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FOREWORD

After the second world war, America and the Soviet
Inion emerged as the two super powers. Yet even these
powers, like the secondary powers, such as Britain and
France, began to recognize that "interdependence" was a
relationship just as necessary for the biggest powers as
for the smaller ones. The illusion of self-sufficiency
was over. At least considerations of defense in the early

1950's made alliances an absolute necessity.

Traditional British policy had required that the
Middle East must never be dominated by a potentially hostile
power. This policy applied as much to a power within the
area as to an external power. In the Middle and late 1950's,
?resident Nasser of Bgypt seemed to play that role. But
Britain was no longer able to prevent such a prospect by
her own unaided resources. Britain needed allies anywhere,
as well as in the Middle East,@specially after the Soviet
Union's gradual emergence as a Middle Eastern power in-

creased that need in 1955.

To the British, defense always meant, primarily,
the defense of trade. The paramount and crucial trade in

the Middle East, for Britain, is oil. T the Americans,
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defense meant world-wide defense against the global threat

to communist aggression.

The Baghded Pact was intended for a dual purpose:
as a military weapon against the Soviet Union and as a
political instrumenv of western (primarily British) and
Iragi power in the Arab World. The effectiveness of its
first role has yet 10 be tested, but its secand was seen to

be a failure almost before it was gigned.

The Baghdad Pact was the first - and only - western
defensive alliance to be implemented in the Middle East after
the Second World War. It had a profound effect on every level
of Arab politics. The pact was concluded on February 24, 1955,
in Baghdad. The members of the pact came eventually to be
lrag, Britain, Turkey, Pakistan, and Iran; the United States,
who became & member of all the commitfees of the pact, refused

to be an official member in its council.

The author has limited the scope of this work %o a
deseription of the pact's effect on the Arab States, and on
inter-Arab relations. The military eims of the paet and thelr
consequent effects have been excluded from our analysis. In a

further effort to limit the scope of this study, the author
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has dealt only with the pact's effect on Syria, BEgypt,
Saudi Arabia, Jordan, Lebsnon, snd Irag from 1955 to 1958.
The remaining Arab States were excluded from this study,
mainly because they were nct independent at the time of the
signature of the pact, or because they were somewhat aloof

from the main stream of Arab life.

The purpose of this study is to describe, only, the
major and general trends, effects, attitudes, and policies
of the Arab States, which had a direct relation to, or were
a consequence of, the Baghdad Pact. In order to present a
full picture of the pact's effecis, it has been necessary
to touch briefly ard intermitently on Eastern and western
policies in relation to the Baghdad Pact coniroversy. Also,
it nes been deemed relevant 1o describe the intermal policies
and attitudes of certain Arab states which had a major bearing

on the position of the pact.

The western powers, mainly Britain, were the
sponsors of the Baghdad Pact. Hence, it is necessary to
give a brief account 0% British interests in the Middle East -
which Britain aimed to preserve snd defend through the Baghdad
Pact - as well as British policies towards the Arab area.

An account is also given of the American interests and policies

- iii -



in the Middle kast, since ultimately the United States
became a member of all the Bagndad Pact committees. At

the same time, it was judged necessary to depict the Soviet
attitudes and policies towards the Middle East, for it was
against the Soviet Uniaen that the pact was initiated. To
know the policies of the Arab states towards foreign pacts
in general, it is necessary to record the ideology of Arab
Nationalism in its two forms: Dynamic Arab Nationalism,
which advocates absolute liberation from foreign domination
in all its forms, and a neutral or non-a. ligned policy in
the cold war between Bast and West; and Conservative Arab
Nationalism, which advocates participation in the cold war
on the side of the west, and accepts to adhere to western
slliances 10 share in the responsibility of defense. All

these introductory topics are covered in Chapter I.

Chapter II is concerned with describing the
different Middle Bastern Pacts that preceeded the Baghdad
Pact. The immediate background snd prelimenary steps of

the Baghdad Pact are covered in Chapter III.

Chapters 1V, V and VI are devoted to the description
of the profound effect of the Baghdad Pact on the Arab States.
Chapter VII is devoted to the political and non-political factors

- iy =



which led to the decline of the Baghdad Pact. The closing

chapter contains some of the author's conelusions.

Hopes that the Baghdad Pact would be a rallying
point for other Middle East nations were soon dashed by
the creation of the "Southern Tier"™ military alliance
among Egypt, Syria, Saudl Arabiz, and Yem en with the
support of Soviet Russia and in direct opposition to the
Baghdad Pact. BEgypt also played a vigorous and paramount
role in discouraging other Arab countries.from joining the
Baghdad Pact. It succeeded completely in isolating the
Iragi regime which sponsored the pact, and in bringing
sbout its ultimate collapse. On the other hand, Egypt
could not rally the majority of the Arab states to its new
Arab alliance M) & substit€ fgn.the'Baghdad Pact. Hence,

1

Egypt!s role was decisive from the negative point of view

and not from the positive.

This study has been based on current official
documents and secondary sources. Secret documents and
other primary sources are still in the secret archives of
the governments concerned. Lack of information in certain
aspects of this topie due to its contemporary nature, foreced

the author to rely heavily on the few sources available.
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In an effort to supplement the published data, the author
has held interviews with some diplomats and political
leaders. His overall impression, resulting from these
interviews, is that many of those leaders are still un-
willing to reveal their information on the Baghdad Pact;
in many cases it was apparent that they were giving

contradictory statements.

o L -



CHAPTER I

CAL ROUN

To put the Baghdad pact in the right political
context of the Middle East it is relevant to give a
general survey of the different policies and interests
of the western powers who proposed and were interested
in the aims of such pacts. The word "west®™ is used in
this context to designate mainly two ﬁontern powers -
namely America and Britain. The interests and policies of
France are not surveyed, because she did mot play a role
in establishing these military pacts in the Middle East -
such as the Baghdad pact -. On the contrary she played a
negative role when she opposed the initiation of the
Baghdad pact to maintain her national interests.

Britain which had well entrenched economic,
strategic and political interests in the Middle East,
aimed at preserving them by different means in different
circumstances. So Britain, in the early 1950's, played
a major role in initiating and later becoming a member of
the Baghdad pact, as a new means t0 maintain these interests.
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Thus the British interests are surveyed to show the need
of the proposed Baghdad pact whose practical aim was to

preserve these interests.

The various interests and policies of America
which were growing, at the time, are to be surveyed as
well, to show to what degree these interests were vital.
In the meantime, was it necessary for America to work
inborioualy, sometimes in collaboration with Britain, to
initiate collective military pacts to preserve and enlarge

her interests.

On the other side, the differeant policies and
interests of the Soviet Union towards the Middle East are
to be surveyed, against whom the Baghdad pact was directed,
to prevent her from achieving or implementing these policies
and interests.

Since the Baghdad pact aimed at securing Arab
allegiance, Arab policies and interests are also surveyed
to show. the degree of their compatibility with both the
western policies and interests as well as those of the

Soviet Union in the Middle East.

A. BRITISH POLICIES AND INTERESTS IN THE MIDDLE EAST

Britain has maintained a position of supremacy in
the Middle East for 150 years. During this period she
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managed successfully to frustrate all French, German, and
Russian efforts to dominate the area. Hence a "cold war"
with Russia lested over one hundred years during which 7
Britain stopped the Russians from achieving their objective
of having an access to the 'hot waters' through the Purkish

Straits.t

At the beginning of this ceantury Britain did not
sepprate commercial interests, imperial defense from the
problems of internal stability within the Arab area. In
other words the British attitude was to adjust the Arab
region to the world-wide interests of Britain instead of
Britain adapting her policy to the ragion.z

The British have fought many wars and become
deeply involved in the affairs of the Arab regions because
of the tremendous national interests that have developed
th.r0.3 Why did Britain have so strong an interest in
the Middle Bast ? Does this interest still exist ?

ot 1Gz=rge qucsowuki, The Middle %ggt in World
Affairs, ew York: Ithaca, Corne versity Press,

R P. 517.
2William Retizel, The Mediterranean; Its Role in
American ggro%‘g Policy, (New York: Harcourt Brace,
» Pe 20 .

JRoyal Institute of International Affairs, United

dom Policy, (London: Oxford University Press, 1950),
Pe 5 :
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British interests can be discussed under two
broad headings, economic and politico-strategic. The first
covers the degree to which the British economy is dependent
on the Middle East. The second covers the political interests
and treaties with the strategic factors necessary for its

protection.

The paramount British economic interest is oil.
The supply of oil from the states on the borders of the
Persian Gulf is essential both to the economy of Britain

4 There are other sources of o0il which

and to her security.
would meet Britain's need, but they could be available only
for short periods, and perhaps on conditions which would

make their use undesirablo.5 As compared with Middle Eastern
sources of oil supply, they demand dollar expenditures. In

& world crisis they might meet Britain's needs up to eighteen
months, but at a great cost, otherwise there is no alter-

native to relying on the Middle Ealt.s

4jonn Marlowe, Arab xfgif?glggf and gritish Imperialiem,
(London: The Cresset Press, > Po .

’Hoskins L. Halford, "Needed: A strategy for oil",
Fore fairs, vol. 29, (January, 1951), p. 236.

GR.I.I.A., British Interests in the ddle BEast,
(London, Oxford University Press, 1958), D 5%; see also
John W. Spanier, American Fore Polic ce World War II,
(New York: Frederich A, Praeger, 1961), p.1lb, 120.
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Moreover, the earmings from the Production, trans-
port, and sale of Middle RBastern oil in Europe and else
vhere are an important factor im the British balance of
payments and in the gold amd dollar earnings of the sterling
area. If the sterling area cannot be maintained, the United
Kingdom cannot survive. Approximately 600 million dollars
come annually to Britain from the Persian Gulf and here lies
the vital interest of Great Britain in the area, ! The follow-
ing results of a study give a clear picture of the Fitish
oll interests in the Middle East. A study was made by the
0il companies to show the profits of the money invested in the
0il industry of the Arab world. The results were that the
pure profits were 66% on the money invested after the produc-
ing governments had taken their shares. The profit had
reached 150% as in Qatar, while the profits that were taken
from the money invested in the o0il industry in EBurope did
not exceed 6.9%. Another study that was made by American
innkl on 2,000 companies that are in different fields of
industry in Europe, showed that the average or pure medium

7

Harry F. Keen, "The Cold War Moves South", Tensions

in the Middle Bast, (ed. William Sands), Middle Best —
stitute, ton, D.C., 1956), pp. 2-4.
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profit of the money invested in those companies did not
exceed 11,5%.°

The political position of Britain in the Arab
Middle East is much weaker than it used to be, and indeed
has been diminishing at the same time as the economic
interests have been growing. However, these economic
interests may oblige the British to remain politically
involved and to try to retain certain political and strategic

interests which have grown over the years.

