state., You should drop the attitude
of a congqueror and the conviction that force and a
policy of retaliatory killings is the only policy
that your neighbors will understand, You should
make your deeds correspond to yvour frequent utteramces
of the desire for peace,

100Dwight D. Eisenhower, Waging Peace 1956 - 1960,
(London; Heinemann, 1966), p. 115,




To the Arabs I say yvou should accept this state
of Israel as an accomplished fact, I say further that
vou are deliberately attempting to maintain a state of
affairs delicately suspended between peace and war,
while at present desiring neither, This is a most
dangerous policy and one which world opinion will
increasingly condemn if you continue to resist any
move to obtain at least a 1988 dangerous modus
vivendi with your neighbor."1 1

The problem for the United States has been, and
continues to be, one of supporting its utterances of
impartiality toward the Arab-=Israeli problem by actions

that support its words,

This tact of trying to appease both sides in the
problem might have been more acceptable to the Arabs
if the United States Government had been starting all
over again from 1945, But under Presidents Eisenhower,
Kennedy, and Johnson any favorable move made by the
administration toward the Arabs has been viewed with
alarm by the Israelis and not a sufficient enough

gesture by the Arabs.102

President Kennedy believed strongly in Americal's
moral commitment to Israeli security and took steps

to strengthen Israel's ability to resist aggression,

101Polk, op. cit., p. 266,

102Peretz, ops _cit., pP. 32,
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However, he did wish to establish a repoire with Nassex
in order to try and work more closely with the modern-

izing forces in the Arab world.103

Other approaches to the situation, however, such
as the Johnston Plan for the Jordan River, have not been
enough to lead to any type of political settlement due

to mistrust on both sides,

Thus, it appears that the United States has been
paying a high price, from the point of view of its
image in the Arab World by pursuing what Washington,
Ds C. terms an "impartial" policy of supporting both
the Arab States (as 76% of the Middle East) and the
State of Israel (the avowed enemy of that 76%.) At

the same time the Soviet Union has capitalized on the

furor aroused over United States support of Israel,

103Arthur Schlesinger, A Thousand Days (London:
A. Deutsch, 1965), P. 115 states that this particular ap-
proach did show some signs of encouragement, which might
be noted for the future, for in June 1961, when Nasser
wrote Kennedy expressing his appreciation for the PL 480
aid Egypt had received he agreed with the President that,
though the United Arab Republic and the United States of
America had their differences they could still cooperate,
"This tacit acceptance of the American acceptance of a
free Israel marked momentarily a considerable advance in
mutual understanding,"
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to reinforce the Arabs unfavorable view of the United
States Govermment, and thus furthers the disarming of
the United States in the Middle East by the very nature

of America's own actions,

On the other hand it can be hypothesized that an
approach of trying to appease both sides on the part
of the United States might produce more positive re-~
sults in regard to American policy objectives, As an
example, by the United States adoption of the previously
discussed approach the Arab world to-date has become
bitterly aroused toward "imperialist" moves from any
area of the world, East or West, and this keeps the
Middle East conscious of any moves on the part of
the Soviet Union as well as the West to dominate in
any form, In essence then United States support of
the State of Israel maintains the status quo in the
Middle East in regafd to any hostile outside inter-

vention on the part of the Soviet Union or any
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. 0
Communist country.1 4

It is alse true that the United States possibly
fears that the Arab countries, without the existance
of Israel, might more easily unite geographically and
thus, as an whole, be more susceptible to eventual al-
liance, either economic or political, with a Communist
or Socialist force, Today, with the presence of Israel
in the midst of the Arab world, it acts not only as a
catalyst for Arab nationalist fervor but also as a
block to unification as its very presence keeps Middle
Eastern Arab countries divided over the unity of ap-

proach necessary to eliminate it.105

1OhSafran, ops cit., p. 263, 1In examining this
hypothesis from a positive point of view regarding future
American policy whatever unity Nasser can muster in the
Arab World, under the banner of Arab Nationalism, can
possibly constitute strength against Communism inasmuch
as Arab Nationalism is characterized by neutralism from
both the East and the West, On the other hand this unity
is a potential destroyer of Israel if it were ever to or-
ganize itself to the action rather than the talking stage,
Therefore, if the United States felt that Nassert!s anti-
foreign intervention stance were a good bulwark to the
spread of Soviet influence throughout the Middle East she
should net try to force a concilliation between Nasser and
Israel, or any Arab leader and Israel, for any Arab leader
attempting to sue for peace with Israel will bring about
his own downfall (Busteni, op. cit., p. 145) and thus will
no longer be in the position to generate anti-foreign inter-
vention propaganda which is making it difficult for the
Soviet Union to operate in the Middle East today. On the
other hand, if the United States were to back Nasser too
closely he might be branded a "western lackey" on the part
of his enemies and this close affiliation with the United
States might eventually bring about his downfall also,

1051n the aftermath of the Israeli attack on Jordan
in November, 1961 Arab countries found themselves taking
sides against each other instead of against Israel in their
individual desire to retaliate. New York Times Nov, 12&13,1966, p.l.
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Therefore, by a combination of these two hypotheses,
it appears that any attempt at penetration or subver-
sion by an outside power today toward one country of
the Middle East will engender upon itself suspicion
and hostility from other Middle Eastern countries due

to the lack of cohesiveness existing in the Arab World.106

Thus, lack of Arab unification caused in part by
the Arab states lack of unity of approach vis-a-vis
the elemination of Israel, makes them appear impossible
to dominate as a whole which is what the Soviet Union
would like to do from the point of view of bringing all
underdeveloped countries under the Soviet system of
Socialism, It must be noted, too, that all the while
the United States continues to deal with both sides
freely while the Soviet Union does not have the same

latitude in regard to Israel,

However, negatively, it must be concluded that
the image of the United States in the Arab Middle East
has been badly damaged by the United State!s claim to
impartiality when, in essence, this impartiality has

meant more assistance to Israel than to all the Arab

10611: should be noted that in August 1957, when the
Henderson Commission came to the Middle East %o rally Arab
governments against the pro-Soviet leaning Syrian Government
Syrian nationalist leaders became concerned over the apparent
Soviet take over of their country and for this, and other rea-
sons, requested union with Egypt in February 1958, "Therefore,
American moves pre-cipitated a chain of events in Syria which
resulted in its merger with Egypt." Safran, op., cit., p. 250,
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countries combined."o7 In general, as a result, it
cannot be avoided that "the United States will remain
under intolerable handicaps in its relations with the
Arab world unless it puts itself in a position of wil-
lingness to recognize that injustice has been done to
the Arabs of Palestine and that some measure of re-

ctification is in order."108

TRUER_IMPARTIALITY

We have already dealt with the major humanitrian,
political, and strategic reasons which realistically

negate the rationality of a complete United States

107599 Safran, op. cit., p. 306 and Ellis,

OP« Cito’ Poe 960

108Campbell, op, cits, P. 183,
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withdrawal from support of Israel,1 Since relations
between Israel and the United States today are character-
ized by a pattern of close consultation leading to an
understanding of United States concern for Israelts
defense (manifested by the United States providing arms
to Israel) how can the United States maintain this

position vis-a-vis Israel and still participate

109Proponents of a complete United States withdrawal
from support of Israel are quick to point out that there have
been political and strategic instances in the past, such as
the United States condemmatory resoclution of Israel in the
United Nations following the Suez invasion of Novembe r 1956
when the United States openly opposed Israel, They also
call attention to the fact that the United States joined
other members of the United Netions in voting sanctions
against Israel unless she withdrew from positions she had
occupied in the course of the campaign, They question why
this cannot be done again by the United States, Safran
points out that this was during a war-time period and that
since 1958 the United States government has been anxious to
preserve the balance of political power that has emerged in
the Middle East and is attempting to forestall any at tack
on the part of Israel, in order not to turn the Middle East
into an international battleground, by close cooperation
with that country. Safran, op, cit., p. 280,

In addition to these there is a school of thought
that forsees that withdrawal of support from the State of
Israel would stimulate Arab preparations for a new war
against Israel, encouraging the Arab states to increase
their arms acquisitions from the Soviet Union; it would
undermine the existing regime in Jordan and instabili ty
in that country could lead to a Nasserite takeover, which
would mean an Israel surrounded by aggressive forces on
all frontiers; it would strengthen sentiment and pressure
for preventive war in Israel itself, because of heightened
fear of an effective Arab alliasnce, For more details see
"The United States Commitment in the Near East," Near
East Repor (Washingtonz Near East Report Inc,, September
19 y Pe C=10 to C=11,
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creatively in the development of the Arab World that
will be viewed by the Arabs as a gesture of friendship
instead of one of hostility with underlying motives

contrary to the best interests of the Arab world?

Richard Nolte and William Polk, writing in

Foreign Affairs, July 1958, suggest that if the United

States were to make clear its intent in maintaining peace
in the area from the point of view of helping both the
Jews and the Arabs together defend themselves from
external aggression, from a communist power for example,
the United States would stand as a bulwark for a peace=
ful Middle East and not just for a peaceful Israel
against the Arabs, "The key to the Arabs is equal

treatment, fairness, one law."110

110, chard Nolte and William Polk, "Toward a Policy
for the Middle East," (Foreign Affairs, July 1958), p.658,
Nolte uses Jordan as an example of how difficult this some-
times proves to be for the United States today., The U, S,
continues to support the monarchy of King Hussein against
the forces of Arab Nationalism as wielded by President
Nasser in order to reassure Israel that there will be no
serious threat from immediately east of the Jordan River
and to make Jordan less susceptible to being overthrown by
the "nationalistic" forces of Nasser, The Israelis state
that they will try to ococupy the West Bank of Jordan, which
they appear capable of doing, if a disruption in Jordan
should come about., A possible result of all this would be
war with BEgypt, if the United States did not openly support

the
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Thus, the approach of a truer impartiality might
well be considered an acceptable alternative to the
United States present policy of supporting the State
of Israel in the face of relation rosentment from all
other Arab countries, If, for example, the United
States, in the future, were to at least acknowledge the
fact that a problem exists from the Arab as well as from
the Israeli point of wview, and further ensure that
United Nations negotiations for its solution were kept
active even though they should last for many more years,
and even fail in the end, this move on the part of the
United States for the Arab stand over Palestine might
do more to re-=establish the American image in all count-

ries, particularly the Arab, toward the basic principles

present Jordanian regime, Thus, the situation in reality
comes down to the fact that the United States either
continues to support the status que in regard to Israel

and Jordan, which is contrary to the precepts of Arab
Unity, or it withdraws support for the sake of the
principle of non-political intervention, Jordanian self~
determination, and Arab approval which is in direct support
of the principles underlying Arab Nationalism but which would
inevitably lead to war between two Arab countries and
between Israel and at least one Arab country, If a con-
fliet did occur the United States would have to make the
choice as to which side it would support, the Arab side

or the Israeli, which it does not want to put itself in

the position of having to do. In this particular instance
the United States is attempting to keep Jordan from becom-—
ing the occasion for renewed fighting between Arab

States and Israel and is trying to be impartial between
Israel and the Arab countries involved in order to aveid
what might eventually become a international confrontatiom
of powers. Richard Nolte, "inited States Policy and the
Middle East," The United States and the Middle East (Englewood

Cliffs: Prentice~Hall, Inc., 1964), pp. 180-181.




of the American "image" than any amount of aid has

or will accomplish in the future.lll

The possible resulting foreign policy move
would have the United States attempting to show the
people of the Middle East that it is honestly and
sincerely interested in the peace, security, and
economic well-being of all the people of the Middle
EBast and that it is not necessarily interested in
supporting a minority faction at the expense of the
majority in the Middle East, If the United States
chose this approach it would have to divorce itself
from the propaganda war that is taking place in the
Middle East today between the Jews and the Arabs and
exert its influence positively, mot in driving the two
sides farther apart but, conversely, adopting a truly
- moderate stance beneficial to the majority concerned,
By the adoption of such a stance the United States
would have to cease giving economic and diplomatic
priority support to Israel and treat it as just another
country of the Middle East without preferential treat-

ment over other Western-oriented cpuntries.ll2 This

lllEmile Bustani, March Arabesque (London: Robert
Hale Limited, 1961), p. 151,
llaﬁmerican aid teday is concentrated with

states that generally assist them in assuming a dominant
role over the Soviet Union in the area, Cremeans, OpD. citey

Pe 313,
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could set the stage for the improvement of the American
image in the Middle East, and set the tone for future
foreign policy that would be more equitable to the

best interests of the majority of the people of the
Middle East which could reinforce the bulwark (Wests)
against the encroachment of Soviet penetration in the

area.

Therefore, in regard to the United States stance
vis~a=vis the State of Israel how can the United States
realistically, given the present day world political
environment begin to adopt a more impartial position
in regard to the State of Israel that will better
Americal's image in the Middle East while, simultaneously,

not jeprodizing any of its national interests there?

III., ARAB REFUGEES AND THE UNLTED NATIONS

With the exception of a more equitable balance of
economic support, the subject of which will be dealt
with in the following chapter, the failure of the West
and the United Nations to alleviate the plight of the
Arab refugees will continue to be first and foremost,

one of the major factors that will haunt future American
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foreign policy in the Middle East. If, as Alfred
Lilienthal suggests, the United States, as a first

step toward a new foreign policy, were to present a
solution to the policy approach of the Arab refugee
problem publically~~that would be evaluated to both
sides of the gquestion~-both Jewish and Arab--~and then
if the United States would overtly eé&tempt to ensure that
Israel and the Arab States adhere to this solution it
would be a start to also giving the Arabs the moral
backing to continue solving the specifics of the
Arab-Tsraeli problem themselves, seeing that the United

115 It can

States is acting impartially in the matter,
be deduced that only the Government of the United
States has the combination of economic power, political
influence in the area, position in the United Nations,
incentive and skill to take the lead in beginning to
move the Arab-Israeli conflict toward resolvement by
beginning with a resettling of Palestine refugees and
by giving them the choice as to where they want to
live-—in Israel or in an Arab country., UNRWA would

114
then take over the job of insuring its accomplishment.