Moreover, Britain has agreements to protect the
Sheikhs of the Aden protectorate, and those of Inwnitg in
the years (1899 - 1914), Bahrain (1861 and 1892), Qatar
(1916), and the Trucial Coast (1892). She also maintains
special treaty relations (1891) with the Sultan of Muscat
and Oman. The contents of these agreements in each case
are very much the same. In return for British protection,
Arab signatories agree not to enter into any agreements or
correspondence with any other power, not to admit agents of

any other power, and not to cede, mortgage, sell or

8Abdullan Tariki, "Nationalization of Qil Industry is
a Natio Necessity", Jo of Arab Culture, (Beirut: Arab
Cultural €lub of Beirut, ﬁ%%o% 1965), PP. 31-32.

Ikuwait became independent in 1961.
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Cultural €lub of Beirut, ﬁ%%o% §§ESI, PP. 31-32.

Ikuwait became independent in 1961.
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"otherwise give for occupation" any part of their territories
to any power other tham Britain , except with British permis-
sion. None of these agreements covers interventions in

internal affairs, except by invitation.l©

The strategic importance of the Middle East is
vital to Britain as well as the west. On October 8, 1951
President Eisenhower (then General) said: "So far as the
sheer value of territory is concerned, there is no more
strategically important area than the Middle East."™ The
west looks at the geographical location of the Middle East
in the light of its proximity to the Soviet Union and having
common frontiers with her. Also, the Middle East is a land
bridge linking the continents of Europe, Asia and Africa.
Its position is also important in the present East-west
conflict as a barrier between the two major blocs of the
world. Purther, it is;contral, where intermational land,

sea and air route pasl.ll

Thus we recognize that Britain still has a real
and deep interest in the security of the whole Middle East
from domination by any hostile power. The different factors

108,1.1.4., British Interests in the Middle East, p.3l.

1lﬂbnxy A. Byroade, "U.S. Foreign Policy in the Middle

Bast", The Deparf!pnt of State Bulletin , vol. 27, (December
15’ 1952 » pp. bt .
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may have shifted, but taken together they still have a
compelling force. The difficulty is to develop enough
strength -~ in the British view - in the Middle East to
render it secure. The British think that the states which
make up the Middle East are weak and of doubtful stability,
and hence it is unlikely that they could guarantee their
own security. An outside strengthening is necessary. Up
to 1956 this had come from the United Kingdom which main-
tioned a strong base on the Suesz canal.lz

B, IHE AMERICAN POLICIES and INTERESTS in the MIDDLE EAST.

The American government until the First World wWar
had neither a policy nor any stand toward the Middle East
a8 well as toward other parts of the world (other than the
western hemisphere). America had only cultural interests in
the Arab area; and hence its diplomacy was mainly concerned
with the protection of American citizens and of their right
to preach, to teach, and to trade. Between the two world
wars, American interests were mainly concerned with getting

13

0il concessions. Americans were able to get exclusive

12g,1.1.4., British Interests in the Middle Bast,

PP. 52 = 53.

1igphraim A. Speiser, The United States and the Near
East, (Cambridge: Harvard versiiy Press, s PP
241,



-9 =

concessions in Bahrein and Saudi Arabla and a share in

the o0il industry in Iraq and Kuwait. Of course America

had in mind the depletion of its oil wells and had to

seek foreign wells outside any foreign control. Thus,

the United States was gradually becoming more deeply in-
volved in the affairs of the Arab East as private companies
expanded their oil holdinga.l4

It was the second world war which brought the Middle
Bast into the orbit of American national interests. 1In
1941, President Roosevelt had declared that "the defense of
Turkey was vital to the defense of the United States" and
later, in 1943, expressed America's "desire far maintaining
the independence, sovereignty and territorial integrity of
Iran". During the second world war the Joint Chiefs of
Staff and other government agencies in America became alarmed
in 1943 at the drain on America's domestic o0il reserves. They
proposed a new policy part of which included the buying of
privately-held concessions in the Arab East by the government .
The Department of State opposed this view stating: "such a
step might incline the American government to shape its

14201no, Zeine N., "From Palmerston to Eisenhower", one
Hundred years of the Eastern Question, Middle East Forum,

(Beirut: July, 1957), pp. 10 - 11; and Ephram Speiser, The
United States and the Near East, p. 82, 242.
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decisions on Middle East affairs on wrong grounds." How-
ever, as a result of the discussions held, a new strategic
interest was taken in the oil of the Arab East and came to
be considered as a factor in the security of the United
States.t? Perhaps the first indication of any real American
interest in the Middle East came with President Roosevelti's

meeting with Arab leaders in February 1945.16

After the second world war, Anglo-American relations
-namely in the Middle East - were predominantly characteriged
by their rivalry, since mo joint policies had been worked out
beyond the immediate problems of war. 8o the increase of
American interest in the Middle East had, as a consequence,
certain frictions with well-established British policies and
interests: As in the matter of Jewish immigration into
Palestine, in competition for influence in Saudi Arabia, and
in the gquestion of oil concessions. But the issues of rivalry
became insignificent (in the British and American views) in
the face of the increasing Soviet challenge to the vital

interests of both pouars.17

15Hillinn Retizel, The Mediterranean; its role in
American Foreign Policy, PP. 117 - 118.

165 nrem A. Speiser, The United States and the Near
East, Pe 243. e e

171pia., p. 243.
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The Soviet threat to American and British interests
in the Middle East reaily began in the beginning of 1945
when the Soviet Union terminated its treaty of 1925 with
Pfurkey end made material demands for bases on the straits
and for certain parts of Turkey's territory. Also, there
was the experience of the Soviet troops whichyi:pt in Iran
to support the "democratic national autonomous government
in Azerbaijan" in 1945; and which threatened the integrity
of Iran as an independent state. Hence, from 1946 on,
America Dbegan to pursue an increasingly firm stand against
Soviet attemptis to penentrate the Middle East.la In this,
she shared the British attempts to stop a Soviet "thrust
across the throat" of the British Empire. On the other
hand, America's Middle Eastern policy began to be shaped
distinectly from British policy within the context of global
relations with the Soviet Union - to face Soviet encroachment
in Burope, the Far and the Middle East. American firmness
against Soviet attempts to penetrate the Middle East was
also based on the conviction that Soviet manceuvring in
Greece, Turkey, and Iran was an attempi - as ex-Secretary
Acheson said - to penetrate and get control of those countries-

and when these countries lose their independence then the

18+ pne secretariat of the Baghdad pact, The hdad Pact,
(Great Britain: Joan Wright & Soms Ltd., 1957), Pe1
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Soviets will push to those thatlie beyond. Hence the west
should try to keep those three couniries out of Soviet hands,
or be prepared to accept the subsequent loss of the sirategic
bases, lines of communications and resources of the Middle

ast.19

Another factor which was behind the American attitude,
was the progressive decline of Britisn strength in the Arab
World which forced America to consider the organization of
joint defense. The result was that America began to face a
difficulty in reconciling her policies with those of Britain
and her traditionally sympathetic attitude towards Middle
Eastern Nationalism.20

The approach of America, to the Palestine problem,
had differed from that of the British. The primary motive of
the British was to safeguard its relations with the Arab World
end implement their legal obligations - under the mandate -
and their official obligations - Balfour Declaration, November
2, 1917 - to create a National Home for the Jews in Palestine.
While the American involvement in the Palestine problem began

19 Jomn Campbell, Defense of the Middle East, (New York:
Harper & Brotners, 1958), p. 12.

20 1pid., pp. 12-13.
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with fhe periodic presidential statements urging the admis-
sion of more Jews to Palestine and private aid to immigration.
Moreover, when America took part in the numerous commissions
on Palestine, she missed all real responsibility. Afterwards,
America took a leading role in drafting the partition resolution
in the General Assembly in November, 1947, but she refused to
contribute any forces to make this resolution applicable.2l
When the British announced that they were going to withdraw
from Palestine, America handed a proposal for an international
trusteeship for Palestine. When this proposal failed the ;
American government recognized the establishment, de facto,

of the new state of Israel on May 14, 1948, a few minutes
after it was proclaimed. Hence she became forever entangled
in the complexities of Arab East politics.22

As a resplt of the Arab-Jewish War the state of Israel
was created much larger than that of the United Nations
resolution. In addition, there was the frustration of Arab
hopes ahd & lasting bitter attitude created not only toward
Israel but also towards the powers the Arabs held responsible
for their “"Spoilation", humiliation and defeat 27 (namely
Britain and America).

2l Ibid., p. 37.
22 4eine, Zeine N., "ﬂ;}m Palmerston to Eisenhower", p.ll

25 John Campbell, Defense of the Middle Bast, p. 37.
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There is no doubt that the west is still determined -
in spite of the illegality of Israel's existence in Arab eyes-
to continue to safeguard Israel's existence, to attempt to
find a peaceful solution to the Arab - Israeli dispute. It
geems that Mr, Dulles and others believed this to be possible,
for on February 6, 1956, in reply to a letter from members of

the House of Representatives, Mr. Dulles said:

" Let me say that the foreign policy of the

United States embraces the preservation of the state

of Israel. It also embraces the principle of

maintaining our friendship with Israel and the

Arab States!24

As a conclusion, we could sum up the western interests
and policies - as represented by America and Britein - towards
the Middle East. First, the West/§.. most vital interest in
the Middle East is to obtain oil under fair commercial
conditions; and then to bring it to Europe by the cheapest
and safest route.<? Secondly, the west desires and encourages

mutual friendship among the states of the area, and in general
welcomes any development which would make for social and political

24 Council on Foreign Relations, Documents on American
Foreign Relations, 1956 (New York: Harper & Brotihers, 1957),
P z7§-

25 R.I.I. A., British Interests in the Middle East,
P 35.
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6 for a politically explosive Middle East would

stability;?
invite Soviet aggression or interference. The third objective -
maialy British - is to keep open trade and other communications
10 the countries East of Suez.27 Fourthly, the west seeks to
maintain and strengtnen the democratic pattern and principles,
which it advocates. However, it is not necessary to adopt

the same pattern as in the west. The Middle Eastern countries
may adopt a developed form of westerm Democracy to suit their
needs. A fifth aim of the west is the encouragement of

regional defense arrangements, as a checkg to aggression from

the Soviet Umion. <29

Thus we sce that the west has vital interests in the
Middle Egst and is seeking in various policies and means to

achieve and preserve these interests in various circumstances.