113;)1ienthal, ope cit., p. 116,

11“Johnson, loce cit,
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In essence this approach would have the United
States continuing to support UNRWA as a temporary
measure while using its influence in the United Nations,
perhaps more actively than in recent years, to insure
that negotiations resume for (1) the return of Arab
refugees to Palestine or (2) for compensation to be paid
by the Israeli government to Arab refugees for their
property in Israel, not necessarily for either political

reasons alone, but for the same moral reasons that they

supported Germany payment of compensation to Jewish

victims of anism.115 From a political point of wview

it will not solve the basic Arab-Israeli problem but

it would show the Arabs that the United States is trying

to be impartial, which has been discussed as a basic

consideration for a successful future American foreign

policy in the Middle East,

United
result
Russia
United
toward

115More direct pressures brought to bear by the
States on the Jews and the Arabs might wery well
in an open conflict which the United States and
could become involved in, At the same time the
States would be drastically altering her approach
the maintenance of the State of Israel which,

handled in such an abrupt manner, might not prove
politically feasible within the political structure of
the United States or im the interests of the American

people

as a result of possible political consequences,
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Up to now United States policy im regard to
settlement of the refugee problem has been to try
and placate the Arabs and the Jews without being able
to arrive at a definite solution., The United States
has tacitly backed the United Nations Resolution
granting the refugees return to their homeland but has
not pressured Israel to make any overt move to act in
support of this resolution., Therefore, no real action
has been taken by Israel to put the resolution into
effect, Furthermore America tacitly has supported the
other United Nations resolutions passed by the General
Assembly concerning the Arab-Israeli conflict (yielding
excess territory not allowed by the original partitiom
plan and the surrender of the Jewish section of Jeruseleum
to United Nations authority) but has done nothing to
encourage Israel to abide by these resolutions, There=~

fore, they have gone virtually ignored by the State of

Israel,

One reason given for Israel's and, thus, America's
reluctance to support the United Nations Resolution call-
ing for the resettlement of Palestinian Arabs in Israel's

fear that a massive migration of Arabs returning to their
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original homeland will flood Israel with a hostile Arab
element that will only work to topple the Jewish state
now established there, Personal interviews with
Palestinians from various strata of society, now
citizens of Jordan, disclosed that, if given the chance,
three out of four Palestinians would not return to their
homeland but would take offered compensation instead.ll6
And of those who did return many would not stay for any
longer period thus it would take for them to learn what
their life would be like living in a Jewish dominated
state, Assuming, this is true the United States might
consider this factor extremely important in its future
foreign policy formulation toward the Arab countries

and Tsrael in order to help clarify the actual situation

not only for the two parties concerned but for itself in

order to arrive at a just and equitable ultimate policy

directed at all concerned,

Therefore, in support of the possible adoption of
this approach, the United States would have to consider
the active promotion in the United Nations of the

adherence to all United Nations reso;utions pertaining

ll6Ellia. ope ©it.y Po 215¢ ‘g 1so has information

bearing on this factor,
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to the Israeli-Arab conflict to-~date by both the Arab
States and the State of Israel, Among the most im-

portant of these are:

The implementation of United Nations resolutions
with regard to the refugees breaks down into three

sub heads:—ll7

a) Repatriation - Repatriation is promised by
the United Nations resolutions even through
the return to Israel of any considerable
number of Arabs must be an economic impossibi~
1ity., Nevertheless the opportunity should be
given to the refugees to choose whether they
would return to Israel or accept resettlement
elsewhere, Those who chose to return would
have to agree to accept the living conditions
which would be imposed upon them by Israel and
would have to agree to live where room for them
could be made, It might even be required that
at the end of a period of a year they would have

to consider the acceptance of Israeli citizenship.

ll?stephen B. L. Penrose, "The Palestine Problem--
Retrospect and Prospect," Speech delivered to the World
Council of Churches Conference, Beirut, Lebanon, May 1951,

Pe T=9e
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Under these conditions, it is almost certain
that many would decide not to return at all and
many who might return would decide once more

to leave, However, they would then be 1eavihg
of their own free will and would be moving out
with the idea of accepting resettlement else~
where, There is a difference between this
attitude and that of the refugee who feels
+that he has been expelled through forces over

whieh he had no control,

Indemnification - The resolutions of the

United Nations state that those refugees who are
not repatriated are entitled to indemnification
for the loss of their property and that those
who are will be entitled to damage on their
original property. Although the total holdings
of Arabs in Palestine reach a staggering figure,
almost no one expects that there will be a
repayment in full, In most cases a substantial
token payment would be accepted as evidence of
good faith and would unable many of the refugees
to start life in a new country with a small

but essential stake.
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The internationalization of Jerusalem -~ This
proposal is also reflected in the United Nations
resolutions, and it needs to be implemented
almost as badly as the previous two, Jerusalem,
the city which is sacred to three faiths, is as
effectively divided by the Israeli boundary line
as New York City would be if it were to have an
international boundary established scross Forty
Second Street, This city is not a citys The
Jews are excluded from most of their holy places
while the Christians do not have access to some

of theirs.

The Arabs, Christian or Moslem, are excluded
from the residential areas they formerly owned,
Normal life is impossible. Tt makes no dif-
ference that Jordan for one reason, and Israel
for another, both oppose the internationaliza~-
tion of the Jerusalem area, A city diwvided
against itself cannot stand, and it is essential
to the faith of Christian, Moslem and Jew that
Jerusalem should stand as a respectable and

agcessible unit.
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A more active support of the implementation
of these three United Nations resolwtions might
convince the Arabs that the United States and
United Nations at long last mean business,

Until determined efforts are made at implementa-
tion it must be assumed that the Arabs will
inevitably continue to believe that the United
Nations, with strong United States backing, is
subservient to Israel and that they pay only lip
service to the principles of humanitarianism and
justice which they have so often and so loudly

professed,

Resettlement of some Arab refugees after Israeli
compensation: With the implementation of the
United Nations resolutions, it may then be-
come possible to persuade some of the neigh-
boriﬂg states to accept for resettlement the
Arab refugees who do not choose to he re-
patriated in Israel, but who have been com-
pensated. As had been pointed out before,

the antipathy of the Arab states to reset-
tlement is based upon their.feeling that it

means an acceptance of the status quo. Real
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action on the part of the United Nations would
persuade them that the status quo no longer
existed, that repatriation or compensation

had been effected, and they would consequently
be able to change their attitude without serious
loss of face, The United Nations would have to
be prepared to continue its financial support
antil new settlements were well established,

new industrial skills acgqguired and the refugee

camps emptied,

Thus, if the United States were to adopt
such an approach as suggested it would put
the Israeli problem in the context —- of
the United Nations == and further United States
actions, if required, regarding the conflict,
would be in support of United Nations., This
action eught not only strengthen the image of
the United States in the Arab countries but
could very well lead to a more fertile, common
ground, between the United States and the Mid-
dle East from the point of view of cooperative
economic and political endeavors that would be

4o the mutual benefit of both sides concerned,
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The withdrawl of United States support of one

side in the Arab-Israeli conflict in favor of

another should considerably lessen the mounting

tensions between the two antagonists and allow

the United Nations solely to work out the

difficulties existing between the Arabs and

the Jews.118 The drawbacks to this alternative,

viewed in the realistic terms of the Middle

East today, accept the basic premise that no
negotiated

peace can be/at all between the Arabs and the

Jews until Israel acknowledges at least the

principles of the United Nations resolutions

cited above.119 However, what if, as some

critics have pointed out, Israel does not

want peace because with American money it

can sustain a state of half war and half

peace better that any of the Arabs States

while taking in "sympathetic" money from

Jews all over the world.120 why, for instance,

1183ustani, op. cit., 134,

%1148, op. cit., p. 214

12oElmer Berger, Who Knows Better Must Say So
(New York: American Council for Judiasm, 1955) p. 105.
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in October 1959 when Nasser declared, in an
interview with American newspaper correspondants,
that he was willing to allow Israeli shipping
through the Suez Canal,; which is something

which would aid Israel's financial situation
immensely, if Israel adhered to other United
Nations resolutions detailing with the rights

of the Arabs of Palestine, did Isrsel fail to
respond? Possibly because the state of perpetual
antagonism between the Arabs and the Jews means
more economically to Israel from support all

over the world than would benefits derived

from its use of the Suez Canal but with less
support from the world scene due to an apparent

rapproachment between the Arabs and the Jews.121

Another factor to be considered, if the above
approach were actively adopted, would be just
how far the United States could use its power
and/or influence to motivate either the Jews
or the Arabs to accept all the passed United
Nations resolutions pertaining to the situation,
Neither the Jews or the Arabs want complete

adherence to the United Nations resolutions

12

‘Ellis, ops_cite, Pe 215
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because, although they do favor the Arabs, they
are a compromise from what both sides fully
want out of the situation, Certainly Israel
isnt't going to give up something she has al-
ready acquired willingly and the Arabs do not
want to return to their Palestine under any
terme other than their own political control
over the country. Also, if the United States
were to adopt sincerely an active promotion

of the United Nations resolutions cited, as
opposed to the passive promotion that it now
gives them, in the United Nations it would
heve to consider the use of force if it were
to carry through on what it was prometing and
certainly the United Stetes is not prepared

to undulate such an overt move in regard to

a situation which presently does not call for
such a reactionary move which could, conserva-
tively turn the Middle East into another South-

east Asia,

Therefore, though basically and theoretically,
more active promotion of the United Nations
resolutions on Palestine might ultimately benefit

the majority of the people of the Middle East
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the intrangience of Israel plus United States
committments in other parts of the world in-

dicate that any means to achieve the end (in

this case the forced adherence of one side or
the other to the United Nations Palestine Re-
solutions) might lead to an international

incident before that end was ever reached,

IV DISENGAGEMENT

Thus, using the Arab refugee problem as a concrete
beginning to a reappraisal of the entire Arab-Israeli
conflict, it is conceivable that the United States
should consider the disengagement of itself, completely
in the future, from %he Palestine situation---not only
to save the situation for those who should be directly
involved in a solution---the Arabs and the Jews—-—=—-
but also to save its own image and prestige in the

Middle East,

Under this alternative the United States would
adopt a policy for the future which would do nothing
to aggravate or complicate any further an already

multiplex, complicated problem, This means, in
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essence the United States disengaging to every extent
realistically possible from the Arab-Israeli conflict
except where America, by influence, now or in the
future, could work to bring the two sides into accord
over their own eventual solving of the problem for
themselves if the United States determined that this
support would result in the interests of the United
States, The proper area for the Palestine problem
would again be strictly the United Nations, It is
here, with United States support, that the individual
problems of the conflict could be aired and discussed,
Tt is assumed that the best interests of not only the
Arabs and the Jews but also the United States would be
satisfied by an impartial eventual solution to the

problem found here,

This principle was enunciated by President Eisen-
hower, during the Suez.Crisis of 1956 in regard to
Israel'!s invasion of Egypt and then subsequent refusal
to withdraw her troops, when he stated "I believe that
the United Nations has no choice but to exert pressure
upon Israel and we hope that the Israelis will see
that their best immediate and long term interests will

be served by trusting in the world organization."122

122Eisenhower, op., eit., p. 188,
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Later, speaking before the United Nations General As-
sembly in 1958 Eisenhower advocated that the United
States propose that the nations concerned in the 1948
conflict (Israel on the one hand, Jordan, Syria, and
Egypt on the other) call for a United Nations study
and possibly a permenent United Nations body to

control the flow of heavy armaments to the region.123

‘Furthermore, and most importantly for the United
States it could negate alot of suspicion that now
exists between the Arab countries and the United States
and could mean that the Western allies could safely
eschew their policy, followed for so manyv vears of
tryving "to hunt with the hounds of Zionism and run
with the hare of Arab Nationalism simultaneously)'Z*
Palestine would become an international problem and not
one associated with only the United States, It would
then be the primary problem of settlement between the
Arabs and the Jews in the international setting of the

United Nations with the United States no longer ap-

pearing as the number one protagonist, It must be

1231p54., p. 287,

124 eteini, op, cits, p. 134,
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realized that all this would have to be implemented
over a considerable period of time---in the long run
time alone will be the determinent as to whether the
Arab-Israeli conflict can ever be reaolved.125 It

can be reasoned that given enough time in the United
Nations, in the absence of the degree of United States
arms support presently going to countries of the Middle
East, (See Chapter VI) the Jews and the Arabs may be
able to concentrate their full energies at negotiation
so that, even if they led eventually no where, they
would keep their energies channeled at least con-

structively in a controlled arena and not destructively

among themselves,

Thus, using the United Nations as the international
body through which the problem could be aired the United
States should be able to disengage itself, after the
initial moves outlined in this chapter, from the sit-
nation unless it is through the United Nations that it
makes further recommendations, By this action the
United States hopefully could place itself in a more

favorable position by actualy supporting the United

125
Ibid,
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Nation's resolution on Palestine, better its image with
the Arabs,126 and continue to meintain the dominant

position over the Soviet Union in the Middle East,

Up to this point we have been primarily concerned
with examining political areas of interest in Middle Eastern
policy that will have an influence on future United States
policy formulation in this part of the world, Economic
factors, however, explain much of what is happening today
in the Middle East, a region notable for the wealth of
its oil resources and the poverty of its people, The
problems are of such magnitude--relentless population
pressure on limited resources in some areas, dependence
on 8 single-crop economy in some, need for land reform,
limited possibilities for industrialization~--that local
governments, despite brave words, are nearly all beyond
their depth in their attempts to cope with them, Our
concern here is with the bearing of economics on inter-

national relations and on the objectives of American

126Don Peretz, "The Arab Refugees: Changing Problem"
(Foreign Affairs, April 1963), p. Lég,
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policy. Economic factors, if not properly considered in
light of the overall Middle Eastern scene, can work to
the detriment of any state attempting to derive foreign
policy formulation for a particular area of the world,
Therefore, the following two chapters will deal with
United States foreign aid to the economic development
of Middle Eastern states in an attempt to evaluate the
different approaches that the United States can take in
the future regarding economic assistance that will best
support what has previously been determined to be the
pivotal focus of United States foreign policy in the

Middle East=-—==United States dominance over the Soviet

Union,



CHAPTER VI

ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE TO DEVELOPING NATIONS

From the outset it must be realized that foreigmn
aid has been a political force abroad, irrespective of
its successes and failures, Since the end of World War
IT its purposes and its achievements, its origins and its
operations, its giving and its receiving, all have in-
volved conflicts of ideology and power.127 In the course
of this chapter consideration will be given to ways in
which political aspects of past foreign aid can be realis-

tically minimized for the future,

127John Montgomery asserts that aid programs are
instruments of a general political strategy, though often
ill-defined at best, and hypothesizes that foreign aid as
a political instrument of United States policy is here to
stay because of its usefulness and flexibility. "The
Politics of Foreign Aid (New York: Frederick Praeger, 1962),
PP. 3-9. See also Robert Feis, Foreign Aid and Foreign
Policy (New York: St. Martin's Press, 1964), Chapter 13
for an account of past conflicts between economic assistance
and political ideology. George Liska states that foreign
aid will remain for some time an instrument of political
power and recipients of this aid will treat it as suChem m—m—
with composure when they are politically mature and self-
assured; with resentment when they are not, or have other
axes to grind and needs to meet, "Some Arabs may stigmatize
the political aspects of American aid, but they are the first
to play the most un economical politics with both foreign
aid and Arab o0il," They apparently know and if necessary
state what Mossadegh While Prime Minister of Iran said in
reply to a newly appointed director of the Point Four
Program in Irani" ,,, if it weren't for our neighbor to
the north vou would not be here," Liska suggests that aid
is and ought to be political in regard to countries who are
similarly oriented. The New Statecraft (Chicago: The Univer-
sity of Chicago Press, 0), Pe 1h,
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Foreign Aid and Foreign Policy

U. Alexis Johnson, while Deputy UnderSecretary of
State for Political Affairs, stated in regard to United
States Foreign Policy in the Middle East and, foreign
economic assistance, that "as a contribution to world
peace, and the eventual security of the American people,
the United States is concerned, through the use of
foreign aid, with helping to create political stability,
advance economic development, and to modernize social
systems both for the sake of the peoples of the Middle
East and for strengthening the Free World against ex-

pansion by those hostile to it."128

In pursuit of these objectives the United States,
beginning with the Truman Doctine of 1947, has implemented
a foreign aid program to developing nations with the avowed
purpose of assisting them in developing economically, so-
cially, and politically in order to bring about stability
and peace, Thus, foreign aid has been an arm of United
States foreign policy in the Middle East in attempting to

strengthen Middle Eastern countries against their

128Johnson, op. citss P 209,
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vulnerability to Soviet penetration into the area.129
Present hopes regarding the political benefits
from the employment of foreign aid rest on one or both
of two expectations, One is that if the United States
and its associates continue to increase and display
their combined power, (economic and political) the Gold
War will be wonj; the Communist countries will either
break up or quarrel among themselves, The other is
that even if this does not come about, the Communist
bloc=—~-convinced that it cannot defeat the West, will
eventually adopt, or be forced to adopt, a position
more acceptable to the national interests of the United

States in the Middle East,

These are the ultimate aims which most Americans
would like their foreign aid serve, Secretary of State
Dean Rusk, when discussing the then proposed Foreign

Assistance Act of 1962 with the Senate Committee on

129For a breakdown of United States military and
economic aid given to Middle Eastern countries from 1
July 1945 to 30 June 1962 see Time, "Report on aid"
March 29, 1963, For total United States aid to develop-
ing countries from 1956 to 1965 see Development Assistance
Efforts and Policies Organization for Economic Co-
operation and Development, 1966, p. 147,
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Foreign Relations, stated:

(Oour commitment) is basically the structure that
is outlined in the opening portions of the United Nations
Charter--a world society of independent states, freely
cooperating across national frontiers in pursuit of
common interests upon which they are agreed, So that
if one was to ask us what our primary target is in
the international scene, (in relations to foreign
aid) I would say a family of independent states in
a cooperative relations with each other,130

Opposition to Foreign Aid

31

Critics of United States foreign aid1 toward

Middle Eastern countries challenge the justification of

past economic assistance for what appears to have been

130Hﬂarings, April 5, 1962, pp. 25-=26,

131T'he Citizens Foreign Aid Committee, a conserva-
tive businessman'!s organization and principal lobbyist
against aid, describes the entire Mutual Security Act
as "one of the greatest pieces of pork barrel" legisla-
tion ever conceived and considers it "illegal" and used
"for palpably un-American purposes and projects." The
New York Times, April 26, 1960 and June 11, 1961, Books
like James W, Wiggins and Helmut Shoeck, eds, Foreign
Aid Reexamined (Washington: Public Affairs Press, 1958),
and Fugene W, Castle, The Great Giveaway (Chicago:
Regnery, 1957), testify to the vigor of the opposition,
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minimal results, They advocate that money used could have
been spent more productively for the United States in other
ways with a far greater return, such as on domestic projects
within the United States, and support a drastic foreign

aid withdrawal from the Middle East ~-- at least from count-
ries who do not appear to be sympathetic toward American

interests in the Middle East today.132 '

Such & withdrawal, would mean that Middle Eastern
countries not now receiving Soviet support would be forced
to request such support as foreign support is almost es-
sential in most Middle Eastern countries today due to a
lack of foreign exchange with which to develop internally.
Therefore, the very backbone of United States foreign
policy in the Middle East todate, would be broken and

Soviet domination over the srea would continue to

132A recent change has come about in foreign aid
spending, Up until 1963 a substantial part of foreign
aid was used to buy products made in other countries,
Now for example in 1960 $129 million worth or iron and
steel products were bought for the foreign aid program,
Of this less than $14 million, or 11%, was spent in the
United States, In 1963, on the other hand, out of a total
of €181 million, 884 was spent in the United States, For
further details see an address by Dean Rusk, "Your Stake
in Foreign Aid," Department of State Bulletin, V. 50,
Neo. 1291, March 23, 1964, p. 437,
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ETOW, 1 33

Soviet Economic Assistance Relations with Middle Eastern

Countries:

The possibility of the Soviet Union replacing the
United States in the Middle East, in the event that’a
United States reduction of foreign economic assistance to
the area did take place is reinforced by the impressive
economic relations that have developed between countries
of the Middle East and the Soviet Union, particularly
134

However, for the moment, it should

from 1955 -~ 1959.

1BjAlfred Neal states that a financial and technical
aid program to underdeveloped countries is extremely neces-
sary in regard to the United State's foreign policy stand
vis-a-vis the Soviet Union, He cites that for each 1% of
gross national product which the United States devotes to
aid, the Soviet Union would have to devote 2-3% of theirs,
Not only in addition to participating in the development
of underdeveloped countries putting economic pressure on
the Commumist bloc "through raising their ante of the aid
game will tighten the rules of the East-West trade game"
the development of which foreign aid plays a major role,
"New Economic Policies For the West, "Foreign Affairs,
January 1961, p, 250,

13L"IJ:’&:H?MI States official sources give the following
totals for Soviet bloc credits, including military aid,
through June 1959: Egypt, $658 million; Syria, $304 milliong
Iraq, $257 million, See United States State Department,
Report to Congress on the Muitual Security Program
(Washington, G,P,0, 1960), p. 113, For a review of Sino-
Soviet Economic Assistance to less developed countries
up to 1963 see The Flow of Financial Resources to Less-
Developed Countries 1956 =~ 1963, Paris: Organization for
Economic Cooperation and Development, 1964, pp. 54 = 56,
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be noted that some of these Middle Eastern countries have
been disappointed and frustrated in their economic relations
with the Soviet area, disturbed over the techniques employed
and over the heavy dependence which is developing, and have
become increasingly sensitive to the political implications

of the trade.135

Soviet economic objectives have previously been
touched upon in Chapter 2 and 5 of this thesis, How=
ever, it will be useful to briefly examine the relation-
ship between the ecomomic capabilities and priorities of
the Soviet bloc in supplying the arms and economic develop=-

ment needs to countries of the Middle East.

From the outset it must be remembered that al-
though the Soviet Union is a powerful industrial country
capable of making quantities of arms, machinery, and
equipment available to the Middle East she, like the

United States, faces many commitments in order to maintain

A summary of aid (military as well as economic) to Middle
Eastern states from 1963 to 20 May 1966, including a $200
million industrial complex to Turkey, a squadron of MIG=-2ls
and two tank battalions to Algeria, three squadrons of MIG-2ls
to Iraq, $150 million to Syria for a start on a Euphrates River
dam, plus rebuilding railways and prospecting for oil, and four
MIG squadrons, six submarines and a school of destroyvers to
Nasser, can be found in nThe Price of Penury," Time,May 20,
1966, pe. 36,

135g¢e Robert Allen, Soviet Economic Warfare (Washington,
D.C.: Public Affairs Press, 1930;, PP 213-218 for details on
how the Soviet Union has practiced reselling Middle Eastern
commodities to Eastern bloc countries at a profit, repayment
demands on Soviet bloc credits ( in order to gain complete
state control over an economy ), slow delivery practices,
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present growth and military prowess, Secondly, Russia is
commited to Eastern Europe and now to the war effort in

135 Thirdly, the Soviets are in the process

Southeast Asia,
of trying to detach third world countries from Western in-
fluence, Therefore, this order to priority implies that
the Middle East will receive a high priority only when
there is a definite possibility of bringing some country
under Soviet influence, The full capability of the Soviet

bloec cannot be brought to bear year and year upon situa-

tions in which the calculation indicates only a chance
137

of success,

Perhaps more important than economic capability
is the question of economic basis for large~scale trade
between the Middle East and the Soviet bloc, It is an
important part of the dogma of Communism that the Soviet
state, and now the Soviet bloc, be independent of foreign
sources of supply,; In recent years this concept has been
interpreted less rigidly, but there is no evidence to

suggest that the Soviet Undion will develop economic

inferiority of goods over similar Western commodities, rebates
and "kiokebacks™ from Middle Eadtern merchants, and often
inadequate preparation prior to starting projects,

136Roger Moris, "Russias State in Vietnam,"
The New Republic February 13, 1965, p. 13,

137“Soviet Russia and th® Under developed
Comntries: Trade and Aid," The World Teoday Vol, 13

5 May 1957, P. 216,
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ties to the point where it must depend upon suplies not
under its control, All lines of pfoduction, in agricul-
ture, in extractive industries, are advancing in the Soviet
Union according to plans which are aimed at self-suf-

ficiency.138

A current example of this is oil-~-the principle
export of the Middle East. The rapid growth of this
industry in the Soviet Union has permitted enlarged
exports and a substantial reduction of imports, Presently
the Soviet Union exports more than five times its imports
of crude o0il and more than three times its imports of
petroleum products.139 Small compared to Middle Eastern
exports, Soviet oil shipments are nonetheless growing
rapidly, and may incresingly become a competitive threat

to the Middle East in the West European markets, as

138Allan, op. cit., p. 218,

139,c of 1963 Soviet reserves of oil, along with
Eastern Europe and China, were 9,4% of the world oil
reserves, 1In 1965 Russia produced 15,5% of the total
world crude (in tons) and consumed almost that same amount,
Since exports are in excess of imports and Russia's rate
of consumption rose 9% over the past six years it stands
to reason that Russia will have to increase her own oil
production in order to satisfy the growth of internal
0il cwn sumption (which many experts say will be costly
or will have to be purchased by Russia from outside Middle
Eastern national oil companies,) "Statistical Review of
the World 0il Industry 1965," The British Petroleum Company
(London: Britannic March 1965)
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140

costs of all production with Russia decreace, It dis
rnot inconceiwvable that oil somedey may be removed from
the world of commerce and transformed more into a poli-

tical weapon for use in the struggle between nations,

Though economic relations between the Middle East
and the Communist world stem less from the economic motives
than from Soviet political decisions and objectives,

Soviet economie economic inroads into the Middle East

have had a substantial impact on the public mind and the
commercial community, First the Soviet economic impact

has resulted in the commitment of large quantities of
Middle Eastern exports to Communist markets for many years
to come; secondly in the psychological impact that has been

spoken of previously regarding the impression that the

lhOConvorsaly it is true that the Soviet Union, though
its oil reserves are large, due to internal costs of extract-
ing Soviet crude, may become a purchaser of Middle Eastern
erude and gas as exemplified by the recent Iranian~Russian
sgreement for natural gas, reference The Middle East Basic
0il Laws and Concessions Contracts-Supplement #14 (New
York: Petroleum Legislation, 1966), pp. A-0 to A=6,

TIf the Soviet Union did pursue this course of action
in the future it would be with Middle Eastern national oil
companies, such as NIOC, which would be in direct competition
with Western oil companies currently operating in the Middle
East. This practice would be of assistance to the Soviets in
attempting to economically dominate over the West in the area
of Middle Eastern oil and wonld bear out a theory expounded in
the Soviet publication International Affairs, July 1960, p.76
which stated: "It should be borne in mind that the 0il conces-—
sions represent as it were the foundation of the entire edifice
of Western politigal influence in the Middle East, of all
military bases and aggressive blocs, If this foundation cracks,
the entire edifice may begin to totter, and then come

tumbling down.,"
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accelerated progress of the Soviet Union since World
War II has made on leaders of some Middle Eastern

countries, (see Chapter 4),

However, politically, the impact has perhaps been
the most apparent. By siding with the nationalistic Arab
Middle East ageinst the United States and Israel, the
Soviet Union has begun to develop at least a short-run
political aslliance that appears to Middle Easterns to be
in their own favor. This is due to the Soviet and Czechoslo-
vakien sales of arms to the Middle East, apparent similarity
(positive neutrality) of positiomns in the United Nations,
and official statements commending the policies of Middle
Eastern nations have all tended to foster a political rela-
tionship which can be attributed at least in part, to the

vigorous Soviet economic warfare in the area.

As has been discussed already present Soviet policy
in the Middle East is essentially a tactical maneuver design-
ed to enhance the Soviet power position and to damage the
Western position in the area, Most Middle Eastern leaders
realize this but are at present willing to exploit the
npparen% temporary harmoney of interests in order to achieve

their own goals which include the destruction of Israel and
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the elimination of the remnants of "colonialism" in the

area.lhl

The Middle East at present is not yet so intimately
bound te Communist countries economically that it could
not extricate itself from its obligations., However, this
can be accomplished only with the assistance of Western
nations, In the meantime it does not seem likely that
Russia will abandon its long-rum goal; it may dissemble
and equivecate for a long period of time but ewentually
the Soviet Union will attempt to take over the Middle East

by subversion, aggression, or through economic :l.n:t‘lmam‘:e.l,*2

From the Middle Eastern point of view, the Soviet
bloc proves most useful to the extent that each country in
the area can interpret Seviet actions as being (1) exclusive=-
1y directed at Israel and the West and (2) te the extent
that Soviet material assistance comes in significant volume.,

In the absence of a strong economic basis for trade, as

lklAllen, Ops Cits, Pe 217,

1,+2Joseph 8. Berliner, Soviet Economic Aid (New
York: Praeger, 1958), p. 17.




- 127 =

compared to the United s1:.<su'lses,uj':3 it appears that the
Soviet Union will try to continue to exploit the Arab-
Israeli dispute, the crushing poverty, the struggle for
markets, and inter-=Arab rivilries by strategically placed
economic moves to further Russian influence in the Middle

Eastern area,

THE UNITED STATES RESPONSE TO THE SOVIET ECONOMIC OFFENSIVE:

As suggested by John Campbell the United States
response to the Soviet economic offensive should not be
@ response at all but a series of policies which stand on
their own feet in terms of the Middle East's needs and
aspirations. and United States mnational interests, In
the economic field there is every opportunity for initiative
and very little reason to try to outdo or copy the Soviets.
The challenge will be met if the United States and other
nations can develop sound contimuing economic policies and
programs which offer tﬁ Middle Eastern nations an attrac-

tive alternative to economic ties with the Soviet Union.luu

lha"Soviet Russian Economic Penetration in the
Middle East,™ Free World Forum, September-QOctober 1959,

Pe 38,
Lish

Campbell, op, cit., p. 276.
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George Liska offers some fairly simple methods
of dealing with the Soviet offensive, suggesting that
the United States always try and match or outdo Soviet
offers and to call upon the Soviets to match United States
efforts, Since the United States is economically stronger
Soviet compliance would overstrain Soviet resources; their
refusal to coeoperate would show them to be still an econo-
mically second-~class power which constitutes no real alter-
native to American aid. United States control in regard to
recipients might increase as a result, The drawback to this
approach would be that the United States would alse transfer
some control over American foreign aid policy to the Soviet
Union, since its serious or not so serious offers would

automatically have to be matched by the United States.lhs

Another simple solution would concern the recipients
of Soviet aid, 1In the more drastic approach the United
States would withhold aid from countries accepting Soviet
aid offers, especially if matched by American offers; or,
less vindictively, the United States would deduct Soviet
credits from the quota of American aid based on estimated

total needs of the recipient country,

1451 1eka, ops cit., pp. 185-186.,
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However, for the United States to insist on a
monopoly of aide~giving would lend substance to charges
of economic imperialism while presenting the Soviets
gratuitously with the role of spurned gemerosity. There~
fore participation by the Soviet Union andits satellites
in the trade of the Middle East, or in its economic develop-
ment, should be no cause of undue concern to the. West. The
danger lies in situations which allow the Soviet Union to
acquire positions of excessive influence, by well-~termed
bargains or ofifers, or by building up a dominating position
as a provider of capital or technical help in view of United
States foreign policy proves that are viewed by the Middle
East as generally compromising the area politically. The
best insurance against that danger lies in keeping open all
the channels for the Middle Eastern nations to trade with
the Free World, in averting serious payment problems which
force them to turn to the Soviet bloc, and in seeing that

146

their basic economies develop from non-communist sources,

luéspeiaar, Ops cit., Ps 277. It should also be kept
in mind that the "democratic process®™ utilized by the United
States in giving foreign aid, such as debates in Congress,
House and Senate committees and sub-committees, most of which
are openly aired by the press and other communications media,
is an unfamiliar process to most people of the world, They
generally find it less complicated to obtain initial assistance
from the Soviet Union or the Soviet bloc inasmuch as there are
not as many agencies. overtly participating in the decision as
to what aid shall be placed where, Therefore, for this and
other reasons that will be discussed, it is important for the
United States to attempt to develop close trade relations from
its foreign aid movements in the Middle East.
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Thus, trade and economic aid go hand in hand,

It was mentioned earlier that if the United States
could move the confrontation between herself and the Soviet
Union from the predominantly political realm to the economic
realm the United States would have the upper hand due to
her far greater economic resources, If the United States
could limit her activities in the political field, which
carries such dominant "colonialist" and "imperialist" over-
tones and move the challenge to the Soviet Union in the con-
text of economic support it might find that much of the
hostility previously directed toward United States foreign

aid as a "tool of imperialism" would disappear.