26 Henry A. Byroade, "The Middle East in New perspective",
The Department of State Bulletin, Vol. 30, (April 26, 1954), p.629.

27 British Information Service, London, Reference Division,
"Notes on Britain and the Middle East, Quote No. R. 2924. September
17, 1954, p. 1.

c % Henry A. Byroode "The Middle East in New Perspective",
P 29.

29 3ir Charles Webster, et.al., United Kingdom Policy,

Foreign, Strategic, Economieg, ( Royal Institute o ternational

Affairs, 1950), pp. 52-53




- 16 =

The latest means proposed by the west was a collective defen-
sive military pact - namely the Baghdad Pact - directed
against the Soviet Union to prevent her from uprooting
western interests or from implementing her interests and

policies in the Middle East.

C. SOVIET INTERESTS AND POLICIES IN THE MIDDLE EAST

The history of Tsarist Russia, since 1552, is marked
by consistent efforts to find a warm-water port, particularly
on the mediterranean.30 Historically, the strategic aims of
Russian interests were the following: control of the Turkish
Straits, an expansionist tide toward India and the FPersian
Gulf region, and establishment of power in the Balkans.
Russia was forced by Britain to accept control over the
northern and adjacent parts of the Middle East area and
prevented from interfering with western influences and
interests in the main Arab Zones.’l The penetration of the
Middle East also stood high on the list of Soviet priorities.

30 Iemail Ege, "The Extent and Significance of Soviet
penetration in the Middle East", New LOOK at the Middle East,
Middlée East Imnstitute, Washington, b.C., » Po .

3lgolonel S. G. Taxis, "Middle East Responsibility
toward Regional and World Security", The Evolution of Public

Reagonsibilitx in the Middle East, Middle East Institute,
as on, +Vey s Po .
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Only since the (Czechoslovakian-Egyptian arms deal has
the Soviet penetration realized.-?

Since the Communist Revolution of 1917, the Soviet
aims (and consequently their interests) have followed the
dialectics, namely that of constant change involving in-
consistency depending on the expediency of circumstances.
Aside from this fact, it was certain that there was a broad
general line of policy which was concerned with the Middle
East.>?

The first period after the Revolution was characteriz-
ed by the public repudiation of the old Russian imperialism.
Also they issued a call for a revolt of the 'Mohammedan
toilers of the East' against western imperialist oppressors
and local pashas. In 1920, at the same time when the leaders
of the Comintern were calling the 'peoples of the East' to a
noly proletarian war at the Baku Congress, Lenin and Chicherin
were coming to terms with non-communist govermments and
national movements on the southern frontiers of Soviet Russia.

Soon after Mustafa Kemal took over in Turkey, contacts were

320arol A. Fisher, Fred Krinsky, Middle East in Crisis,
(New York: Syracuse University Press, 1959), D. 32.

331bid-, PP- 32 = 33.
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established with the Soviet govermment.

The result of their close cooperation culminated
in a treaty of frienmdship in March, 1921.°% On the other
hand, the Soviets concluded a treaty with Iran by which they
withdrew their forces from northern areas leaving the ‘'Soviet
Republic of Gilan' and the separatist movements in Lsoibaijan
to be suppressed by the Iranian governnent.35

Throughout the interwar period the cominterm did
its best to build up an appartus of subversion within the
countries of the Middle Bast. In the 1930's, at the same
time when communist propoganda was denouncing the anti —
communist governments of Ataturk and Reza Shah of Iran along
with the 'western imperialists', the official Soviet policy
was pcaceful coexistence. This policy was followed by
treaties with Turkey, Iran and Afghanistan to face the
danger of Hitler. Meanwhile, certain multilateral regional

34Hnltor %Z. Lagqueur, The Soviet Union and the Middle
%, (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1959), PP. 2520,

35.'thn Secretariat of the Baghdad pact, TIThe gggg%nd
act, p.7; for the contradictory views about the end o
Gilan government see Walter Laquer, The Soviet Union and the

Middle East, pp. 29-32.

E

W)

36 onn Campbell, Defense of the Middle East, pp. 20-21.
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defense arrangements were concluded on the initiative of
local governments and not including the Soviet Union.
These were the Balkan pact of 1934 (Yugoslavia, Rumania,
Greece and Turkey) and the Middle East or Sa'adabad pact
of 1937 (Turkey, Iraq, Iran, Afghanistan). The Soviets
did not objcct to these pacts since they were preaching
Collective Security against the Nazis and the Inacist-.37

In the period of the years 1939 - 1941 and after
Stalin's conviction of the weakness of Collective Security,
ne tried to use his bargaining power position as a non-
belligerent to check and limit German advance through the
Balkans to the Middle East. Horeover)hn tried to establish
Soviet predominance in Turkey, and to prevent the western
powers from using their position in the Middle East for an
attack on the Soviet Unian.38 Stalin and Molotov showed
interest in Hitler's proposal that the area "south of the
national territory of the Soviet Union in the direction of

the Indian Ocean"™ should be Soviet sphere of 1n£1uenco.39

5Trpid., p. 21.

3allvin Rubinstein, edi, Fore Policy of the
Soviet Union, (New York: Random %ﬁuae, %g%ﬁi, PP. Bo-87.

39 ne Secretariat of the Baghdad Pact, The Baghdad
Pact, pp. T-8.
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However, the Soviet Union made a counter-proposal to
Germany, because of its rcira that if Germany controlled
either the Balkans or Turkey then its position in the
Middle East or even its security would be endangered.
The Soviet counter-propesal specified the conclusion of
an alliance between the Soviet Union and Bulgaria and a
Soviet land and naval base in the Purkish Straits, in
addition to recognition of "the area south of Batum and
Baku in the general direction of the Persian Gulf as the
center of aspirations of the Soviet Union".4® since the
clashes of interest were clear the German decision for war

against the Soviet Union was not delayed.

Almost immediately following the conclusion of
the Second World War the Soviet Union set her previous
designs towards the Middle East. This was clear in the
‘demands that Stalin had put forward in his negotiations with
his western allies with respect to Turkey and the straits.41
However, since Stalin's death, the Soviets have assured Turkey

401p1a., p. 8

‘ 4lpovert Rossow, Jr., "The Battle of Azerbaijan,
1946", The Middle East Jourmal, vol. X, No.l, (Washington,
D. c. » : EEEOI‘, Igzs , » Pp. I ’-320
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that they believe the question of defense can be settled

on mutually satisfactory terms. They also state that they
have no claims on Turkey. The Turks, aroused by Soviet
pressure, first looked to the Arab world far support. Iraq
and Turkey signed a pact of mutual assistance on the ques-
tion of maintaining order on March 29, 1946, designed to
prevent further communist enoroachnent.42

The Arab-Israeli wars of 1947 - 1948 provided the
Soviets with another opportunity to participate directly in
the affairs of the Middle East. Previously, the Soviets
had backed Arab claims in Palestine and outwardly denounced
the Zionists. When the Jewish State was proclaimed in 1948,
the Soviet Union completely reversed its policy and im-
mediately gave recognition to the New state.4’ Thus the
Soviet attempts to extend its influence in the Middle Bast
began increasing after the Second World War. But in the
period of 1935 and 1945 the ground was laid for the great
Soviet and communist successes of the Middle fifties, 44

42gphram A. Speiser, The United States and the Near
East, p. 118. T e e

“3pavid J., Dallin, "Soviet Policy in the Middle East®,
Pe 337-344, Middle Bastern Affairs, November, 1955, from the
Middle East ) ar, (edl. Grant S. McClellan), H-W.

Wilson Company, New York, 1956.




Generally and in brief, we can say that the
Soviet policy in the Middle East is motivated by three
mein objectives: First, the Soviet Union seeks to hinder
any designs aiming at making the Middle East a major base,
from which hostile attacks against her may be launched.4’
Thus the Soviet Union attempts to weaken and impair the wes-
tern influence in the Middle East. The Soviets also attempt
to back local communist movements in various countries, in
the hope that such movements will take part in the revolutionary
changes that will throw such countries into the communist
bloc.46 Since the Middle East is a major scene of social
change it is one of the best targets for such communist
attempts. Secondly, the Soviet Union is interested in
denying the oil of the Middle East to the western powers.
Thirdly, the Soviet Union has always sought and is still
seeking an access to the Indian Ocean and to the Mediter-

ranean Sen.47

45jon Kimche, "Russia and the Middle East", The
Nineteenth Century and After, vol. 143, (April, 1948),

‘snichard N. Frye, edi., The Near East and the Great
Povegl, (Massachusetts: Harvard versiiy Press, .
PP+ =40,

4Tjon Kimche, The Nineteenth Century and After, 143:
199-200, April, 1948.
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Thus we see that the Soviet Union has real and
vital interests in the Middle BEast which oppose those
of the wesat, creating a state of clashing interests.
That is why the Seviet Union fought the Baghdad Pact
ferociously which was initiated by the west as a means to
hinder and impair the implementation of Soviet interests
in the Middle East.

D. ARAB INTERESTS AND THEIR CONCEPT OF SECURITY FOR THE
ARAB EAST.

In this section we are going to discuss generally
and briefly the Arab points of view and desires as well as
their concept of security for the Arab Bast.

The Arabs have remained under one sort of foreign
control or another since their domination by the Ottoman
Empire in the early part of the sixteenth century. Even
after the end of World War 1 when the (Jtitoman power col-
lapsed, foreign influence and rule remained in the newly-
created sovereignties. Only since World War II, has any
real formal independence been experienced in the greater
part of the Arab East. Then, naturally the Arabs have come
to cherish this independence and guard against intrusions on
it. However, independence has not been gained for all Arab



peoples, as those of the Persian Gulf and the South
Arabian Coast are still under British control. Hence,
as a matter of principle and sympathy, the Arabs of in=-
dependent states strongly support the cause of these
brother Arabs who remain struggling for freedom and
sovereignty.