Yet merely moving the Soviet confrontation to the
economic field would not appear to be enough, Having
determined the usefulness of foreign aid in regard to
United States policy, andhaving considered the Soviet
economic offensive in the Middle East, it has yet to be
determined the future political involvement of United
States aid based on experiences of the past., What has been
the dominant philosophy behind the United States aid pro=-

gram in the Middle East?
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Richard Nolte cites two distinct philosophies

of motivation behind foreign aid,

1. To help defend the United States directly in
the Cold War by either overt or covert political
strings attached to aid agreements made with the

United Arab Republic,

2, To help raise the standard of living, provide
new jobs, foster development which will in turn
stabilize local politics, give local populations

an interest in the political status quo, and hope-

fully a friendly resulting association with the

United States.l47

IN SEARCH OF A PHILOSOPHY: CASE STUDY OF UNITED STATES

AID TO A MIDDLE EASTERN COUNTRY:

From a close examination of United States foreign
aid to the United Arab Republic since 1959, a key Middle

East recipient of foreign aid it would appear that the

luTRichard Nolte, "United States policy and the
Middle East," New Look At The Middle East, ed. Williem
Sands (Washington: . The Middle East Institute, 1957),

Pe 158'
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criteria behind its aid programs have more closely
coincided with the factors listed under (1) above rather
than (2). If we return momentarily to 1959 we find that
the United 8tates stepped up economic support to the
United Arab Republic primarily because she began to be
aware of the successes of the Soviet Union's active
economic aid program to the United Arab Republic and
because it was apparent that Nasser was in a commanding
position to wield political influence throughout a =i gni-
ficant part of the Middle East, The United States also saw
in economic support to Nasser the political opportunity of
opposing the Communist-supported Kassem in Iraq in his bid
for more political control over the Middle East, Thus, the
United States found in Nasser, for the moment, the best way
to oppose Communism in the Middle East and still achieve a

degree of political stahility in that aroa.l48

When, in 1960, the "Cleopatra®" after occurrodlhg the

148'Nassar Prestige Seen 8tronger Than Ever, " New
York Times, March 8, 1959, p. 7.

1hg’]:‘tm Cleopatra affair occurred on May 1, 1960 when New
York dock workers refused to unload the Egyptian freighter
"Cleopatra™ as a means of protesting the Arab blacklisting of
American ships that dealt with Israel, In return Egyptian port
workers immediately laumched a boycott of American shipping

in reprisal with Jordan and Syria shortly following suit.
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United States Senate reacted immediately by passing a
"politically loaded®™ amendment to the pending Foreign Aid
Bill giving the President power to withhold economic aid
to the United Arab Republic over political actions and
attitudes of that country "not in themnatiomal interests

of the United States." This action quite clearly implied
that the American non-military aid to Egypt was being given
with political strings attached and that the United Arab
Republic was expected to "line up" with the Unit ed States

150

over certain political matters,

Again, in 1961, with the collapse of the United

Arab Republic and with Nasser's turning inwardly to the
strengthening of internal Egyptien affairs, the United
States again saw an opportunity of drawing Nasser cl oser

to the Western camp and enlisting his support in combatting
Communism, For these reasons, United States aid was

» |
stepped up aid to Egypt.15

15°Fbr more details see "House of Reprasentatives
Seeks Aid Amendment," New York Times, May 3, ;zéoa p;22;
ope cit., May 5, 1960, p. 34; "Nasser Scores United States
Senate Action, og. cit., May 8, 1960, p. 26; and The London
Tilllea, H.ay 2’ 19 0’ Pe 12a.

151Editorial, New York Times, May 19, 1962, p. 26,




But, in the Spring of 1963, criticism directed
at the United Arab Republic again broke out in the United

152 and

States Senate over Nasser's political activities
again a bill was introduced in the House of Representa-

tives to cut off all aid to Nasser on the grounds that

such aid allowed Nasser to devote his own country's resources
toward an aggresive role against another Middle Eastern
state, Factions in Congress urged complete refusal of

aid to the United Arab Republic,or any country, for reasons
of purely political origins and with a minimum of regard

to economic aid purely for the sake of economic aid to

the United Arab Republic. There appears to have been

little thought given without the need or requirement for
political gqualifications to be attached to that aid as a

necessary perogative for its continuation, let alone

completion of already existing agreements,

This policy was clearly enunciated in October 1963

when the United States Government informed Nasser that

152 i critieism was particularly leveled at (1)
Nasser'!s reoccuring verbal attacks upon Israel, (2) fears
from pro-Zionist elements in the United States that the
balance of power had swung in Nasser's favor over Israel,
(3) jealousies shared by Iran, Saudi Arabia, and Jordan
over Nasser's growth to power, (4) the Yemen Affair begin-
ning in September 1962, (5) reports that Nasser had
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future American aid to the United Arab Republic depended
on his progress of troop withdrawals from Yemen.l59 When,
following this delcaration, the United States Senate
adopted a resolution to end aid to the United Arab
Republic it was the President of the United States him-
self who openly stated that he did not feel that political
threats from Capitol Hill "will bring the results which

are frequently hoped for."lsu

When, after close to a year of Congressional
political agitation towards Egypt's foreign policy in
the Middle East, and toward the United States, President
Nasser openly challenged the United State's delay in
acting upon a six month requested extension to the

already existing aid agreement and declared that the

assembled a staff of former Nazi officers and technicians in
order to establish a neclear program, as well as (6) a general
Arab nationalist movement toward a union with Egypt anqhore
frequent demonstrations ageinst anti~Nasser governments within
the Middle East, "U.S. Semate Scores U,S. Aid to U.A.R., New

York Times, May 1, 1963, p. 1.

153'0.5. Senate Votes To Disquality U.A.,R. From
Further U.S. Aid," New York Times, November 8, 1963, p. 1.

154“Presidant Kennedy Opposes Curb," New York
Times, November 15, 1963, p. 18.
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Egyptian people were ready to cut their rations and do
without aid rather than let the United States dictate
Egyptian policy, ("the United States wants to give us

aid and dominate our policy')155

the days of liberal and
long term United States economic aid to the Umnited Arab
Republic came to an end., Though the President of the
United 8tates retained a free hand in determining to

what degree continued aid to the United Arab Republic,

if it were to be continued, would be in the "national
interest™ of the United States a gradual decline in the
amounts and terms of aid to the United Arab Republic

resulted,

Thus, by the early Spring of 1966, with Nasser!'s
military campaign in Yemen still not completely abandoned,
and with United States military and aid committments in
Southeast Asia growing steadily greater and more costly,
the United States began to realize that certain rather
sharp adjustments were going to have to be made in regard

to certain economic aid recipient countries, such as Egypt,

155'U.S. Studies Continuance of U.A.R. Aid," New
York Times, D@cember 13, 1964, p. 24,
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who have practiced a policy of unabated "positive neutra-
lism™ but whose intermal nation building programs have re-—
mained secondary to their primary political goals. The

United States Department of State, in examining the

effects of the "Food For Peace" Program in Egypt and other
"neutral® countries receiving United States economic aid,
noted that the free grain and surplus commodities provided
since 1955 (to Egypt since 1959) had depressed foreign markets,
discouraged their farmers, and. hed caused these countries to

156 In effect the

become victims of "food imperialism.,"
Food For Peace Program appeared geared to let the United
States get rid of mounting food surpluses, first and
foremost, and was designed to help receiving nations only

as a secondary consideration. As a result Egypt had accomp-
lished very little in developing an internal self-supporting
agricultural system but rather had released funds, freed by
the Food For Peace Program, for more politically oriented
projects. Therefore, the Administration's new $6.6 billion
Food For Freedom Bill, passed in 1966 by the Congress,

requires receiving countries to build up their own agricul=-

tural ontﬁut through self~help while receiving United States

156"The struggle To End Hunger," Time, August 12,
1966, p. 43..



PL 480 assistance.l57 However, since the United States
Government has not renewed its major aid agreement to
Egypt, which expired on June 30, 1966, and has declined
to open negotistions with the Nasser regime on any new
aid requests, it appears that political, as well as
economic, dissatisfaction with the Nasser regime will
continue to dominate the United States foreign economic

aid policy to Egypt.

nBecause we expressed our view on Israel and
nuclear development, Saudi Arabia, and China as we feel
the American Government has decided there is to be no
eid to the United Arab Republic unless there is a certain
American natioma 1l interest,'l58 is the statement President

Nasser has expressed as the prevailing feeling within the

ls?;pid. Public Law 89-808, 89th Congress, H.R.
1429, November 11, 1966, Section 2 states that "The Congress
hereby declared it to be the policy of the United States
to expand international trade; to develop and expand export
markets for U.,S, agricultural commodities; to use the
abundant agricultural productivity of the United States
to combat -hunger and malnutrition and to encourage economic
development in the developing countries, with particular
emphasis on assistance to those countries that are deter-
mined to improve their own agricultural production;

Section 109 (a): The President shall consider
the extent to which the recipient country is undertaking
wherever practicable self-help measures to increase per
capita production,.

158'Nasaer Says that U.S. Stalls on Aid Because It
Opposes Cairo Views," New York Times, July 22, 1966, p.2.
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United Arab Republic today over the economic aid program
of the United States toward the United Arab Republic.,

This feeling was re-emphasized on 3 January 1967 with

fho United Arab Republic's conclusion of an agreement with
the Soviet Unig$n for 650,000 tons of wheat., The agreement
stipulated that Russia will be repaid in Egyptian goods,
The news of the agreement came less than two weeks after
Nasser had accused the United States of waging a political

"war of famine™ against his cuuntry.159

It, therefore, appears that political considera~
tions have predominated over more economic values aimed,
first and foremost, at the people of a key Middle East
country who the United States was supporting with
economic aid, "Positive neutralism®™ arose in the
Middle East as a result of Cold War Powers using the
Middle East for its own Cold Var advantages with little
regard to the aspirations of the people who were being
used as the dispensable quotient, The aid programs to
countries of the Middle East in the past has been portrayed

as a means of only accomplishing United States obJjectives

159%01te, ops cit., p. 159.
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in the Cold War for the explicit advantage of the United

States and not primarily for the benefit of the peoples

of the recipient countries.lﬁo Aid has been given with

the anticipation only that it would automatically win

and or obligate receiving countries to openly support

the political, anti-Communist, objectiwves of the United
States. When this obligation failed to materialize as

the United States has assumed it would in the case of

Egypt, the United States forced Nasser into the position
overtly where he had £o openly choose support for United
States foreign pelicy objectives or avowedly choose to
accept the objectives of "neutralism"™ which had been the
key source to his own personal success in both Egypt and the

Middle East. As can be expected he chose the latter,

Foreign aid in the Middle East since 1945, as
elsewhere in the world, has been directed toward stifling
the spread of Communism principally for the security of the
United States, Certainly this in itself is not wrong. It

is in the natiomal interest of the people of the United

160'Soviet Wheat For U.A.R. in Barter Deal,"
New York Times, Januery 3, 1967, p. 1.
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States and the interests of the American people must
always come first in foreign policy., But, where the
United States has failed is in its overt lack of con-
cern for the goals drives, aspirations, hopes, and
dreams of the people of the Middle East and their
attitudes., In short, the United States has employed
fbreign aid as a means to an end that appears to have
recognized only what was good for the American people
alone.without taking into consideration what the people
of the Middle East also felt was important and then
trying to arrive at an approach which would be suited

to the goals of all conoerned.lGl

161Montgcmaroy states that much of the activity
of American aid is performed mot for the benefit of the
present host govermment, but for that of its successors,
Therefore he feels that many times people tend to mis-
interpret what U,S. foreign aid is really intended on doing
given enough time, What may seem momentarily unimportant
or unpalatable to the current regime may nevertheless have
to remain high on the American list of priorities, Concern
for the "next governgents" represents an important element
in American aid operations even though the aid programs
as a whole tend to support existing regimes, For further
details see Chapter VI. op. cit., p. 249. Also relevant
is "The Operational Aspects of United States Foreign Policy,"
a study prepared at the request of the Senate Committee on
Foreign Relations by the Maxwell Graduate School of Citizen-
ship and Public Affairs, Syracuse University, in United

States Foreign Polic Doc, No. 24, 87th Cong. lst sess.
Weshington: GPO, 1961), PP. 31=40.
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Thus is a growing school of thought that postulates
that unless the United States changes the orientation of
its foreign aid program, so that it does not appear to be
working against the best interests of the American people,
or the aspiring objectives of the people of the Middle
East, it is questionable whether continued aid, given in
the context in which it has been given, will do more harm
than good, not only to the peoples of receiving countries
but towﬁrd the potential good, throughout the world, that

could be stimulated by the United States of America.162

On the other hand, from a realistic point of view,
the United States will undoubtedly use aid to further any
political objectives in the Middle East that it may choose
to pursue. However, the point here lies in the fact that
political considerations do not necessarily have to be the
backbone of the United States foreign aid program in the
Middle East~=the primary motivator in deciding what countries

will receive from the standpoint of economic assistance.

In this brief review of the United States Foreign

Aid Program to the United Arab Republic, a Middle East

162Nancy Balfour, "A Generation of U.S. Aid," The
World Today (London: Royal Institute of International
Affairs, July 1964), p. 304,
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country having felt the effects of the political aspects
of United States economic assistance, it is understandable
why Congress in the past has fixed riders to foreign aid
bills, designed to fix detailed conditions for the receipt
of aid, This has been due td the United States using aid
as an arm of United States foreign policy primarily to
stop the spread of Communism., It has, therefore, been
natura; for Congress to resent it when recipients of aid
have voted against the United States in the United Nations
or insist on remaining neutral in the argument with the
Communist World-- or even dealing with them. Yet, it
(according to Secretary Johnson) aid is supposed to build
up political stability with resulting indep endence this

must be expected.163

As Nancy Balfour suggests omne future foreign
policy approach is a change in United States foreign aid
orientation, Elements of the American society appear to
be getting tired of giving money away for aid while being
told that the United States is doing so to fight Communism
and then watch the pro-Communist activities of aid recip-

ients, Though the intent of foreign aid would remain the

1631pid,, .p. 302.



same the spirit in which it would be given might change,
Increased emphasis could be placed in the areas of
administration samd in using economic assistance to

stimulate future trade agreements,

GENERAL GUIDELINES OF FOREIGN AID DEVELOPMENT:

To begin with, in the conviction that aid for
development should be a continuing part of the foreign
policy of the United States not only to maintain a dominant
position over the Soviet Union but to participate actively
in the economic and social change occurring in the Middle
East, three basic guidelines for the future can be made

regarding the use of such aid.

(L) The fact that the United States is committed to
the goal of the independence of the Middle East
should not cause it to confuse the idesl with its
ectual attainment, A truly independent Middile
East would seem to offer the best promise of
stability in the region, and would thus con-

tribute to the peace and stability of the world,
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But by encouraging in Middle Eastern states an
inflated sense of self-importance the United

States is indirectly retarding the desired
achievement, Foreign aid, which is so urgently
needed, may be belittled and even declined it

the prospective recipient is pampered into the
erroneous belief that such assistance is really with-
~out responsbility on his part, United States
policy should be a realistic one and strive neither
to overplay nor to understimate the current state of
a nation's development., A level appraisel of the
situation cannot but prove advantageous, in the

final analysis, to both sides.lGh

For example, before carrying out various types
of foreign aid projects in supplying the capital,
technicians, and specialists and commodities and
materials, the United States must first be con-
cerned with the degree of literacy existing with-
in the areas in which these projects would be ini-
tiated, This is so that the projects to be built

will be able to be operated by the host countries.

16hSpeiser,-oE. cit., p. 234.
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Education projects should therefore be con-

sidered as some of the earliest to be established.

It must also be kept in mind that a change
in one cultural item will affect other elements
in the society; therefore, before the implementa-
tion of a technical program those responsable must
be acquainted with the whole gamut of social rela-
tions to be aware of the far-reaching implications
of any change that may be introduced, Expected
reactions of the natives must be appraised toward
that innovation and the possible disorganization
that might offset the advantage of the new cultural
item.165 (as an example the use of the radio
initially being condemned until it started

broadcasting the Koran),

Since receiving countries will be contributing man-
power and labor to United States aid projects
a clear and purposeful view on the part of the
receiving peoples as to what a United States develop-

ment preject actuslly involves wald be highly

165Hamady, op., cit.y, Pe 232.
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desirable.166 Economic assistance toward develop-

ment will not work if it is wiewed by the people
as coming automatically with the escape from
colonialism or provided by a strong world power
politically in order to gain the upper hand in

the cold war between East and West, It would have
to be recognized as coming from one people who

believe in the goals and aspirations of another,

(2) The program of economic and technological develop~-
ment selected should be based on criterialthat are
primarily economic rather than military of political-
although military and political benefits may flow
from it in due course, Furthermore, economic aid
could be based to help alleviate certain long stand-
ing political problems such as providing needed
technical skills training to Arab Refugees to help

16
eliminate the Arab Refugee problem, 7 But the

: 166860 John K, Galbraith, "A Positive Approach to
Foreign Aid," Foreign Affairs, XXXIX, April, 1961, p. 230.

167According to Nadav Safran another approach to
the Arab Refugees approaches the problem indirectly. If
the United States were to promote to a greater extent
than now the economic development of Jordan, where
most of the refugees dwell, forces of the market might
be likely to induce many of the younger refugees
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guiding purpose should be to foster sound and
steady economic development based on the best
available estimates of what is absolutely required
for the total population in each country and in

the region as a whole,

In America'!s prescription for the improvement
of 6ther countries it has a tendency to advocate
‘what exists in the United States with no critical
view of its appropriateness to the situation or
stage of developmemt of the other country. As a

result there is a measure of incoherence, dis-

to give up living on the dole of relief agencies and try

to reconstruct their lives, The greater the economic develop-
ment and the higher the stamdard of living outside the

refugee camps, the more refugees would be induced to take
advantage of the new opportunities, However, no attempt

would be made to press the reluctant; nobody would be asked

to renounce formally any political rights or claims against
Israel, The program would be explicity one of economic
development of Jordan, not of refugee resettlement as such.
"Yet, after another ten years, or maybe twenty, the bulk of the
refugee problem might be jon. its way to solution as a result.”
Safran, ope. cit., Pe. 290, However, this approach is chal-
lenged by Ellis in Challenge in the Middle East by his state-
ment that "the Arabs are in mo mood to compromise with the
Jewish State, This evidence is centered on the attitude of
the young Palestinian refugees. The younger generation of
refugees, increasingly taking over leadership of the refugee
groups, is beginning to demsnd a harder policy toward Israel
than the Arab Governments have been employing. This attitude
is based on the general Arab confidence that time is working
on the Arab side; that the Arab case is becoming better under-
stood in the West; that Jews in the U.S. are bound to grow
weary of the financial effort to keep Israel afloat,"pp.114-115,
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continuity, dispersal of scarce energies and,
inevitably, of waste. These will improve only
when the United States begins seriously to ask
what is needed--when targets are established
and attentiontecomes focused on what is required

to rTeach tham.l63

The targets selected would be primarily

‘economic but designed primaxrily to

(1) meke a specified gein in national income.

(2) make a specified improvement in its distribu-
tiomn,

(3) make a specified advance in literacy

(4) make a specified improvement in education.169

168, praith, ops cite, Pe 231. Channeling future
aid projects through the auspices of private American
enterprise, working in partnership with Middle Eastern
business, might put the finger of blame more specifically
on those responsible for failure, resulting in the non-pay-
ment of services rendered until the specifications of a
project had been satisfactorily met. This approach will be
discussed later in this chapter.

1691b1d.. p. 234,
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In selecting targets, evaluations should take
place concerning such questions as (1) why should the
project be done at all? (2) why should it be done in
this way? (3) why now? (4) why all of it? (5) will

other supporting projects be necessary.170

By this method of targets there will be a way of
measuring outlay and adherence to schedules, Failures
will be explained and responsibility pinpointed. Every
project would be designed to try and catch the imagination
of the receiving country and attract the energies of that
country. Education should be accelerated at the same pace
as economic projects~--of a sufficient long-range and

permanent nature. From this should evolve social reform.

A country must went to have this type of assistance.
It cannot be forced, It must be remembered that the aware-
ness of mistrust among Arabs makes it hard for them to
believe others easily and produces in them a certain
defensive attitude. "No one can scmatch my back but my

own two fingers" and "In adversities one has no bro ther

170Thornburg, op. cit.; P 239.
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and no friend" reveal a resultant rejection of accepting
aid from others and an adjustment to his lack of belief

in others by a denial of his need for them.l7l

Yet under
such a system the United States could begin to measure the
results of its foreign aid and make necessary corrections

172

for the future. not all entirely politically oriented.

(3) A third guideline is impartiality. A basic
purpose of foreign economic aid is to strengthen
the Middle East generally; that the United States
wishes to see progress rather than stagnation and
unrest in all states of the area-allies and
neutrals. The aim is to support a program that
reaches and serves the peoples of the Middle East,
not necessarily over the heads of their governments
but, insofar as possible and reasonable, without
regard to the political views of governments,
However, it is recognized that the application of
this principle will vary from country to country
and will not always be able to be applied to every
situation that the United States faces in the Middle

East,

17lﬂamady, 9ps cit., Pp. 102,

172Galbrﬂith. °E= cito’ p- 236.



- 152 =

Yet, a striving for impartiality is an important
consideration for in the final analysis, no matter
what the United States says its actions speak louder
than its words. When the United States or its
allies, with its approval, arms Israel with the
avowed purpose of making the two and one-~half
million Jews there stronger than the close to 100
million Arabs surrounding that country, America is
not presenting the picture of an impartial country,
no matter what it claims, When America provides
West Germany with heavy arms and authorizes her
to transfer one hundred million.dollars worth of
these arms to Israel it does mot appear to be
strengthening its bonds of friendship with both
Israel and the Arabs but with Israel alone.173
The United States should not profess impartiality

if it is obvious from its actions that impartiality

is not its intent,

173Total official U,S, militaxry and economic aid
to Israel from 1945 to 1962 totalled two=-thirds of U,S.
military and economic aid given to Arab Middle Eastern
countries, This calculation does not take in Turkey, Iran,
Greece, and Paekistan, nor private source donations. Time,

March 29, 1963,
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HOW_TO CHANGE: THE INITIAL STEP

Thus, keeping in mind the basic objectives of
foreign aid and general guidelines outlined, particularly
United States claims of impertiality, a beginning to an
overall change in United States foreign aid might begin
with the United States "Food For Peace" Program. Public
law 480 surplus food programs could be substantially re-
placed by the very recent agreement of industrial countries
of the world, under the Kennedy Round of Trade Negotiations,
to provide a food-aid program of wheat and other grains
multi-laterally, This agreement of ma jor industrial importers
and exporters linked a foodw~aid program to an accord regu=-
lating international trade in grains., In participating in
this program the United States Government will share the
burden in the future of getting food to nations mwequiring
assistance while having, simultaneously, gains from import-
ing nations buying more wheat from the United States to help
in the providing of this assistance, By major industrial
countries agreeing on both a new international minimum
wheat price and a joint-multi-lateral program of food=aid

United States agriculture is expected to benefit as the
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United States is expected to shoulder 42% of the 4.5
million ton program in the future, At the same time

the United States will be participating in a multi-lateral
program of consumable commodity assistance and will not be
as susceptible as in the past to future charges of using

its "Food For Peace"™ program for strictly political ends.174

The United States stockpile of surplus food--—parti-
cularly wheat, coarse grains, butter, cheese, skim milk,
tabacco, and cotton, is estimated to cost nearly 1,000,000
per annum to hold.175 These commodities, if needed by
other parts of the world, should be provided them but
through a multi-lateral means, This will continue to
allow United States farmers to produce and will not cause
the United States Governmment to have to increase payments
to the farmer for non-production, It has been estimated
that unless the world learns to feed itself there will be

world famine in less than 20 yaars.l76 Until now free food

174'T@riff Talks Near End As Agreements Are Set on
Food Aid and Grains," New York Times, May 15, 1967, p.l.
"Kennedy Round Past Deadline," New York Times, May 16, 1967.

Pe 1.

1753a1four, ops cit.; Pe 302,

176Tim°’ °E= Cit. ’ pp. 1‘2"'“’3.
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generally given under the "Food For Peace" Program--~Public
Law 480, las depressed foreign markets, discouraged their
farmers, and in essence has made nations receiving support
under this program victims of "food imperialism®", In
effect the Food For Peace program was so explicitly
designed to let the United States get rid of its sur-
pluses that it neglected to encourage foreign agricule-

177

ture,

Thus, by shifting the emphasis of foreign aid
from intangible, eonsumable, "here today gone tomorrow"
assistance to more tangible lasting projects which will be
accomplished directly under the joint supervision and
control of joint United States—-~Middle Eastern agencies,
the United States will be taking a major step in trying to
divorce economic aid from the politics of a country and will
appear to be putting forth aid for the sake of economic
assistance alone and not 25 a means of political manipula-

tion.

177 1p54q.
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Following this, on a more strict basis than
in the past, the United States, in order to show that
the Americans accept foreign aid as something desirable
from the standpoint of a country who has gone through
her period of ecconomic growth énd who is now willing to
help other countries gding through the same development
that she went through, would provide money, materials,
end technical supervision for public welfare works that
will overtly be for the gemneral and overall use of all
the peoples of the countries in which they are being
established, such as dams, public sxhools, hydro-electric
projects, univerdties,l78 aéricultural projects confined
to a specific area of a country, like a TVA project, and
not scattered all over a country so that it will gpear to
all that the United States has contributed in a particular
place along a particular specific line, (An example of
this is the Near East Foundation Project in Iran centered

entirely in a small area in the southwestern part of the

178ror an Arab view on U,S. "soft good® foreign aid

as opposed to more permanent lasting projects see "The
Uselessness of American Aid," Arab World, September 23,

1954, p. 6.
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country. ) Nothing specific need be asked from these
projects~~the mamner and spirit in which they are done
would be all that is necessary to show countries of the
Middle East that the United East that the United States
has no "imperialistic™ aim in the Middle East but that

it is interested first and foremost in attempting to help
the people of the area attain their objectives, goals,
and their aspirations, The red flag of Communism need
not be continually waved in the face of these people and
they need not be coerced into taking sides in an East~

West battle 1ine.;79

MODUS OPERANDI: COOPERATION OF AMERICAN BUSINESS

To~date even though one of the main pbjectives
of United States foreign aid has beenn to relieve the
poverty and promote the economic well=being of the Arab
countries to render them less vulnerable to communist

infiltration there are certain limitations that have

179Balfour, 0Pe Cite, Po 304,
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been set by the inherent nature of the American economic

system itself,

One of these has been that the percentage of
profit in investment possibilities abroad has mnot been
of sufficient strength to¢ encourage private American capital
spending. Egypt and Iran, as examples, have been too risky
for the amount of profit ava:l.lable.lao In an effort to
utilize the private sector more effectively in an aim

of foreign aid in the future the United States might

adopt the following:

(1) Embark upon a policy of umnderwriting business
investments abroad that invest or venture into
an srea with a service or product deemed by the
United States Government to be vitally necessary
for the economic development of a particular country
or area, The stipulation would be made, that said
business would go into partnership with a Middle
Eastern firm so that business experience would be
derived from the United States firm and the local

economy would become a recipient in profits shared,

18°M.S. Agwani, The United States and the Arab VWorld.
Aligarth: Muslim University, 1955, P. 110.
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primarily in the form of future investment by

the local Middle Eastern firm.181

(2) Open bids to private American firms for the
construction of United States foreign aid projects
abroad, Not only would this ppen up a wider avenue
for United States business internationally but it
would put the burden of responsibility upon a
particular American company, though working in
conjunction with local Middle Eastern firms, as

target dates, errors in non—compliance with

lalCommerca Department offices around the country
ask businessmen in their areas what they'd like to see
abroad, Meanwhile reports from abroad show what products
are needed where, A trade mission is organized composed
of 5-6 American business men and two men from the Depart-
ment of Commerce, Mission members must be expert in a
specific business area; have experience in foreign trade;
give promise of being good ambassadors., After several
briefings they fly to the host country where United States
Embassy officials have been lining up businessmen with
proposals they want to discuss.

Members of the mission must do business for
themselves and their competitors in the U.S.A. An ex-
change of technical information is effected and often joint
ventures between U.S. companies and companies in the
host countries result, Technical and business problems
can often jointly be solved and businessmen fmom both
countries can broaden their knowledge and learn to
understand each other. "A Government Business Team
That Works," Readers Digest, December 1963, pp. 11l1=114,
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specifications, exceeding budgets. Max Thormnburg
has stated that one big problem with overseas
economic projects in the past is that there has

been no definite chain of responsibility established
the conduct of these projects to pinpoint where
something or somebody has erroredlsz. Under a

bid contracting system a United States firm awarded
a contract for a overseas Unitad States aid project
would be required by the very nature of the contract
he bid upon to meet the demandg of said contract,

with the owness of responsibility falling directly

to him if specificaticns were not met,

Establish training programs for foreign nati ons

engaged in operating completed projects in their
respective countries upon the withdrawal of the
American contractor, Therefore, during the comrse

of work om a particular project on-the-~jobtraining
programs could be conducted by the American contractor,

in cooperation with his Middle Eastern partner,

lsarhornburg, ops cit., Pp. 238-239.
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preparing persomnnel to be able to carry om with
the operation of a particular project in the

future.183

Using the approach of an American firm working
in partnership with a Middle Eastner firm, on a 50-50
profit share basis regarding a particular foreign aid
project, might show the people of the Middle East that
the United States is making an effort to work at the
level of the people through private business and not on
a government to government basis or on a business and
Middle Eastern government.basis.lsu If effective it would
be more different to make the charge that United States

business had allied itself with feudal and reactionary

regimes in the Middle East in order to exploit their peoples

183"In the past U.S, planning missions have offered
detailed instruction as to what should be done and then
often left the host country with the far more difficult
task of execution being left with the hast country. There~
fore, U,S. prese nce in the country in charge of a project
until its completion, is a more feasible approach, Simul-
taneously personnel from that country would be trained
for future operation." Qalbraith, op., cit., p. 234.

lBuDavid Bell, Director of the Agency For Inter-
national Development in discussing foreign aid to developing
countries stresses the United States strong support of the
private sector in developing countries, In stressing this
the U,S. Government is learning to draw more effectively in
resources available in the private sector of the United
States., "Continually searching for better ways in which



and prevent economic and social progress, To the charge
that United States business is exploiting a particular
country any United States firm working onm a United States
government aid project could always point to its Middle
Eastern partner, working together on a 50~50 profit-share
basis, to show that exploitation was not its purpose in
being in the Middle East., Under this system, as has been
mentioned, the United States firm would have to be under-
written by the United States Government in the event that
a political situation caused or forced cancellation of

a certain aid project from which the specifications were

not able to be satisfied through no fault of the contractor,

In essence, what the United States wants from
a long-range ecomomic program is results: economic, social,

and with luck political, It does not want the headaches

to utilike the support and assistance of U.S. business
abroad," For a list of some U,S. government----U,S.

private sector projects in foreign countries see
pp. 824-825, "Major Objectives of the Foreign Aid

Program," U.S. State Department Bulletin, V. 5,
No.1328, December 7, 193&.



and special responsibilities involved with identification
with specific projects that may turnm out badly-~from the
point of wview of Unit ed States Government assistance

per se., But if a private business partnership (American
and Middle Bastern) could be used to propagate selected
projects, and then later international agencies assume
some of the share of necessary financial aid for extremely
large projects, such &s the World Bank, both sides in the
recdnt Cold War might become satisfied and antagonisms in
the Middle Eastern countries might be greatly decreased,
"politicel strings"--a creative so well capitalized upon
and used agasinst the Umit ed States should be eliminated,
whenever possible, from long-term aid., Future aid should
be given for short-texrms only, renewable, with continuous

appraisals of existing aid projects constantly in pro-

gress,

A SHIFT IN EMPHASIS FROM GOVERNMENT TO COMMERCE

Under such an approach, involving the American
private sector into the mechanics of distributing foreign

aid through contract agreements in conjunction with the
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Middle Eastermn private sector, opportunities for establish-

ing closer trade ties should arise as a result.