Thus the principle interest prevailing among the
Arebs is 10 protect and maintain their independence and

aovcreignty.48

Although the Arabs remained 400 years under Otto-
man domination, they preserved a sense of community and
shared a common past of which they are proud. Arab society
and character were developed due to the binding ties of a
single language and religious bonds. The Arabs, throughout
hiltony, have resisted external pressures and disintegration,
because of these factors, and maintained their identity as
an Arab nation.,%9 The present political divisions which

48camal Abdul Nasser's interview with the British
Manschester Guardian in AN Nahar, Beirut, July 20, 1966.

‘9c-o11. A., Hourani, "The Arab League in perspective",

P. 128, Middle East Journal, vol. I, no.2, 1947.
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exist in the Arab world should not deceive non-Arabs in
the underlying cultural and psychological unity of the

area as a whole,

Real attempts and movements working for achieving
the unity of the Arab world began by the end of the First
World War. The Arab national movement came into being
after the First World War. Professor Fayez Sayegh in his
book, says that as it came into its own, the Arab National
movement was animated by three urges: for emancipation from
foreign domination, for socio-economic development, and for
political unification. The corresponding ideas of independence,
progress, and unity jointly became the principal components

of the total concept of Arab lationalian.so

Arab nationalists rarely disagreed on the goals of
Arab nationalism while they were in the process of pursuing
these goals. Later, opposing factions emeérged when parts of
these objectives were achieved. As a consequence the "Great

Debate™ emerged to include the three objectives of the Arab

50
Fayez, A. Sayegh, Arab Unity, (New York: The
Devin-Adair Company, 1958), pp. o-1; for similar ideasy
Gamal Abdul Nasser, t's Liberation, the philoso of
the Revolution, (W on, D.C., 3 c rs
Fress, 1959), PP. 39=40.



- 20 =

national movement, namely, independence, unity and progresa.sl

The Great Debate goes on today between two schools
of thought. On the one hand are those who stand for the
acceptance of the status quo. These adopt the attitude
and belief that since Arab nationalism have somewhat achieved
its goals, it must now adopt the path of normal evolution and
gradual development. This school of thought is labelled
Static Nationalism. The other school which asserts that
the "achievements of independence is a starting point in
the Arab policies for reform and reorientation® is called
Dynamic Nationalism. Dynamic Arab Nationalism "rejects the
Status quo and stands for the radical transformation of the
Aradb national existence". In foreign affairs it calls for
"freeing the Arab world from all the ties and relations which
have given foreign powers considerable influence in the
direction of Arab affairs, on the basis of their incompatibi-
lity with independence and Arab interests®.”? This helps to

511:305 A. Sayegh, Arab Unity , pp. 161-162; for the
details of the Arab natio 8% approaches to social changes

see Hazem Zaki Nuseibeh, The Ideas of Arab Nationalism,
(New York: Cornell Univers y Press, s DPe 87.

*2payes A. Sayegh, "Arab nationalism, the Latest Phose",
Middle East Forum, vol XXXIII (November, 1957), pp. 7-8.
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explain Nasser's attitude toward the Baghdad Pact.

Egypt stood for an independent system of defense for the
Avabs versus Iraq's position which committed that country to
association with foreign powers and put Iraq under their
possible influence and domination.”” On the stage of intra-
Arab relations Dynamic Arab Nationalism advocates pan-Arab
Union. Finally on the domestic plane, it advocates a
wradical change of the socio-ecomomic structure of Arab
society on the grounds that the development of Arab human
and national resources is reversely hindered by the existence
of the feudal systems and the corrupt old regines'.54

The clash between the two brands of Arab Nationalism
reached its climax with the controversy ovof the Baghdad Pact
which was formed in February 24, 1955. Irag, under the regime
of the Monarchy, represented (as will be seen from its policies)
the Static brand of Arab Nationalism, while Nasser's Egypt
represented the Dynamic brand. This clash between Egypt and
Iraq, in which we will be concerned, lasted from 1955 to July
14, 1958, when the whole regime of the Monarchy collapsed,

53T.H. Little, "The Arab League, A Reassessment",
Middle East Journal, (Spring, 1956), p. 150.

5‘Fayas. A. Sayegh, "Arab Nationalism, the Latest
Phese®, Middle Bast Forum, pp. 7-8.



thus signifying the fall of the main bastions of the

Static brand of Arab Nationalism.

In conclusion, we can pin peint the Arab's major

policies, desires as well as their concept of security for

the Arab East. No doubt there are some Arab states whose

polidies have been and still are not in éonplete harmony

with the majority of these points. In brief, these points

of view are summarized as follows:

(1)
(2)

(4)

(5)

(e)

(7)

Friendly cooperation with East and West.

Avoiding foreign alliances and entanglements,
i.e., concessions that might provoke the hosti-
lity of either East or west.

Adoption of a neutralist foreign policy.
Developing Arab regional security arrangements;
cooperation for defense.

Strengthening military establisnments to ensure
adequately for internal securiiy and provide for
self-defense.

Expanding its program of social, economic and
political reform.

Preparation for the eventual struggle with Israel;
meanwhile, enforcement of the economic blocade of
Israel and working through United Nations to secure
legitimate rights of Arabs in Palestine.
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(8) Accepting aid for economic development from
both East and West.

(9) Developing greater strength through regional
unities.

Thus we see that Arab interests and policies are
in opposition to both those of the Soviet Union and the
west. The fact remains that the Arabs, in the mid fiftees,
and in the course of their struggle to achieve their legal
and natural rights from the west,ss had collaborated with
the Soviet Union whose interests - at that particular stage
of Arab national stiruggle - coincided with those of the

Arabs.

55!hs Arabs were dominated and ruled - through the
Mandate System - by western powers, namely, Britain and

France.



CHAPTER II

THE GROWTH AND FORMATION OF PACTS

IN THE MIDDLE EAST

I. THE SA'DABAD PACT

In this chapter, the writer will trace briefly the
development of pacts in the Middle East area since 1935.
The Mpslem powers of the Middle Bast aimed at coordinating
and regulating their relationships and allying fhnmaalvos

against outside aggression.

The idea of extending a vErglonof the Balkan security
pact to the Middle East region came from Turkey, prompted by
Mussolini's threat to the EBastern Mediterranean. The primarxy
negotiations for the pact were initiated in Geneva in Septem-
ber 1935, between the Turkish and Persian accredited representa-
tives to the League of Nations; and a draft pact was initialed
on Qctober 20, 1935.l

lMajid Knadduri, Independent 1932 - 1958, (London:
Oxford University Press, en House, y P .
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However, it depended on the then two major Middle
Eastern states of Turkey and Persia to enlist the co-opera-
tion of other states in order to complete the structure of
a regional security pact comprising the independent Middle
Eagtern countries. In January 1936, the Afghan Foreign
Minister was entertained by Dr. RUstll Aras, the Turkish
Foreign Minister, at a banquet in Ankara, and the first
public reference to a Middle Eastern pact was made. From
January to July, negotiations were conducted between Turkey
and Persia on the one hand, and Persia and Irag on the other,
to settle certain frontier matters before the pact was signed.
The Iragi~Persian dispute was withdrawn from the League
Council and a boundary treaty was finally concluded in
Teheran on July 4, 1937.

Four days after the signature of the boundary
treaty, the Foreign Ministers of Iraq, Persia, Turkey and
Afghanistan signed at Sa'dabad a Four-Power Middle Eastern
Pact on July 8, 1937. The Sa'dabad Pact provided for
consultation among the four in all disputes that might
touch their common interests (Art. III); for regarding
their common frontiers as inviolable (Art. II); and for
eabstaining from interference in the domestic affairs of
each other (Arts. I, VII). Article 4 stipulated that the



four powers sihould not'rasort, whether singly or jointly,
with one or more third powers, to any act of aggression
directed against any other of the contracting parties'. It
was also agreed to bring any violation of Article IV to the
Council of the League of Nations (Art. V). An act of aggres-
sion by one of the contracting parties would entitle the
others to demounce the pact in respect of the party in
question (Art. VI). The pact was to be in force for five
years in the first instance, amnd it was to remain in force
for a second of the same length in respect of any of the
parties that had not given six month's notice of denunciation
before the expiry of the first five years (Art. X). In a
separate protocol, which was signed on the same day, the

four powers agreed to set up a Permanent Council, which was
to meet at leaat once a year, and a Secretariat of its own.
The Council met only once, when the four powers met for

considering Persia's application for election to the seat in

the Council of the League of lations.2

The Sa'dabad pact hardly meant anything more than a
declaration of good will on the part of its members, since it

21pid., pe 331.
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failed to provide any solidarity among than.3

When the Second World Wer broke out, and since
the Sa'dabad pact had wirtually become a dead letter, it
was realized by Turkey, that a closer Union was needed to
meet the new world balance of power. The imitiative came
from Turkey, who sent an invitation to the Regent of Iraq
and his premier Nuri as-Sa'id, who were visiting England in
July 1954, to visit Turkey. In September, president Indnli
of Turkey discussed with the Regent of Iraq and Nuri an in-
formel proposal of forming a Middle Bastern Bloc. The Turks,
who could no longer depend on the Balkan states for support
against the Soviet Union (since the Balkans, with the ex-
ception of Greece, had fallen under Soviet influence), turned
to the Arab Bast instead. The Turks were acting in conformity
with the foreign policy of America and Britain, for they had
entrenched political, economic, and strategic interests which
were threatened by Soviet ambitions in the Middle East. The
cooperation between the Arab world and Turkey would complete
the Middle Easternm chain begum in Greece for the "contain-
ment of the Soviet Union'.‘

31vid., Dp. 332.