During 1960 the totzl exports of the less developed
areas amounted to 31 billiom while the flow of financial
assistance from the industrial nations amounted to 8 b:l.:i.lion.]'85
Therefore, trade has proven a prime factor in developing
a country. Since the United States foreign economic policy
is basically one of supporting the sound development and
growth of less developed areas one of the most important
steps it can take is supporting and promoting the growth
of trade between industrial and less~developed areas,
Egypt, as ouf case study example, with a single money
crop, can never progress econonically without markets
and these have not been amply available in the West
particularly since the United States has become a strong
cotton competitor in the world market and has depressed
the intermational price of cotton by taking a significant
lead in the export of cotton. If Egypt was to progress
at the ambitious rate desired by Nasser she would also

have required economic aid im amounts that the West was

185Uilliam Butler, "Irade amd Less Developed Areas,"
Foreign Affairs (XXXXIX, Jesnuary 1963), p. 378.
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not likely to provide., Therefore, Nasser'!s concept of
"positive neutrality"™ was to balance the two great power
blocs against each other, and to encourage rivalry between

them in support of Egyptt!s development,

Nasser's concept seemed valid and initial indica-
tions were that it would work, But he overplayed his hand
by undertaking an anti-~Western campaign. He was not content
with concentrating his energies on the encormous task of
Egypt'!s internal development, While he played the game
of international politics he alienated the West and there-—
by destroyed the hoped~for rivalry of economic competition

baetween East and Uest.186

As a result of this, and other similar situations
that have occurred, it has been discussed that the Economic
Development Program of the United States Government, in
the future, to a large degree be taken out of the realm
of governmental operating agencies, to reduce political

conflicts, and placed in the hands of United States private

186Charles E., Zimmer, "United States Foreign Policy
Toward Egypt, 1955-1960," Unpublished Masters Thesis
(University Library, American University of Beirut, Lebanon),

p. 132,
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industry. United States private industry, working
closely with foreign private industry, does not make

the government the indispensable force that it is
becoming in 211 fields of the Middle East. In taking
this approach, from the point of view of trade relations,
the United States government basically would be following
a more commercial approach toward forxeign economic

development by seeking:

(1) To orient commodity agreements to expand world
trade. An objective would be to facilitate the
adjustments reguired by free markets rather than
to replace free markets with rigid controls and

high prices,

(2) To compensate less developed hations for sharp
reductions in exchange earnings due to a drop
in the price or export volume of commodities,
The real objective is to maintain the ability
of these mations to import, and thus support
their domestic development, It may be better
to lend them the money directly to minimize the im-
pact of fluctuating export earnings than to go into

the indirect and exceedingly difficult process of
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stabilizing commodity pricea.lB7

(3) To stand to maintain the reduction of United
States tariffs and quotas on a number of primary
products which the United States subsidizes
internally within the United States which, if
exported from under developed countries, would

result in increased earnings for that area.lBB

187 putler, loc. cit.

1881f the United States is to be a leader in
reducing tariffs to the extent required it would have
to give up the "no damage" rule in making tariff adjust-
ments. This means that it would have to have machinery
available, as the Common Market countries now have, for
dealing with internal problems of distress resulting
from import competition in some areas, According to Neal
inasmuch as the United States needs this machinery amwyway
for dealing with much larger domestic problems of techno-
logical change, changes in demand and shifts in industrial
location, the special provision dealing with change due to
import competition could probably be incorporated into a
general measure dealing with distressed areas and di s~

placed workers, Neal, op, cit., Pe 250,

The Johnson Administration does not appear to be
concerned over the resulting employment that could come
as a result of tariff reductions for, as a result of the
Kennedy Round of Tariff Negotiations, tariffs in the
United States have been reduced by an average of 30%
over the 1967 - 1972 period. Thousands of tariffs
have been cut in half and others eliminated entirely.
Thus, smaller indmstrial countries will be able to more
readily market their products in the United States,

New York Times, May 15, 1967, p. 3.
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The inevitable result of these recommendations
would be that the less developed nations will
increasingly become able to sell more and more
manufactured products to the United States and
other industrial nations on a very competitive basis,

Thus, a mowve toward stronger trade ties.

Another school of thought considers that "one
way free trade" to underdeveloped areas would pro-
vide necessary stimulation economically to develop-

ing nations.189

The United States would accept
without tariff or other restrictions both the
primary and industrial products offered by the
developing nations, at the same time allowing
them to set up tariffs and other devices to pro-
tect their infant industries, This is just a

more controlled way of expending foreign aid,

Countries on the receiving end would have to agree

to:

1., Not flooding any one industrial country with

any one type of good.

189“931, OE! Cito’ Pe 2520



2, Allowing infant industries to grow as fast as
pessible so that the tariff could quickly be

reduced and healthy competition transpire.

Conversely, the greater the export earnings of
the less developed mations the more likely they are to
buy from the United States as an industrial nation and one
which has the most and varied technological and consumer
products and close economic ties with them, In this way
the United States can advance its own needs (not have to
subsidize certain products anymore) while providing sup-
port needed to enable less developed nations to achieve
self=sustaining economic growth. Werld trade is a very
good way to support the economic development of both indus-
trial and developing nations in order to achieve the broad

objectives which the free world seeks.

In time, with a sufficiently large and successful
aid program conducted by the West and the United States
on a multilateral basis the Soviets could come under
pressure to modify its own program, preferably in the
direction of joining multilateral institutions. There-

fore, while the Unit ed S8tates still has complete freedom
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of action; it might well consider developing multilateral
aid arrangements on a basis thet will promote a liberal

and open trade and payments system.

The object of the foregoing proposals is to
strengthen the industrial countries of the West, to
hasten economic growth in the underdeveloped countries
while drawimg them into the economic trade system of the
West, and to close off as memy opportunities as possible
for the Soviet Union to make trouble, Imn suggesting that
the United States might well consider adopting a national
agricultural program that would permit world prices to be
effective domestically, Neal sums up current world

pricing by stating that

To subsidize foreigm producers by means of
United States domestic prices and then to
subsidize foreign buyexrs by cut-rate price
sales in the world market, as the United States
has done with cottomn, seems not only to be

bad foreign economic policy but slow suicide
for both domestic users and producers,

lgoIb.i. d.
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MILITARY ASSISTANCE:

In a discussion of foreign aid to developing
Middle Eastexn natioms the guestion of arms support must
be considered along with other facets of economic support
due to past and present Soviet arms support to Middle
Eastern countries begimning with the Czech Arms Deal

of 1956,

The United States Government has in the past
contributed arms through various types of foreign aid
programs to various Middle Eastern Governments and there
are going to be unquestionably times in the future when
the United States Govermment will determine that it is
in the best dnterests of the American people to supply
military arms and support to certain Middle Eastern
Governments -din the face of certain developing political

situations,

WHY MILITARY AID?

In giving military aid to other countries, the
objective of the United States has been to promote its
short-range and long-range secutrity within the evolving

structure of international polities and to help.preserve
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191

recipient countries from other than peaceful change,
Te this end the United States is anxious mnot only to
retain control over its foreign aid policy but also to
influence the political behavior and international
alignment of the recipiemt. Therefore, by the very
nature of the military assistance, the United States
finds itself involved in domestic and international

politics of receiving countries,

Because of the ambiguity of definition between
categories of United States aid (military assistance
versus defense support)192 there has been no assured way
to distinguish clearly between economic and military aid
or to determine and control the right proportion between
the two kinds of aid, Thus, it is all the more important
to develop policy criteria for who gets aid and for what

purposes.,

The first, a relatively indiscriminate way, would
be to give aid to whoever applies for it and accepts nominal
terms. The second, a restrictive way, would be to give aid
only to countries aligning themselves pol:i.tiéally with the
giver in an unmistakable fashion. And the third, some-

wWhere in between if closer to the first way, would seek

1911.41-51{, == Citcg Pe 68.

1921:b1.d. sy Ds 66,
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to be selective in terms of criteria having to do with

achievement, performance, or situation.

In the past, on the face of it, United States
foreign aid policy fits clearly none of these categories,
The policy claims to be selective and impartial, but in
fact relatively indiscriminate offers of aid--expressly
made or implicit in past practice of wide-open access to
aid--have tended to result in an aid relationship whenever
a government has accepted the terms of the mutual security

legislation.lg3

There appears to be no foolproof criterion of the
"right" proportion of economic to military aid with respect
to either the defense meeds of a country or its capacity to
sustain a military establishment. The answer depends on
subjective estimates of the hature of the Communist and
Soviet threat, both locally and in general. And even if
it were possible to determine a right proportion between
economic and military aid it would be difficult for the
aid-giving country to control the ratio., Members of Con-
gress criticized the fact that military assistance and
defense support constituted two-theids---and pure military

aid little less than one-half---of total aid under the

193Mutual Security Act of 1958, Hearings before
the Committee on Foreign Relations, United States Senate,

85 Congress, 2 sess,, pp. 156, 159.



Mutual Security Act of 1958, 1In his reply Secretary Dulles
did not hesitate to place the blame on the recipient countries
stating that it is they who tend to over-emphasize the military
component; they want both wisible security in the form of an
effective military establishment and visible prestige in the

form of modern weapons.19u

The United State's fears today that if it reduces
arms supplies to developing countries the Soviet Union will
step in and provide the necessary arms, such as occurred
with Egypt in 1956, and the United States will have lost

a potential ally. Furthermore the United States cannot very

19“An example of this can be found in the writings
of Emile Bustani. Speaking from the Arab point of view
Bustani explains that the Arab countries don't understand
how they, the descendants of an all-conquering race, should
be limited in armaments to the level achieved by the usurpers
(Israel) who, with Western complexity, established a home-
land in Arab territory. (op. cit.,), p. 138

"The Arabs, for better or for worse, suffer from
a permanent inferiority complex in relation to the arms
issue, They are fully convinced that there is a general
Western conspiracy to keep them weaker than the Israelis
rather than on a defeénsive par with them," Bustani's sug-
gestion, realizing that the Arab nations do not need to
build up a large defense force at the present, is that
the United States should stop supplying arms not only to
the Arabs but to Israel and channel that money into more
constructive things, "If the Arab countries and Israel
go to the USSR then Russia will find herself in the Middle
such as the United States has done,"™ "Postscript to the
West," Middle East Forum, V. 59, July, 1959, P. s,
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well renig on previous arms agreements that it has made with

countries such as Turkey, Iran, Jordan, and Saudi Arabia.

ARMS SUPPORT TO THE ARABS AND THE JEWS

By far one of the biggest sources of irritation to
the Arab countries today is the United States arms support
to the State of Israel, The United States today is the
primary stimulus for the arms race between the Arabs and
the Jews which, in the words of Alfred Lilienthal, "neither
side can afford."195 The United States claims to give arms
in order to prevent an arms imbalance, and thus discourage
aggression by either side!96While this arms buildup
presumably makes renewal of hostilities catastrophic for
both sides it has not deterred Israel, as was made clearly
evident in the Suez Crisis of 1956 when Israel, disregard-
ing the appeals of President Eisenhower invaded the Sinai

Peninsula and Eastern part of Egypt. Israel also made

clear in 1966 that she was ready to use her arms actively

195 i1ienthal, ops cit., P. 113.

1963Eran hypothesizes that the longer the present
non-violent stalemate continues, the better chances are
that the Arabs may reconcile themselves to her existance,
Therefore, the United States maintains an arms balance to
discourage aggression on either side and this maintains the
status quo. See also Chapter 15 for details on the attempts
at maintaining a balance between the Arabs and the Israelis.
(ops cite, Ps 269).
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against Arab countries when a brigade-sized retaliatory
Israeli Army attack was made against a Jordanian village

over Arab guerrille raids into Israel.197

The United States Government's concept of supplying
one side and then the other with arms in quantities to
keep a balance and thus both sides fearful of each other
may work in theory but it does not appear to solve the

existing problems,

On the comtrary it appears to make the situation
more critical as Israel, feeling that she has the far bet-
ter military capability, continues to make numerous ground
attacks each which could become an international affair
directly affecting the United States and the Soviet Union,
On the other hand a continual arms supply goads the extreme
Arab nationalists into launching border forays, or even
provoking an eventual war, which in itself could turn in-
to an international incident. The Arabs have the numbers
but the Jews have the highly organized and trained Israeli
military machine which, as experience has shown in 1948
and 1956 could probably overwhelm the Arab forces if the

problem did not first become an international affair,

197Naw Yoxk Times, November 13, 1966, p. 1.
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as
The United States active participation/ﬁ key supplier of

arms in the MNiddle East arms race can easily be viewed

as a dangerous thing,

Also sooner or later it is possible that the
enormous human and material potential of the Arab world
will overtake a society in which the physical accomplish-
ments even now do not surpass those of the neighboring
Arab countries, The race, by sheer force of numbers
and land area, is unequal and even if no moralities were
involved, wise statemanship in Israel and the United States
would recognize the closing gap. For if that gap is closed
while the present bitterness is built into the emergent,
new character of the rest of the Middle East, then Israel's
only hope will be the active intercession of a great
power.198 And certainly no cne wants to advocate American
military intervention on behalf of Israel sometime in the

future against the Arab World and any allies that it may

have at that time,

APPROACH FOR THE FUIURE:

Though the United States does not look favorably

upon the Soviet Union supplying arms to the Middle Eastern

19889rger, o cite, p. 101,
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countries the United States continuance of this practice
certainly will not detexr the Soviet Union from any arms
supplying that it might want to engage in no matter how
many arms the United States feels obligated to supply.
But there is room for positive conjecture that the United
States might be somewhat more utalitarian in the future
on arms deals that it would make with various countries
of the Middle East just for the sake of an arms balance,
Moreover the United States has bi-lateral agreements with
several Middle Bastern countries which promise immediate
American military intercession if these countries are

199

attacked by an outside source, As an alternate to

199Ae an example, the United States signed on
March 5, 1959 at Ankara, Turkey, with the Governments
of Turkey, Iran, and Pakistan bi-~lateral Agreements of
Cooperation, These agreements were developed pursuant
to the declaration signed on July 28, 1958 by the
Governments pakticipating in the Baghdad Pact Ministerial
Council session at Londomn, The final paragraph of that
declaration stated: "Article I of the Pact of Mutual
Cooperation signed at Baghdad on February 24, 1955 pro-
vides that the parties will cooperate for their security
and defense and will promptly enter into agreements
designed to give effect to this cooperation," Paul E,

Zimmer (ed,), Documents on American Forei Relations
1959, (New York: Harper and Brothers, 1930§, PpP. 396~
397. See also Department of State Bulletin, V. 40
(March 23, 1959), pp. B16-417 and Documents on American

Foreign Relations, 1957, PPs 206~207,
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supplying costly quantities of arms to other Middle
Eastern states the United States could make it absolutely
clear that, if requested by the recognized government

of a particular country, it will come to the assistance
of any Middle Easterm state which is subjected to planned
all-out aggression by another extermal state in the event
that the United Nations is unable to move on the situa-
tion, This assistance would remain in effect until the
United Nations was able to step in and permit the United
States to channel any further support through the aus~

pices of that organization.zoo

What the United States can do military wise, in
the future, through programs of Counter-Insurgency and

Civic Action, is to provide the mecessary military

200This mutual defense assurance would not have
to take the form of a Tri-Partite Agreement or an Eisen-
hower Doctrine but a diplematic agreement similar to the
ones listed above, This would help the United States, in
the words of Elmer Berger, to deal with the State of Israel
as more like another state of the Middle East, The United
States can overtly adopt a more impartial stance toward
countries of the Middle East if "the United States would
not address Israel as if it were something particularly
special in the Middle East to be differentiated from
her surrounding neighbors," eop, cit,, p. 71.