41pia., p. 346.
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The initial reaction to Turkey's scheme was quite
favourable; for Nuri as-Sa'id had already declared his
svand in favour of the West against Russia. But in 1946,
when Nuri began his negotiations with Turkey in March, he
was no longer in office. He then asked the Suwiadi Govern-
ment for permission to negotiate such a treaty, but Suwiadi
authorized him to sign technical but not political agree-

ments .5

Nevertheless, Nuri initialled a treaty of friend-
ship and bon voisinage, and then asked the Government to
approve it. It was an embarrassing situatien and the
Suwiadi Government did not want to take a hostile atti-
tude towards Turkey by denouncing the treaty. To solve
the problem, the Suwiadi Government proposed to accept the
treaty with a reservation, namely, that its provisions
should not contravene Iraq's obligations under the Arab
League Pact. The Treaty was in the nature of a regional
security pact which provided for mutual consultation in
foreign affairs, the settlement of disputes by peaceful means,
and co-operation in regional matters within the framework

of the United Nations Charter. Turkey did not approve the
Suwiadi reservation, but the new government formed by Salih

2Ibid.
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Jabr in March, 1947 accepted the treaty without reserva-
tion. However, when the treaty was submitted o parlia-

ment for approval it was attacked both in the Senate and

in the Chamber of Deputies. The main points of criticism
may be summarized as follows: First, the treaty was not
negotiated with the free will of Irag, but was “imposed".
Secondly, the treaty might involve Iraq in a conflict with
the Soviet Union, which Iraq wished to avoid. Thirdly,

the treaty provided that Iraq woumld recognize the present
frontiers of Turkey, which implied recognition of Alexandretta
by Turkey without Syria's approval. Nuri as-Sa'id defended
the treaty by claming that it did not contravene Iraq's
obligations under the Arab League Pact; that Iraq's obliga-
tions in this treaty were the same as those which she
accepted in the Sa'dabad Pact; and that Turkey pledged her-
self to support the Arabs on the Palestine queation.6

In spite of all opposition, the treaty was approved
by the Chamber of Deputies on June 7, 1947, having been
opposed by only 13 deputies out of 101 present; and by the
Senate on June 12, opposed by only 2 out of 13 senators
pxeaent.7 This shows the difference of the aims and
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policies between the governing body and those of their

people.T

II. ZIHE TRUMAN DOCTRINE

To be able to observe the changing military, political
and economic relationships, since the Second World War, in
the Middle East region, it is necessary to survey briefly
the military, economic and political situation of Britain
which was by that time the most dominant power, and whose
military, economic and political interests were greatly

entrenched in the area.

In reviewing the series of fourteen British Defense
White Papers as a whole, it is easy to see a clear British
reflection of the evolution of Great-Power relations as they
moved from uneasy peace to near-war (1946-53) and back again
to deadlock (1954-1959). On the whole, the factors limiting
the British Government's freedom of action may be summed up
as follows: Firstly, the need for allies; secondly, the
need to safeguard the country's economic position; thirdly,

7The fact that the parliaments were rigged and hence
did not really represent the wishes and policies of the
eople was emphasized to the author by a former Iraqi official
fnamely Hashim Jawad), Beirut, April 11, 1965.
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as a particular case of both the first two, there was the
special but unequal relation with the United States of
America; fourthly, there was the influence of inter-
national organizations, particularly the United Nations;
fifthly, closely related to the last, the emergence on the
international scene of new countries; sixthly, the Com~
monwealth Countries; and seventhly, there was the effect
of party politics in Britain, including relations both
within and between the two major parties, both inside and
outside parliament. All of these factors affected the
policy in successive Defense White Papers.s It is not my
aim to discuss each white paper, analyzing the military,
economic and political policies of Britain each year. 13
will try to give some ideas of the White Papers which
reflect the changing attitude of Britain in the Middle
East, and why she began seeking collective security pacts.

In the 1948 White Paper the key ideas were:
The importance of the United Nations and its weaknesses;
the importance of the Commonwealth; the sense of being

85.M. Woodhouse, British Foreign Policy Since the
Second World War, (London, Hutchinson and Co., 1961),

Pe .
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still a great power; the economic problem; the danger of
aggression. On April 1949 the North Atlantic Treaty has
been signed, and the White Paper of 1950 declared that
British policy was "... to seek security through the
deyelopment of collective self-defence, within the frame-
work of the United Nations Charter, in co-operation with
the other members of the Commonwealth, the United States
of America and other like-minded nations."™ This was the
first mention of the United States of America in a British
Defence White Paper.9 In the words of Lord Strang:

"The United Kingdom has since 1945 evolved
another foreign policy, very different from the
old, but suited to our relative decline in terms
of power; its main characteristic is the merging
of our defences with those of like-minded govern-
ments in an intimate community of free peoples bound
by mutual engagement.

"In other words, we cannot survive without
allies, nor even perhaps without commitments
going beyond mere alliances."l0
Within ten years from the outbreak of the Second
World War, the once imposing structure of British power

in the Middle East had been underminéd, weakened, and

9Ibid., p. 80.

071pida., p. 93.
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destroyed. A number of causes contributed to this con=—
traction and withdrawal of British power. One is the
transfer of power in India in 1947, another is the failure
to solve the Palestine problem, still another is the eco-
nomic weakness of Britain herself, and last is "the failure
or inability of the makers of policy to recognize, under-
stand and allow for the new forces which were arising in the
Arab world and elsewhere, and which would sweep away the

supports of British influence and powerfll

President Truman had already in March 1947 sought
and obtained authority from Congress to give Greece and
Turkey the help they needed, and which Britain could no
longer supply, in defending their independence and
Territorial integrity against the Communist threat from
the North. This policy, commonly known as the Truman
Doctrine, was soon extended to Persia.12 At the end of
1949, the United States Government began assuming a still
greater role in the Middle Bast. Mr. George C. McGhee,

llBernard Lewis, The Middle East and the West,
(Bloomington: Indiana University FPress, y Do

12p0yal Institate of International Affairs, ed., Sir
Reader Bullard, ZThe liddle East, (London- Oxford Univeraity
Press, 1956), De. .
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then American Assistant Secretary of State, addressed the
American diplomats of the area in November 1949; his re-—
marks were summarized by one of there present, the

Ambassador to Israel, James G. McDonald, as follows:

" 'The basis of United States policy in the
Middle East,' McGhee told us, 'was to aid the development
of all resources in the area, in order to 1lift the standard
of living, and with an immediate two-fold purpose: (1) To
avert the threat of Communism from inside, and (2) to keep
armed the defensible border states (Greecé and Turkey) as

a defense against any outside Soviet aggression."

" 'First and foremost, consequently, the United

States could no longer take a back seat in the affairs of
the Middle East. For, with the Communist threat mounting,
Britain, hard-pressed by other problems, could no longer
maintain full responsibility for the protection of Western
interests and civilization in the area. The United States
must shoulder an increasing part of the burden. In this
respect "complete agreement in principle" had been reached

with Great Britain.! "3

133ernara Lewis, The Middle East and the West, p.128;
See also The Daily Star, January 17, 1958, Beirut, Lebanon.
Speech of Secretary of state, John Foster Dulles, to National
Press Club Luncheon (January 16, 1958), stating the United

States aims to counter economic threat posed by Soviet Russia
against areas of Asia and Africa.
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III. ALLIED MIDDLE EAST COMMAND (AMEC)

As early as October, 1949, a general agreement
on an Arab collective Security Pact had been reached by the
member states of the Arab League and it was approved by the
League Council on April 13, 1950. This was the first step
of any real significance taken toward achieving an actual
regional security for the Arab States.

At about the same time, the Tripartite Declaration
of May, 1950 was promulgated.* This Joint American, Prench
and British declaration was felf by the west to be necessary
to relieve the growing tensions in the Middle Eaat and to
prevent an arms race from developing between Israel and

the Arab statea.l5

The Israelis reacted favorably to the announcement,
inasmuch as it seemed to guarantee their present status and
borders. The Arab states, however, on June 17, 1950, replied
to the declaration stating that they considered themselves
responsible for the maintenance of peace in the Middle East,

14809 Appendix A, Tripartiite Agreement of May 25,1950.

lslbid., see paragraph 3 and 4, Tripartite Agree-
ment. i
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felt a profound sense of responsibility for internal
security and legitimate self-defense, and did not possess
aggressive intentions., They also cautioned the west not
to favor Israel in the supply of arms, nor to use pressure
to attempt to force a settlement of the Arab-Israeli

diapute.16

In the fall of 1951 a series of events took place
relating to the security of the Arab states and the interests
of the western powers in establishing some sort of regional

defense arrangements within the area.

Less than a week after the Wafd Government had
abrogated the Anglo-Egyptian Treaty of 1936, on October
13, 1951, a completely new proposal for the Joint defense
project was put forward by Britain, France, the United
States of America and Turkey. The new proposal was that
Egypt should enter the alliance as a founder on a basis of
"eguality and partnership" and that British bases and facili-
ties on the Canal Zone should be transferred to the alliance,
which would be known as the Allied Middle East Command (AMEC).

lekeeaings Contemporary Archives, 1950 = 1952,
vol. VIII, p. 1l0812.
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Other Arab countries and Israel had also been informed of
the substance of the proposal and other Middle Eastern
countries might be included in the new allied command.at
a later date, if they desired to join, but not as full
partners.t! On October 15, Egypt replied: "The Egyptian
government cannot consider these proposals or any other
proposals concerning differences outstanding between the
United Kingdom and Egypt while there are British forces

in occupation of Egypt and the Sudan.'l8

Following the Egyptian rejection of the Allied
Middle East command proposals and her unilateral abrogation
of the 1936 Treaty, these occurred serious disorders and
anti-British demonstrations in Port Said and Ismailia, which
prompted British authorities to occupy the two towns.
Egyptian officials reacted by putting into effect a number of
measures, denying facilities to British forces in the Canal
Zone and attempting (unsuccessfully) to stop British military
shipping through the Canal and at its ports. British troops,
in a countermove, took over all public utilities and key

17300rge Lenczowski, The Middle East in World Affairs,
(New York: Cornell University Press, s Peo .

lekeeaings Contemporary Archives, 1950 - 1952,
vol., VIII, ppe 1173 - 1179.



communication ports, as well as control of all road and
rail traffic and port operations at port Said, Suez and
Abediya. Strong British reinforcements, naval and military,
were noved imto the Zone. The situation could not be more

seriously 1n.flamed.19

The United States Department of State announced
on October 24, 1951 that, despite Egypt's rejection, the
United States would continue to work for the establishment
of a Middle East command. This was followed on November
10,1951, by a joint four-power statement, made by Britain,
France, United States and Turkey, announcing a plan to
establish a Middle kast command and declaring the guiding
principles of the proposed organization. The statement
declared that the defense of the Middle East was vital to
the free world; that defense against aggression could only
be achieved by the cooperation of the interested states;
and that the achievement of peace and stability would bring
social and economic advancement as well. It invited membership
on an equal basis, without detriment to the natural sovereignty
or independence., It promised assistance and arms support
and non - interference in the problems or disputes of the

area. But, at the same time, it stated that the Allied Middle

19 1pid., p. 11832,
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East command in no way afiected existing armistice agreements
or the principles of the Tripartite Declaration of May, 1950.
The broad aim was declzred to be the cooperative defense of

the region.20

These proposals were unacceptable and unappealing to
the Arab States, and especially to Egypt, which made great
efforts to influence her sister states to reject them, 21
Other Arabs, like the Egyptians, regarded the new proposal
as merely another way of perpetuating the presence of the
British on Arab soil. London, in the meantime, arranged
for Australian, New Zealand and Souih African participation.
The predominantly British character of the proposed Allied
Middle East command became too obvious to every one, and

the atiempt failed.22

IV MIDDLE EAST UEFENSE ORGANIZATION (MELOQ).