- 180 =~

advisory stimulus and funds for developing peacetime,
nation building, economic programs utilizing the large
military manpower forces of various Middle Eastern na-
tions. The United States Government has already em-
barked upon programs of Counter-Insurgency training
for specialized military units in some Middle Eastern
countries assisting them in developing their own pro-
grams of utilizing conscript and regular army units to
conduct civic action projects throughout the various
regions of their respective countries, Working on a
"grass Roots" basis in villages throughout countries of
the Middle East, (Iran as an example) this tremendous
pool of young manpower can effectively work to help the
people of Middle Eastern countries to help themselves
and thereby help build political solidification of
diverse elements of populations toward the central
governments of these Middle Eastern states, Army person-
nel, working with village and tribal elements in develop~-
ing for the peasant class, basic skills of production
and economic growth, will alse assist in the unifying
of various segments of the populations of Middle East-
ern states toward their respective governments which
will lead to more of a degreee of political, economic,

and social stability which, in effect, is ome of the
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long-range goals of the United States in the Middle East,
for her own security against the spread of Communism, if

not for the security also of the inhabitants of the Middle

East,

CONCLUSION:

TIn concluding this discussion of the value of the
political approach versus the purely economic approach to
foreign aid in the Middle East it has been established
that the United States as a nation must participate in
the economic and social development of countries of the
area in order to contribute to polditical stability which,
in turn, will create less of a fertile ground for the
development of Soviet objectives in the area, Theorecti-
cally, this is undoubtedly true and perhaps this is by
far the best policy for the United States to follow in
view of long-term objectives of Middle Eastern economic,
social, and political stability. But for the moment we
must avoid an easy equation of socio~economic develop-
ment equalling peolitical stability in the Middle East.
In the fifties the United States believed that military
assistance and alinement were the only answers for political

stability. America found that this concept was not
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realistically attainable, Now, according to R,K. Ramazani,
it is possible that the United States will expose itself
to fresh disillusionment if it assumes that socio-

economic development will automatically lead to a kind

of political stability conducive to the maintenance of

United States interests in the Middle East,

"The processes of industrialization, urbanization,
rapid communications, and education may assist the
closing of the gap between the few "haves" and the
many "have nots" by giving rise to a middle class,
By this it is hoped that more stable regimes will
be eventually encouraged by the opportunity of an
ever-growing participation of the people in their
government, But in the near future all of our
attempts at assisting these countries in their
modernization efforts most probably will tend more
frequently to aggravate instability than to insure
stability., Our aid accelerates the tempo of change,
gives rise to new groups, creates new desires and
aspirations, and increases demands on the existing
regimes which they are not always capable of me-
eting. This situation is compounded by the deep-
seated internal problems of the Middle East itself,
such as the adjustments between Islam and the
Twentieth Century "West," The outward manifestations
of such conflicts take the form of political and/or
military strife,"201

For this reason the United States will always
need to find some recourse in trying to deal with

political, social, and economic change occurring as a

201, g, Ramazani, "Changing United States Policy,"
Virginia Quarterly Review, 1964, p. 375.
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result of its and the Soviet Union's efforts in the Middle
East to achieve their respective goals, in support of
their own national interests, by the use of economic
support leading to social readjustments which, in turn,

is supposed to eventually lead to political stability.
Therefore, the United States finds itself, today and in
the future, forced to consider the use and handling of

a part of its foreigm aid program in response to a political
move on the part of a Middle Eastern country that the United
States considers in direct conflict not only to the na-
tional interests of the American people but in direct
conflict to the interests of a large body of the populace
of the Middle East, The crux of this particular point
does not lie in each of the indiwvidual foreign aid res-
ponses to political factors existing within countries of
the Middle East but rather in the danger that our entire
foreign aid program could become nothing more than a reac-
tionary force built around United States response to
political situations occuring in the future that were

not entirely complementary to the goals of the United
States, This would place the United States on the de-
fensive and would not allow it to exercise its economic
potential "positively" in order to create economic

situations over a long period of time that would not
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foster political situations not in the interests of the

United States,

What is meant by this is that the United States
can create more good for herself and for the people of
the Middle fast by a basically positive, more realistically
impartial political approach toward the handling of foreign
aid, placing it where it will be the most useful at a given
point in time, to the greatest number of people in keeping
with her policy of making the various areas of the Middle
East less fertile to Soviet penetration, The President's
1960 report to Congress concluded that many forms of
United States economic aid "must continue for as long
as the Communist threat exists, and certainly until greater
economic progress has been made in underdeveloped nations."202
This statement suggests that if the communist threat sub-
sides before progress is made that it will be the latter
that provides the motivation for continued aid, If this
statement proves to be true it, in itself, will show the
peoples of the Middle East that the United States does have
more than a hard-line political view toward economic as-
sistance and that it is, in fact, attempting to participate

creatively in the development of economic and social in-

stitutions im the Middle East today.

2021e ort to Congress on the Mutual Security Program
for the Second Half of Fiscal Year 1 , Department of State
Publication 6926 (Washingtom: GPO), P. 7.



CHAPTER VII

CONCLUSIONS

From this cursory discussiom of some political
and economic appreaches te future American Foreign policy
in the Middle East it perhaps has become clear to the
reader that basically the crisis today arises not from
a quarrel between states but from a clash between
civilizations, manifested by political discord between
nations, Civilizations can have no foreign policy but
governments must, amd in the Middle East the United
States faces compelling problems, *"The problem of
polygamy doesn't lie in the ability of one man to keep
four wives happy. The trouble is that everytime you
fight with one wife the other three jump in and you must
handle all four t:ogtsi:he',-::'.“203 This is the United States's
problem in the Middle East, If it could iselate the
situations which it faces and deal with them one by one

it is probable that some kind of a conclusion could be

203.!011:1 Badeau, O0pe cit., . 71.
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reached, But because all countries insist on fighting
together it is found to be extremely difficult and

confusing to unrawvel the situatioh.

What follows are a series of propositions, which
seem to the author to be the essential features of the
present situation im the Arab lands, a compilation of
general, mainly political, and economic factors, and
conaidarations/éﬁi?g be determinamts in the formulation

of future United States policy.

GENERAL PROPOSITIONS:

Since 1955 the Middle East has ceased to be an
area of exclusive VWesterm influence, It is not likely

te become so again,

By revulsion from more than a century and a
half of Western influence amnd domination, by reaction
against Western leadership in every significant field
of human endeavour, the Arab attitude to the West is
generally hostile, In contrast, the Arab attitude to
Russia, n®#t colored by amy previous record of relations,

is more emotionally meutral,
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This being so, in any struggle for positions
of power and influence, with Russia and the United
States using the same political and economic means,

Russia has a great initial advantage psychologically.

This advantage is reinforced by the familiar
and intelligible authoritiarian methods and political
style of the Russians, as contrasted with the un-
familiar and, to most Arabs, unintelligible democratic

processes of the United States,

However, as the Russians become invelved in the
Middle East, they are losing their initial advantages,
and are encountering some of the suspicions, resentments
and frustratiohs familiar to their Western predecessors

and counterparts,

The Arab countries are going through a profound
crisis in their history, causing a period of ecomnemic,
sockal, and political instability. This crisis, though

it may be exploited by communists, is not caused by them,

In Arab eyes, this crisis is caused by the West.

The Middle East is just now beginnihg to develop. The

leaders of the Middle East themselves are dealing with
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a new Middle East just now actively and successfully
awvare of its own ways and means for self -~ determination
and political dindependence, The people are becoming
avare that a new way of 1ife J§s available to them if
their government will pursue the courses of action that
will bring it to them, There is a stirring of a new
demand on the part of common people against their own
governments for a way of life wvitally different from

that of the past, Since the West has materially what the
people of the Middle East would liike to have they feel
that they are being exploited by the West, in view of re~
cent history, in oxder for the West to mainatin its
economically superior position over the developing

countries of the world,

There are signs that the crisis of anti-Western
hostility may be passing its peak.zou Special care is

needed not to provoke a relapse,

POLITICAL CONSIDERATIONS

Viewed from a political stahd point it is proposed

that the United States, in the future, employ the following

201‘1’.&'15, '02. citcg Pe 138.



approaches in developing basic American policy in the

Middle East.

First, as a necessary preliminary to the
solution of the Arab crisis, the interests of both the
people of the United States and the Middle East, call
for a political neutralization of the great powers from
the Middle East, This would mean, as much as is feasibly
possible in view of the national security of the United
States, an attempt at great power political neutraliza-
tion from the countries of the Middle East by an inten-
sive means of United States program of economic support
through the means of private enterprise, As long as
the Cold War continues, the West must safeguard certain
minimum positions in and near the Arab world, and must
be faithful to military and political agreements pre=-~
viously made with Arab and non-Arab countries of the
Middle East., However, future political alining agree-~
ments should be kept to the absolute minimum possible
and, on an agreed definition, should be treated as the
combined interests previously established by Western
countries whe are members of Western defense agreements,
Apart from this the United 8tates should, inasmuch as

is realistically possible disengage from Arab pelitics,



- 190 =

and in particular from inter~Arab politics, This need
not harm and might help normal commercial relations,
which on the whole are as important to the Arabs as

to the West, Only when the United States has remained
aloof from the Middle Eastern political arena has her
prestige been high im the Middle East.205 This prestige
has been further emhanced by philanthropic endeavors such
as schools and education. The United States must attempt
by all possible meams to shy away from political situa~

tions in which it fimds itself the mmiddle man,

On the other hand, it would be niave to think
that the United States, in the future, would not lend
its weli ght to a political move in the Middle East if
that particular political move, on the part of a
particular Middle East country, were in the best interests
of the people of the United States Dby helping to further
a basic United States interest in the Middle East.,
Reasonably so, the United States comtinually must keep
in mind what any one of the Middle Eastern states would

do if the "shoe was on the other foot" and the United

2051, bih Amin Faris, The Image of America _in the
Near East (Beirut: American University, 1961), DPe0e
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States was in the position of a developing mnation vis-

a=vis a Middle Eastern great world power,

With the adaption of a less politically oriented
Policy the United States would not necessarily find itself
in a position where it was continually supporting the
status quo, or the more conservative regimes, in the
face of the more liberal if the more liberal were not
violating the national interests of the United States in
the Middle East, Recent willingness of the United States
to accept the "positive neutrality" of various countries
of the area at face value has tended to improve the image
of the United States imn this area of the World, while
simultaneously, Soviet political manuevering in the Middle
East, particularly since 1955, coupled with her oil offen~
sive into Western Europe, has cut into the Soviet image

in the Middle Eaat.206

Also this self-impesed neutralization approach
would end the sterile and relatively unsuccessful politi-
cal opposition to the Soviet Union which has formed the
basis of United States actions im the Middle East since

World War II, as if the Russians and the Israelis were

206Hbskina, op. cit., p. 285,
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the only people who really mattered, It would allow

the cold war confrontatiom between the United States

and Russia in the Middle East to move to the economic
arena where the United Siates has a decidedly upper~
hand provided that her economic assistance program is
properly oriented and executed, In essence this means,
to the maximum extent possible under the realistic
determinants of a constently evolving Middle Eastern
political situation, an dmpartial responsiveness to
extend economic and techmical assistance, under clear-
cut conditions, with a de—emphasis on political strings,
This would overtly signify, to the Arabs particularly,
that the Umited States recognizes the Arabs achievement of
independence and tﬂat, as a result, they themselves have

become one of the most dAmportant ends of United States

policy in the Arab wvorld,

Also in adapting an approach of pelitical neutraliza-
tion the United States would be heading, more than ever
before, on a clear and independent foreign policy tact

independent of Great Britain and other former European

colonialist powers.

George Lenczowski sums up this argument in

"The Middle East 'in World Affairs" by saying that Ythe
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United States should not subscribe to the outmoded notions
of the previous colonialist powers such as Britain and
France, One may well ask whether the American ideals of
democracy and self—determination have not too often been
subordinated to the expediency of maintaining the

"Western Alliance,' thus robbing American policy of the
moral advantage that it once possessed and that it might
well try to regain itself by these ideals in the present

revolutionary era in the Middle East."207

Since the late 1950's the United States has
become more independent from such former imperialistic
manifestations as military bases, pacts and treaties,
ownership of canals and overt combimuation of American
cil companies per 22.208 Encouraging the avoidance
of foreign entanglements of any kind politically allows
the people of the Middle East to feel that they are
pursuing for themselves political and social justice
without the coercion of foreign pressures, The United
States meanwhile might well be able to exert the

pressures necessary, and create the climate necessary,

207Lenczowaki, op. cit., Pp. 536.

2085 ovens, ops cit., p. 150,



to help repel the threat of Communism-~Soviet penentra-
tion by its economic program centered around private
enterprise, However, it is vitally important that the
social structure of the Middle East, as derived from
Islam, be understood by United States policy makers in
order to knopw exactly when and how to promote private
enterprise and when to promote large Point IV Govern-
ment deals, As the Middle East changes in a rapidly
developing society the United States must take advantage

of situations occurring in order to be able to capitalize

on the moment,

Secondly, though the United States should become
more economically than politically involved in the Middle
East in the future, it must not become so "dollar and
cents" conscious that it overlooks the idealogoy aspects
of the American way of life, Charles Malik, speaking at
the American Unitersity of Beirut, Lebanon on 28 July 1966
stated that the Umited States is often too concerned with
social and economic comsiderations, such as the raising
of the GNP of a country and education entirely. "The
Unit ed States acts as if man lives by bread alone and

doesn't push United States idealogy enough along with

As a result the "Middle East borrows the

foreign aid."
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'shall' of the West without the 'kernal'. It borrows
constitutions of the West without the humanist values,
Soviet idealogy is more defined in the Middle East than

that of the West."

In attempting to put Malik's ideas into con-
structive action the United States must realize that
its democratic process must be somewhat revised for the
different inherent problems of the present-day Middle
Eastern countries, It must support adjustments to the
basic democratic theory of government for each Middle
East government in order to counter the dictatorship of
the proliteriate idea and amti-imperiali sm, In actuality
if the United States emcourages Middle Eastern governments
with which it has great influence to turn American to
democratic ideas, which they are unprepared to implement,
and which are repugnant to the majority of their popula-
tions, it will be the fault of the United States seeking
te perpetuate conditions that no group can tolerate
idef'initely, The United States should attempt to facili-
tate changes in the region as consistent as possible with
not only the dideals of the United States democratic system

but put as importantly the requirements and needs of the

people of the Middle East.
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Thirdly, from the point of view of Arab nationalism,
it would be a good thing if the United States could come
to terms with this powerful force, However, it cannot
be achieved, with any permanency, by coming to terms with
individual natiomal leaders, who, by the very act of
coming to terms, are in damger of losing their following.,
It is difficult to obtain precise terms from a movement
which represents a mood moxre than a programme, Yet,
Anericans must remember, and this is a factor to their
advantage, that the dominant force in the world today
is not Communism but nationalism as a force against
Communism, Alert as Americans must remain te the very
real dangers of Communism £t must not be paralyzed by
hypnotism into a dogmatic policy but should be ever
watchful, every ready to take advantage of the oppor~
tunities that are bound to present themselves through
support of a popular Arab Mationalist sentiment at a
particular given point in time that does not violate
any of the national interests of the United States in
the area, If the United States can illustrate openly,
propaganda-wise if through no other means, that the Arab
nationalistic drive for political independence and unity,

economic growth, and social reform are not incompatible
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with United States objectiwves but are directed toward
achieving that precisely free, strong, stable, peaceable
society the United States is seeking everywhere to foster
it will be enough, Independence is obviously what the
Soviet Union does not have in mind for the Arab World

and if the United States at least vocally would support
Arab Natiomalist expressioms for independence in the
Middle East, when they do not openly conflict with

United States interests in the area, the image of the

United States in the MNiddle East might decidedly improve,

Finally, before leaving the area of future
political foreign peolicy comnsiderations we must deal
with perhaps the most significant and meaningful issue
of all in the eyes of the inhabitants of the Middle East,
That, of course, is the Palestine problem. Israel is
now almost twenty years old and is generally recognized,
Its continued existence, like that of any other sovereign
state, has become an axiom of the present system Of
world politics, Though no general solution of the
problem of Arab-Israel relations is in sight, it would
be brought nearer if the problem could be disengaged

from the conflicts of the great powers, Because in the



Arab view the United States bears the responsibility

for the Arazb-Israeli problem there will be no genuine
friendly regard for the United States, no matter what

it does, until the problem is settled or until the United
States disengages itself from all support of the State

of Israel, Under the circumstances the United States
cannot for ever deal with both the Israelis and the

Arabs without apparent prejudice either with the Arab
states or with Israel, Thus, United States diplomatig
and economic support of Israel can be maintained only

at a pr'ice.zc'9

From the Arab point of view to the Palestine
problem patience is considered the most powerful weapon
the Arab has in life to triumph over hardships and
miseries, "In course of time the rope will cut the
rock.'alﬁ However, it is relevant to point out that
the Arab is primarily a person of words rather than of

actions, Much is promised and superficially planned

209Hoskins, op, cit., p. 262,

210Emlady, op. cit., Pp. 181,
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but little is carried out, The enthusiasm of the Arab
for an enterprise that he launches is disproportionate

to his readimness and ability to effectuate it, In regard
to Palestine there is far more talk than positive action
and sustainimg a course of work.211 The Arabs have found
an external cause for their frustxrations in regard to
Palestine and that cause has been the United States and
the West, Thus, they place the blame for the current
situation upon the United States, However, it is
doubtful in the near future that the Arabs will be able
to display the persistent cooperation and effective cohe~

sion necessary to rid themselves of the Jews in Palestine

by any effective means of force,

On the othar hand the present degree of United
States support for the State of Israel, governmental
and fram private United States sources, does not assist
the United States in winning Arab support to other
facks of foreign policy interests in the Middle East
and is a continual source of propaganda material to the
Soviet Union is their effort to neutralize the overall
presence of the United States in the Middle East, not only

from a pelitical point of view but, more importantly, from

211413, pe 215,

——————
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an economic assistance peint of view to certain strategic
Middle Eastern countries, There appears to be no hope

on earth that the problem will be settled overnight by
American leadership or any other immediately available
leadership, 7Yet, the continued United States support of
the State of Israel does not be-speak "friendship with
the Arabs," regardless how many times the phrase is

repeated by State Department people,

WVhen it is asserted that the support of Israel
is basic to American foreigm policy it is not convincing
to add that the United States also desires to maintain
friendship with the Arab States, certainly not so long
as the United States fails to bring about the stimulus
for repatriation of the million Arabs driven out of their

homes to malke room for Israel,

So far as the United States is concerned there
is mo good reason to keep the Arabs divided and weak, or
to plant a menace in their midst, America's stake in the
Arab World is best protected by friendship and mutual
confidence., Fear and distrust generate a threat to
American interests~-not security. Colonial methods are

a thing of the past. Resorting to them in this day and
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age will only enhance communist influence,

Nadav Safran sums up the argument by stating,
"Let us remember that the United States is engaged in
a gigantic struggle for the minds of men, which cannot
be won with guns, The United States is presently deal-~
ing with an didealogy, and no one has yet been able to
destroy an idealogy with a gun, An idealogy can be
conquered only by a better iddealogy. But preaching
along is not enough, It must practice what it preaches

to be convincing."212

The Arabs know that it is to their interest

to keep Western lines of Communications open and Arab oil
flowing to the West., The United Arab Republic is teday
deriving a substantial income from the operation of the
Suez Canal, and most of this income is paid by Western
shipping. 1likewise the Arabs derive substantial income
from Westernm airlines which use their airports. Surely,
it is mot imn their interest (except in self-defense) to
close the Suez Canal to Western shipping or the airports

to Western air traffic,

2123&fran. Op. cite.y P 3"‘.
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Likewise, the Arabs know that the West offers
the only market for their oil, Russia is an exporter

of oil, and is not yet a purchase of theirs,

Clearly, therefore, to safeguard our interests
in the Arab States, as well as those of our allies, the
United States need only be fair to them. It need not
resort to force. Mutual respect for mutual interests
is sufficient. There is no conflict between Western

and Arab interests what-so-~ever, The conflict today is

over Israel,

As a result the United States should seek to
reduce Arab-Israeli temsions by its non-participation
as a prime supplier of arms ih the perpetual Arab-Israeli
arms race, JIt should further seek practical implementation
of the United Nations General Assembly Resolution 194
as to repatriation, resettlement, and compensation, By
this is meant that the United States shouid use its good
offices to ensure that negotiations for a solution are
kept in train by the Umited Nations even though they should

lLast foxr years and evem though they should prove unavail-

ing at length.



If this approach appears to be incomplete it is
because perhaps im essence it is, However, what is done
is done; history cannot be relived and any wrongs, mis-
calculations, righted at this stage, The ultimate solu-
tion to the Palestine problem lies with the participants
themselves, the Arabs and the Jews, The United States,
at this peint, cam only participate in an approach which
will help alleviate temnsions as much as possible between
the two parties amd place the problem in the arema of the
United Nations where it can be openly debated and a solution

sought in an intexmnational forum,

ECONOMIC CONSIDERATIONS

Having germerally discussed the overall political
approaches open to the United States in a Middle Eastern
policy formulatiom we must now turn to a final discussion
of the economic alternatives best suited to future foreign

policy in the area,

In general it will be far mare advantageous for the
United States, vis—a-vis its cold war confrontation with

the Soviet Union, within the bounds of the Middle East,
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to bring to bear its full energies in the economic area

as opposed to the political, The reason is that, from

an economic¢ point-~of-view, the United States is in a far
better position to influence and assist developing countries

through this means than any other available.

Russia has stated that it values trade for
political reasons, not for economic reasons. If it can

accomplish its objective by unorthodox means it will,

Trade by Russia with countries of the world is
not necessarily bad or dangerous to United States interests
or to the imterests of free nations, Trade, however, which
results in political domination by the Russians or the
(hinese is obviously contrary to the interests of the

free world,

The United States must not permit countries of
the free world to fall under the political domimtion
of the Russians through a great deal of trade, Therefore,
it may be necessary to plan and participate in a more
tariff free world system of marketing to the extent of
removing dependence of countries upon Russia and thus

lessen Russia's pelitical influence over Third World countriea.213

213](91:.:19& Iverson, "Priorities of Action for
Survival," Middle East Report, 1959, Pp. 116.
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Since Russia has no private enterprise and
no private business the concept proposed is that Middle
Eastern governments and Middle Eastern private enterprises
may find it extremely profitable to g0 into partnership
with American private enterprise involved in the execu-
tion of carrying out United States government foreign

aid projects,

Having established this premise two distrurbing
trends in our economic aid in the past have been the
growth of an excesaive pre-occupation with the direct
introduction of measures for social improvement and a
consequent neglect of the bases for economic develapment
on which such social improvements must fundamentally
depend. The increasing introduction of governmental
activity and control into fields of economic activity,
which could be more productively pPressed by private
initiative when undertaken by governments divert their
limited administrative and fimancial resources from

social development programs.zlh

When aid is given on a government-to-government

basis there are understandable administrative and political

21hluilo G+ Collado, "Economic Development Throu?h
Private Enterprise,"” Foreign Affairs, V. 41, (July 1963),

P. 708,
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pressures for the large "showcase" project. On the other
hand when the assistance is provided to private projects
economic and political pressures help to assure that
economically productive projects are chosen, The use of
small private local firms in a country working in con-
Junction with a United States firm can accomplish the
myriad of small development programs that will complement
the big~scale projects and stimulate the economy to a

great extent,

Private enterprise can be both a prime agent of
productive change and a beneficiary of more liberal
opportunity. Competition among private firms with their
many different approaches can be a mighty engine for
change and development and it can stimulate the necessary
free competition spirit that will act as a "check and
balance" on countries of the Middle East going toward

the Russian socialist path.

The United States government, using private
American industry as a vehicle for implementing foreign
aid projects within Middle Eastern countries, can start
to show governments in this area that private enterprise
can successfully contribut® to economic and social pro-

grams through projects aimed specifically at community
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needs for education, technical training, and physical
facilities, American business groups must be prepared
to advise govermment and aid agencies on development

programs under contract,

At the same time the United States should pro-
mote beiween the United States and countries of the Middle
East reductions in the restraint on trade. Reciprocal
reductions should emcompass both those trade barriers
which in the less developed lands distort economic acti-
vity, raise the costs of production and lower the standards
of life and those barriers in the developed nations which
particularly discriminate against the products of develop-
ing nations.215 If the United States reduces or elimi~
nates in some cases tariffs on goods from the Middle East,
developed in conjunction with private enterprise from the
United States, they will almost assuredly ac&elerate
industrially at a much higher rate. However, this internal
economic growth must begim, It needsa stimulus, The
stimulus suggested here is the participation of American
business operating in cooperation with tariff reductions
on certain commodity goods inherent to the Middle East

which the United States can afford te relax on, In turn
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active participation of American private enterprise

abroad will lead to a favorable balance of payments
position for the overall United States economy due to

the high expected return on overseas investment over

the long run.216 The important point here is the

United States participation in creating opportunities

for the ciftizens in developing countries to apply their
own skills and resources productively without unjustifiable
interference and restraint by governments., By using this
technique to build viable economic bases to Middle

Eastern societies the Soviet Union will have much less
chance of finding the necessary criteria to woo develop-
ing states into the Soviet socialist web, Building strong
economic relations between the United States and the
Middle East on a private sector basis will certainly
provide these countries with some form of eventually

economic autonomy which will certainly act as a deterrent

to Soviet socialist penetration.

216Galvin B, Hoover, "Foreshorfening History,"
Virginia Quarterly Review, V. 39, 1963, p. 384. Reference
also The New York Times, 15 May, 1967, on the Kennedy
Round of Trade Negotiations .
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In addition it must be noted that most of the
leaders of Arab countries reject today the theory of
a power vacuug in the area and insist that the Arab
states are capable of defending their region from
aggression, Though this feeling may be extremely
optimistic the reality of a nuclear stalemate and
the disinclination on the part of Russia to engage in
a large scale war causes the statement to appear more
rational, The Arab states, if noet pressed for future
alliances by the United States, might maintain their
independence of Russia, Prodded for military agreements
and bases they appear to turn to the Soviet Union for aid.217
Therefore military alliances are no longer practical
and should play no future part in the foreign policy of
the United States in the Middle East., Present military
committments should be honored but future efforts to bring
additional states inte a Middle East alliance should be
given up and military aid to the countries of the Middle
East should receive relative less attention from the United
States and pure economic assistance relatively more, Priority
to economic and social development rather than to local

military defense should be given to foreign policy formation,

Zl?!aul Hanna, "America in the Middle East" Middle
Eastern Affairs, V. 10, (May 1959), p. 186,
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Economically speaking then, the most fruitful
approach for the United States is to encourage and
support feasible and promising projects, on a regional
basis, if possible, executed by American and Middle
Eastern private business working in cooperation, under
the auspices of a United States Government Middle East
Developmental Agency and, in the future, with the added
financial support of international banking and develop~
mental agencies, Inter-Arab development'projecta with
sufficient intermational backing should serve as desirable
alternatives, in Arab eyes, to development with Soviet

loans on Soviet terms,

Miracles should not be expected from United
States economic and technical aid to the Middie East,
It can contribute to eventual stability, or rather to
contrelled change, by helping to raise living standards
or to prevent their decline, It can offer new hope to
the people through projects that increase the airable
land or wipe out disease. If provided in ways that
satisfy the recipients it can build seme good will, Still
economic policies and aid for development do not of them=

selves provide us with the master key to success in the

Middle Eaat-ZlB

ZlaCanpbell, op. cit., p. 279.
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In the last analysis it can be concluded that
the Arab nations in the future will look after their own
national interests first and foremost, just as the United
States places high priority on her own in developing a
foreign policy, and will not particularly side with
either the East or the West unless it favorably affects
their own natiomal interests, However, due to the close
cultural and economic ties between the Middle East and the
West, as opposed to the Soviet Union and China, through
particularly language and economic ties, the United
States has the advantage of perhaps establishing even
stronger economic ties with resultant political coopera=-
tion in the future. Therefore, the United States should
deal with the Arab nations on a strictly business to
business basis=-—treating the states as equals in both

government and business,

Basically the Soviet Umion's political approach
in the future toward the Middle East is to (1) neutralize
the area of the West entirely (2) turn the countries then
into socialist states and (3) take them over one by one
and bring them directly under political demination of
Moscow when the opportumne moment appears, If allowed

the Soviet Union will go on until it ultimately conquers
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and destroys the Middle East and turns it into a satellite.

The difficulties caused in the Arab World by
the connection between the Soviet Union and international
communism should continue to impede the Soviet Union,
ultimate aims in the Middle East., Short of the advent
of outright Communist regimes, the earlier adulsdion of
the Soviet Union in the Arab world is not likely to

219 Russian influen ce will remain for the

return,
country is too powerful to be excluded from areas it
considers vital to its interests, and the greater power
it has the more such areas there are, But the Arab
countries seems to be settimg down to a more stable and
noderate relationship with the Soviet Union in which they
will strive to keep on good terms and obtain aid but will
not again willingly swing so close to the Seviet orbit

as to be almost pulled in. The Soviet Union in its turn
wvill continue to exexrt pressure upon Arabs toward
"neutralism" in foreign affairs and "socialism" in the

effort to promote economic development and social welfare=-

and to weaken Arab ties with the West,

To date the United States has had various indivi-

dual policies in the Middle East but has lacked a single

219Honroe Berger, op, cit., D. 356.
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comprehensive policy towards the region as a whole.220

A policy, that is, carefully considered and duly integrated,
baaed onn & thorough analysis and full understanding of

its own interests, the local interests, and the competing
foreign interests, One, moreover, which would be representa-
tive of the United States Government as a bedy, instead of
reflecting the wishes of this or that department or
agency--not to speak of the sympathies of the legisla-

tive or executive branch of the government, Any considered
United States policy in the Middle East should form an

integral part of the country's general foreign policy,

Approaching the Middle East in the future the
United States must take into account the far-reaching
interdependence of the local states and territories and
approach the entire regiom as a unit, To deal with one
local state is to invite the intimate participation of
the rest. And to pursue an economic objective in one
part of the region is to be involved in the political
life of the whole Middle East, The modern Middle East
is much like an air mattress; you cannot punch it in one

spot without causimng it te bulge out in several other

2204 sher. and Karinsky, op, cit ., p. 242,
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places, Mence, any future foreign policy in the Middle
East which ds not a comprehensive regional policy is an

invitation to bankruptcy.zZL

The people of the United States, according to
Dr, Nabih Faris, must remember that the people of the
Middle East are groping to duplicate the same dream which
has made America "the last best hope on earth., The
champion of Democracy must create and defend the
spirit of freedom in the Middle East for the United
States must depend upon these people in order to

perpetuate her own democracy and way of 11fe.“222

22L1p3d., p. 24k,

222paris, ops cit., p. 15.
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