During the months that followed, one modification

after another was made to the original plan in the hope

20 1pid., see also Halford L. Hoskins, The Middle
East, problem Area in World politics, (New York: MacMillan
ompany, 5 P .

21 H. L. HOBk.inB, The Middle East, ss.. sy P 284.

22 Arslan Humbaraci, Middle East Indictment, (London:
Robert Hale Ltd., 1958), p. 183. |
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that it might be more acceptable to the Arab states, and to
Egypt in particular. Nearly a year passed before the American
government, realizing the lack of progress, decided to drop
the idea of a "command"™ and substitute for it a defense
'organization'; limiteé to acting as a liaison with the

states of the area and joint consultations on matters of
defense. The British opposed this view and desired a
functioning command or headquarters, which they felt might
have a better chance of eventually including both Israel

and the Arab states. The result was a compromise: MEDO
(Middle East Defense Organization), sponsored by the United
States, Great'Britain, France, Turkey, Australia, New Zealand
and the Union of South Africa.23 It envisaged primarily a
military planning committee to deal with the defense problems
of the area and the issues which contributed to inatability.24
Une significant feature of this plan was a tentative British
proposal to establish the operating headquarters of the
organization on the island of Cyprus. This action, it was

e For the details see: R.I.I.A., ed., Denise Folliot,
Documents on International Affairs - 1951, (London: Oxford
University Tresa, 1954), p. 421~ 123 see also John Connell,
Tne Most ortant Countr (Landon. Cassell & Company Ltd.,
1957), pp- SE 29.

24 H. L. Hoskins, The Middle Bast, problem area in
world politics , p. 284. .
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hoped, would bring Arab goodwill and provide some new basis
for achieving a cooperative defense organization in the area,

on the assumption that the British would give up, some time

in the near future, the Suez-Canal base to the Egyptians.
But Cyprus would, in reality, not be a suitable alternative
to the Suez base for & number of sound military reasons.

Britain realized this well,Z2?

V THE "NORTHERN TIER" CONCEPI.

The Middle East Defense Organization (MEDQ) did not
take root in the Arab states. When in May, 1953; Mr., John
Foster Dulles (then American Secretary of State) visited
the Middle East, he became convinced that Egypt would not
Join a western-sponsored defense alliance. He then conceived

the idea of the “Northern Tier" defense concept.

During Mr. Dulles' visit to the Arab region (May
10-30, 1953), the Arab states presented him with a memorandum
concerning the defense of the region, which indicated that

the members of the Arab League had decided to defend the

ares themselves and that a defensive system would be establish-

ed within the framework of the Arab Collective Security Pact.

251bid., pp. 265-266, 268, 270
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Further, the Arab states indicated that they would not
accept any Middle East defense system drawn by nations

not forming a part of the area though would accept assistance,

when needed.2b

But Washington took the initiative, when after the
trip of Mr. John Foster Dulles to Asia and the Middle East,

he declared on June 1, 1953%

"Now we think about a Middle East Defence
Organization. It's been much talked about, but
I think that is a future rather than an immediate
possibility. Many of the Arab League countries are
so engrossed with their quarrels with Israel and
with Great Britain or France that they pay little
heed to the Menace of Soviet Communism. However,
there is more concern where the Soviet Union is
near, and in general the northern tier countries
have an awareness of the danger.

There is in the area generally a vague desire
to have a collective security ayates7 But no such
system can be imposed from withoutt
Hence the Northern Tier Entente, the American version

of HﬁDO,'was born.

Because previous schemes of both Britain and America
had failed to attract the Arab states, Mr. Dulles proposed a
new purely American concept for the defense of the Middle East

26Kaeaing5 Contemporary Archives; 1950-1952, Vol.
IX, P. 12957. : -

ZTArslan Humbaraci, Middle East Indictment, p. 184,
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from possible Soviet aggression. Soon after his return

from the Middle East Mr. Dulles proposed the "Northern Tier"
idea; a defense running through Turkey Iraq, Iran and Pakistan.
The response was not spontaneous but prolonged negotiations

led to, first, a signing of the Turkish-Pakistani Alliance in

April, 1954, then the Turco-lIragi pact of February 24, 1954,
which later became expanded into the Baghdad pact with the
adherence of Britain and Iran.?8 Thus, the west had finally
achieved its objective in the Middle East of developing some
sort ol regional alignment. True, it only included one of
the Arab states, but it was one strategically located,

Westernly-oriented and reliable,

V [HE ARAB LEAGUE TREATY OF JOINT
DEFENSE AND ECONOMIC CO+OPERATION

The failure of the Arab League to save Palestine from
Zionist bccupation was attributed, at least in part, to the
lack of co-operation and harmony among the Arab forces on
the military front, as well as to the corresponding disharmony
among the Arab governments on the political and diplomatic
front.29 Hence, great Arab popular discontent was exerted

28 Keesings Contemporary Archives, 1950-1952, Vol.
IL, p. 12957.

23 Fayez A. Sayegh, Arad Unitx, (New York: Devin-Adair
Company, 1958), p. l1l44. )
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on Arab officialdom to embark on new steps for reinforcing

the structure of the Arab League. The first step that was
taken for enhancing the cohesiveness of the Arab League was
the conclusion of the Treaty of Joint Defense and Economic
Co-operation, which was approved-hy the Council of the

Arab League on April 17, 1950. The Arab Collective Security
Pact firat came into force on August 24, 1952, following its
formal ratification by Iraq (August 17, 1952) and Saudi

Arabia (August 20, 1952). Its aim was to integrate the
defense of the Arab world as well as its economy . In
addition to pledging the military assistance of the whole
League to the aid of any attacked member nation, the Treaty
provided means for enhancing economic and cultural co-
operation (Articles II and III respectively). In Article

1V the contracting states agfeed to "cooperate in consolidating
and coordinating their armed forces" and perticipate, each

in accordance with its resources and needs, in the preparation
of their individual and collective means of defense for the
repulsion of armed aggression, In Articles V and VI the
Treaty established a Joint Defense Council and a pefmanent

Military Commission,’Y respectively.

At the initial meetings of the Arab supreme Defense

0 See the Treaty of Joint Defense and Economic Co-
operation Among the States of .the Arab League: Muhammad Khalil,
ed., The Arab States and the Arab League, Vol. II, pp. 101-105.
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Council, composed of foreign ministers and defense ministers
of the adherents to the collective security pact, it was
decided to abandon ideas of a common defense system in
association with western or Balkan defense organizations.
They stated that there could be no contact between the Arab
Collective Pact and the North Atlantic Treaty Organization
because such a relationship would be that between "lMaster

and servant“.3l

However, the Arab Collective Security Pact rarely got
beyond the planning stage, and the pact was never capable of
being put into force because it did not have more than the
verbal support of the participants. The machinery existed
within the arrangements of the pact to provide for a regional
security for the Arab East areas but was never developed or
pursued by the member states. This was due to the inertia
and dissension which characterized the behaviour of Arab
officialdom of the day. Yemen, for example, made "reservations"
and Iraq made a "declaration" qualifying their reapective
ratifications. A descriptioﬁ by the American historian to

the Articles of the confederation in 1780's applies to the

51 Keesings Contemporary Archives, 1951-1952, Vol.
ViIl, p. 13710 and p. 13183.
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Arab situation in the early 1950's who observed:22

"The League of friendship seemed to be
turning into a League of dissemnsion. Their
Congress was sinking into utter contempt. The
quarrels among the states were growing positively
dangerous."

Consequently, the Areb mind, as professor Fayez
Sayegh put it, learned both in official circles and in
the public the ancient wisdom, after all efforts had been
made to transform the Arab lLeague into a more genuinely
united organization, that new wine must not be poured into
old bottles. It was not, however, until early 1955, when
Iraq took part.in founding the Baghdad Pact - inspite of
the provigions oif Article X of the Arab League Treaty of
Joint Defense - that this treaty began to be o;pénly consider-

ed as a worthless agreement.J

Hence, both of the contending Arab States, Egypt and
Iraq, recognized with the other Arab States, the real weak-
ness, division and chaos that dominated the Arab League
and consequently the inplementation of the Arab Collective
Security Paet. So, each embarked on a long-run Policy for
enforcing and strengthening the military and economic standards
of the Arab world.

32 Quoted in Fayez A. Sayegh, Arab Unity, p. 149.

33 lbido’ po 150-151.
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Unfortunately, Egypt and Irag chose separate and
distinct lines of policy for pursﬁing the security of the
Arabs. In the meantime, each was definitely convinced that
her line of policy was the right one for achieving the general
Arab security to replace the dissension and guarrels that

dominated the Arab League.

The Baghdad Pact, which symbolizes the new policies
and steps adopted by Irag to strengthen the security of the
Arabs, is discussed in the following chapter, while the
reactions and counter-policies of Egypt and other Arab
States to the Baghdad Pact are discussed in chapter 1V.



CHAPTER III1

THE FOKMATION OF THE BAGHDAD PACT

A. THE NURI-MENDERES TALKS IN ISTANBUL (OCTOBER 8, 1954).

The primary negotiations toward the initiation of
the Baghdad Pact began in Istanbul from October 8-19, 1954,
between the premier of Irag, Nuri as-Sa'id, and the Premier
of Turkey, Adnan Menderes. However, Egypt had opposed all
the steps which ultimately led to the initiation of the
Baghdad Pact. In this chapter, thé anthor will not describe
this opposition and its implications. In the following
chapter, the author will survey the initial opposition and
interactions during the different stages of the initiation
of the Baghdad Pact.

On November 1, 1954 a few days after Nuri's visit
to Istanbul, he was interviewed by a correspondent of the
Sundey Times. On November 2 the Baghdad press guoted Nuri
aé haviﬁg told the correspondent:

"wWe are not strong enough to be able to assist
others, but we are trying to find a means to cor-
relate our foreign poliey with the provisions of
the Turkish-Pakistani Pact. A4ll that we can do

at the present is to organize the defense of

Iraq through co-operation with neighbouring states." 1

1 Waldemar J. Gallman, Irag under General Nuri, p. 25.
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Mr. Waldemar Gallman says that Nuri as-Sa'id him-
self generously furnished the (American) Embassy in Baghdad
with a summary of the minutes of the talks. The points on
which Nuri and Adnan Menderes (the Turkish Premier) had
reached agreement were then listed in the minutes and

were described as follows:

1., "The security of Turkey and Iraq calls for
the establishment of co-operation with their neigh-
bours. The best solution is for all Arab states
to join in this, along with Iran and Pakistan.

2. Attempts will be made in discussions which
Iragq and Turkey are planning to have with Egypt, to
get Egypt to join this grouping too.

3. Irag and Turkey will keep in constant touch
in the hope of arranging talks with Syria, lran, and
Pakistan.

4. Nurli explained that Iraq's role in the scheme
of defense would be: (a) to safeguard the eastern
passes against enemy land forces; (b) to defend her
oil wells from air and atomic attacks; and (e¢) to
facilitate and ensure arrival of aid destined for
Turkey via Iragq.

5. Nuri made clear to Menderes that measures
should be taken to check communist and Zionist
propaganda aimed at preventing rapproachment between
Arab countries and Turkey. Menderes not only endorsed
this but added that measures already taken against
the communists, particularly in Iraq and Egypt, had
caused great satisfaetion in Turkey.



©e. Finally, there was agreement on the need
for making mutual assistance in the economic field
more effective for implementing the provisions of
both the §conomic and cultural agreements concluded
in 1946."

B, IHE NURI-MENDERES TALEKS IN BAGHDAD.,

The second rounds of talks began on January 6, 1955,
when Menderes and his group arrived in Baghdéd to continue

their telks and plans about the defense of the Middle East.

At the end of the Menderes -~ Nuri talks on January
13, 1955, in Iraq a communiqué was issued announciﬁg that
Turkey and Iragq, in the exercise of the right of self-defense
as proclaimed in Article 51 of the United Nations charter,

2 Ibid,, pp. 26-27, Nuri as-Sa'id claims that before
the communiqué was issued he had copies given to all Arab
representatives in Ankara. He said: "I heard nothing from
my Egyptian brothers nor from any of other Arab brothers
after the publication of the communiqué in Istanbul. I
heard no complaint or dissatisfaction, nor did I receive a
request for any kind of explanation. October and November
passed and when December came, the Arab foreign ministers
met in Caire. But no one asked about the Iragi-Turkish
discussgions. In Baghdad, the discussions followed the same
lines &s in Istanbul. The Turkish mission then went te
Damascus and Beirut. In Beirut, a U P correspondent was
told that the discussions. with Menderes had been fruitful,
frank and friendly. Then came the attacks. Iraq, it was
charged, had taken the Arab countries by surprise! ;

Ibid., Ppe 45.
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had decided to conclude a treaty expanding co-operation
for the stability and security of the Middle East in keep-
ing with the principles of the United Nations charter. The
necessity for such a treaty, the communiqué continued, had
been recognized during the talks that had taken place in
Istanbul the previous October. Participation in this
treaty was considered necessary and expedient for other
states that had shown determination to serve the goals out-
lined; that were geographically situated to do so; or that
had the means at their disposal to help. Consequently,
during the short period intervening before the actual draft-—
ing of the treaty was undertaken, Turkey and Iraq would
keep in close touch with states that expressed a desire to
act in concert with them. Turkey and Iraq would hope that
such states could sign the treaty along with them. If not,
Turkey and Iraq would continue their efforts in the hope of

obtaining later signatures.3

On Januery 14, the next day, Iragi Acting Foreign
Minister Burhanuaddin Bashayan gave the press the following
clarification of the communiqué:

241 - Ahram as cited in the Arab World, January 14,
1954, pp. 1-2, 1; and John Connel, IHe MOST Important Country,
PPs T0 = TL
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"l. Nuri's affirmetion, made on previous occasions,
that Iraq would not send her forces to fight outside
Iraq still holds good and was accepted by Turkey.

"2. Iraq had obtained assistance from the United
States without any obligations or commitments, even
before any agreement had been reached with Turkey
on the maintenance of stability and peace in the
Middle East.

"3. The agreement between Turkey and Irag gives
the lie to Zionist propaganda that Iraq has offensive

de Eigna .

"4, It is necessary, and it would be beneficial,
for all Arab countries to join the agreement, with
kgypt taking the lead. BEgypt's participation would
be welcomed by all peace-loving countries because
of her strategic position and capabilities.

"5. The proposed new agreement has no connection
with the Turkish-Pakistani Alliance. It is en
entirely new arrangement. There is nothing in the
uaynzf Pakistan, or for that matter Iran, joining
it.

On January 19, 1955, and after a special Iragi

cabinet meeting and two meetings at the palace attended

by the King, the Crown prince, and former prime ministers

Tawfiq as-Swaidi, Jamil Madfai, Salih Jabr, Nuraddin Mahmud,

4waldemar J. Gallman, Iraq under General Nuri,
34 .
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Arshad al-Umari and Fadhil Jamali, a further communiqué
was issued in justification of the course Iraq was taking.
The ma jor points in this communiqué were:

"l. Since its establishment as a state, Irag's
foreign policy has been based on the twin principies
laid aown by King Faisal I, (a) to promote wvital Arab
aims through the unification of Arab ranks, and (b)
to ensure that Irag remains an independent, sovereign
and useful member of the Arab community.

"2. In pursuance of (a) Iraq's endeavours have
covered Syria, Lebanon, North Africa, and Palestine.
Irag also participated in the establishment of the
Arab League and the Arab States Collective Security
Pact. 1In pursuance of (b) Iraq has continuously
sought to organize and consolidate relations with
her neighbours and with major powers whose interests
are bound with those of Iraq, As a result of this
endeavour Iraq has concluded treaties of friendship
and good neighbourliness with Turkey, Iran, and
Afghanistan, and participated in the Sa'dabad Pact.
In addition, Iraq entered into a treaty of alliance
with the United Kingdom.

"3. Iraq moreover, has never ignored the natural
right accruing to any Arab state to take any step in
the international field which it found its private
circumstances made necessary.

"4, Special circums tances also play a role in
Iraq's relations with Turkey. Iraq las a long common
frontier with Turkey. There are common resources as
well. And Irag is bound to Turkey by the treaties
and agreements of 1926, 1937 and 1942,

"5. Finally, the projected agreement with Turkey

is based on Article 51 of the United Nations charter
in the same manner as the Arab Collective Security

Pact., "5

3¢ 1bid., pp. 35-36.



C. IHE IRAQT INTERNAL SITUATION: (FEBRUARY - MARCH 1955)

On February 6, the Iraqi chember of deputies was called
to a special session on short notice. Of 135 members; ninety-
six responded and adopted the following resolution presented
by seven pro-government members:®

" This Assembly, cognizant of the government's

Policy which aims at securing Iraq's strength through

co-operation with her neighbours in accordance with

its traditional policy, which is in conformity with

the Arab Collective Security Pact and with the Arab

League charter, and the United Nations charter, fully

supports this policy."

The deputies gave Nuri a 96-0 vote of confidence.
However, the attitude of most of the Iraqgi parties and
labour Unions was emphatically against the signature of
the Tureo-Iragi Pact. On Januvary 21, 1955, the dissolved
Iraqi parties end labour unions sent a memorandum to Nuri
expressing their opposition to the Turco-Iragi glliance,
condemning it as a challenge to the will of the majority
of the Iragi people, and describing it as an agreement
between "governments and not between peoples". They
claimed that Iraqi public opinion backs the idea of non-
alignment and emphasises closer relations with the other

Arab countries. Lastly, they claimed that the people

will cancel this agreement when they become the 'masters

®1bid., p. 45.
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of themselves',./l
D. THE AMERICAN ENCOURAGEMENT

The American attitude was to back Nuri during the hard
days in which popular opposition was exerted against signing
the Turco-Iragi Treaty. The view in Washington, as recorded
by the +then American Ambassador to Iraq, was, briefly, as
follows:®

"]l. America looked with particular favor on any
increased collaboration in the Middle East against possible
comnunist aggression.

"2, America thus viewed the Turkish-Iraqi declaration
of intention as a constructive step.

"3, America was, moreover, prepared to assist Turkish
and Iragi efforts to achieve a realistic and effective
defense arrangement,

"4, America believed the Arab States should welcome
this development as an important step contributing to
their security".

On January 18, when Mr. Dulles (then American Secretary
of State) was asked to comment on the proposed pact, he
said that the United States considers this a very constructive

7 Mohammed Mahdi Kubba, My memoirs, in the heart of events,
(Beirut: Daxr at-talia, 1965), pp. 4
The parties that sent the nnnorandun to Huri as-Sa'id were:
The National Democratic party, Independence party, Head of
the Iragi Unions. See also Al-Ahram, January 22, 1955.

8

Waldemar Gallman, Irag Under General Nuri, pp. 45-46.
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development; and that it is a move toward building up the
so—called 'Northern Tier' of which Turkey and Pakistan are
already pioneers. And since Iraq and Iran are between

Turkey and Pakistan they close the gap between them, thus

increasing the security of the area,?

E. SIGNING OF THE TURKISH-IRAQI PACT

In the process of preparing the details of the Turco-—
Iraqi Treaty, Nuri as-Sa'id was laboriously working on an
accompanying objective, a new agreement with Britain to
replace the Anglo-Iraqi Treaty of June 30, 1930 and to open
the way for British adhnerence to the proposed pact.

Mr. Waldemar Gallmen says that, on February 23, when
the Turkish delegation arrived in Baghdad for signing the
Turkish-Iraqi pact, both Washington and London had made their
attitude toward the projected pacf clear. Both wanted to
see it signed. Washington preferred, thou gh, that the

pact itself contain no reference to the Palestine question,lO

The Iragi and Turkish delegates made a strong plea for
the early adherence of America to the pact. Their reasoning

was that, with the United States in the pact, the attitude

9 Ibid., p. 46

10rpig., p. 52.
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of the Arab States towards it would be quite different:

opposition would be lessened.ll

Early on February 24, Mr. Zorlu, the Turkish
fbreign‘Minister, showed the British ambassador, Sir
Michel Wright, and Waldemar Gallman, the American Ambassador,
the drafts of letters bearing on the Palestine issue which
were to accompany the pact and to be exchanged at the time

of signing.t?

Nuri as—Sa'id observed in his letter "that it is
'our' understanding that the pact would enable the two
countries to co-operate in resisting any aggression directed
against either party and that, in order to emneure peace in
the Middle East, the two parties would co-operate to make
the United Nations resolutions on Palestine effective"l3
Menderes, the Turkish premier, in replying, simply stated
that be wished to confirm his government's agreement with

the contents of Nuri's letter. The Americans wanted no

1l1pi4.,

127414,

LJphe Arab World, March 3, 1955, p.5, where the
official and complete letter of Nuri as-Said to menderes
concerning Palestine and related to the Turco-Iragi Treaty
is presented in fukl. :
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reference to the Palestine question in the pact itself,

nor close association between the pact and any accompany-
ing documents mentioning Palestine. Ambassador Wright in-
quired whether there was not still time to change the word-

ing somewhat, but Zorlu took a firm stand. In defending

Nuri's stand, Zorlu aaid:l4

"Nuri could not be induced to accept any changes
in wording, or postponement in effecting the exchange,
Nuri hoped to appease Arab opinion by linking the
letters closely to the pact. Menderes, Zorlu ex-
plained, agreed that Nuri needed the letters as
worded and needed them right away in order to streng-
then his position. Menderes feared, however, that
they might cause trouble for his government."

It should be observed that, three years later,
when asked if he saw any hope of a solution of the Palestine

problem through the Baghdad pact, Dr. Fadhil Jamali gave
the following anawer:15

"The Baghdad pact is a defensive instrument against
communism. Its role object is to save the Middle
East from communism. It is concerned with the Palestine
problem only in so far as it spreads dissatisfaction

141pid., pp. 52 - 53.

19reila Shaheen, "Interview with Dr. Mohammed Fadhel
Jamali, Foreign Minister of Iraq", Middle East Forum
vol. XXXIII, May 1958, p. 13.
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and creates a fertile soil for communism. Even
then, the Baghdad pact as an organization cannot
deal with the problem directly. Those of its
members who see the damage caused to peace and
8tability of the Middle East by the Palestine
problem should make their contribution to its
settlement through the United Nations."

The pact was signed on February 24, 1955. On
February 26 the pact was submitted to the Iragi parliament
for ratification. It was approved by the chamber of
deputies by a vote of 112 to 4, and by the Senate by a

vote of 26 to l.16

During the debate on the pact in the chamber,
Nuri again elaborated Iraq's position and obligations under
the pact. He reiterated the usual arguments thaf the Iraqi

government advanced in support of the pact.17

The objections to the pact in the chamber were
few but sharp. Those who attacked it did so on the grounds
that Turkey's obligations to assist the Arab States against

1©4nnex B; The Terms of the Turkish-Iragi Treaty
or the Baghdad pact.

1TFor the full details of speeches and arguments,
see the official Iragi Gazzette, minutés of the Iraqi
Legislative AssemEIi%“TﬁEEEHEH: Government Press, 1955),
bp. 577 b 595.
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Israel were not clearly defined; that the pact had been
hastily drawn up and negotiated; and that it was bound to

alienate Iraq from other Axab states, 8

In the senate, the only dissenter, Mohammed
Ridha al-Shabibi, explained his opposition on the grounds

that he favoured "neutralism™ for Iraq.lg

On April 4, 1955 a special Agreement was signed
between Iraq and Britain. One of its stipulations was that
Iraq assumed full responsibility for her own defense. This
provision was followed by details on how the two countries

would co-operate in the defense of Iraq.20

On April 5, the British instruments of adherence
to the Turkish-Iraqi pact of mutual co-operation were
deposited at the Iragi Foreign office, thus formally
terminating the 1930 British-Iraqi Treaty, bringing the
April 4 Agreement into force, and making Britain the first

state to join the Turkish-Iragi pact.21

181pia.

191p14.
2°For the text of this agreement see: Jacob Coleman

Hurewitz, Diplomacy in the Near and Middle East, vol. I1I,
(London: Princeton, Van Nostrand Co., 1956), PPe 391 - 395,

2lyaldemar Gallman, Irag under General Nuri, p. 63.
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On September 23, 1955, the Pakistani ambassador
in Baghdad, Qureishi, deposited Pakistan's instruments of
adherence to the pact with the Iragi foréign office. The
third and last country to join was Iran. Her adherence

became effective om October 25, 1955.22

The inaugural meeting of the permanent council of the
pact of mutual co—operation opened in Baghdad on November 21,

1955, 22

At this fixst meeting it was decided that in future
the pact of mutual co-operation between Turkey and Iraq was
to be known as the Baghdad pact. A permanent ministerial
council was established. The seat of the pact was Baghdad.
Between sessions of the ministerial council +the business of
the pact was to be carried on by the ambassadors of the
member states resident in Baghdad, as deputies. The American
ambassador was invited to attend these deputy meetings as an

observer.?4

221 pid.

23For the account of the preliminaries leading to the
signing of this pact and for the text see, J.C. Hurewitsz,
Diplomacy in the Near and iiddle East, vol., II, pp. 390 - 391.

24Waldemar Gallman, Irag under General Nuri, p. 63.
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Later, the United States officially adhered,
gradually, to all committees of the Baghdad pact. However,
she has refused to join membership of the permanent council

of the pact, thus avoiding being legally an official member
of the Baghdad pact.

F. IHE INITIAL AND IMMEDIATE REACTICNS: EGYPT & ISRAEL.

The reaction of Egypt to the proposed Turkish-Iraqi
bact was pained surprise, followed by indignation, as
Mr. Patrick Seale recognized from Major Salah Salem, Egypt's
minister for National Guidance.Salah Salem, commenting on

the proposed Turco-Iragi pact said the following:25

"It was clear that the battle between our
policy and Iraq's would be joined over Syria.
The issue was quite simply this: If Iraq and
Turkey got Syriea on their side, Jordan and
Lebanon would soon follow and Egypt would be
completely isolated. We therefore immediately
summoned all Heads of states from the Arab
League countries to a conference in Cairo on
22 January to discuss this important matters..."

And so the Egyptian leaders held strongly to their
~ Yl
policy, at the same time trying to hinder and1§“?§ the

2%patrick Seale, Struggle For Syria, p. 212.
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policies of Iraq and her allies. The reasons behind
Egypt's opposition to Iraq's policies are variant but
mainly two: (1) ideologicaf and (2) competition for
hegemony in the Arab world. The basis of Egypt's opposi-
tion to western-sponsored military pact were previously

discussed.

The best document characteristic of the strength
of the Egyptian claim to leadership is the 'voice of the
Arabs' call on October 19, 1954- the Night of the Evacuation
Agreeﬁent. The 'voice of the Arabs' called on all the Arab
brothers in Jordan, Iraq, South of the Arab Peninsula, North
Africa and in Palestine to raise their heads from the impe-
rialists' boots for the era of tyranny was past, and Egypt
had started to free herself from imperialist shackles. It
called all the Arabs to raise their heads because the sun
of freedom was rising over Eggpt and they would soon be
flooded by its rays. It asked the Arabs to raise their
heads and see what waalhappening in BEgypt. In Egypt the
Arabs would not find any despotic monarchs, no feudalism,
and no weak army. Lt is Egypt's revolution that has freed

#*

See Supra, pp. }Y
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the nation from imperialist forces on the Suez Canal base.
Moreover, the 'voice of Arabs' demanded from the Arabs to
listen to Egypt when she says that there can be nco alliance

except with the Arabs. Lastly it declared to the Arab

nation:26

" In Egypt; you will then raise your head

in pride and dignity. In Irag, your Arabism and
your Habbaniya will be liberated by the liberation
of BEgypt. The imperialists will be driven t¢ work
for your friendsiip instead of sniffing at your
hostility. Raise your head now, my brother, Ifor
vietory has been won for you by your Egyptian
Arabs."

The only other Government almost equally infuriated
by the projected Baghdad pact was that of Israel. The
Israeli official observation was that it was "liable to
encourage Arab belligerent tendencies, fomemt aggressive
ambitions and undermine the peace and stability of the
area" and that it breathed "a hostile intent towards Israel“.27
But Sir Anthony Eden, the British Foreign Secretary, whose
country was the main sponsor of the pact and became & full

member of it, tried to allay the fears and anger of Israel

261pia., p. 214

27John Connell, The most Important Couniry, Pe T72.
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in the debate in the House of Commons on April 4, 1955.
He maintained that in the Government's view the northern
tier defense system was not directed against Israel; that

Israel could only benefit from it; and that it might serve

28

as a prelude to an Arab-Israel settlement. This idea

was given repeated and vigorous expression at the time.
Moreover, on April 28, 1955, Mr. Harold Macmillan, who had
succeeded to the Foreign office wuen Sir Anthony Eden be=-
came Prime Minister, wrote to a British journalist who
visited Israel at this time, in reply to a letter in which
he expressed the sentiments and apprehensions in Israel.

Mr. Harold McMillan replied to the journalist saying:%’

" eieess Let me say first that our policy is to
use all our influence to bring about a settlement
between Israel and the Arab States, by which both
sides will be prepared to abide. It cannot be
imposed on either side by force. The Israelis, 1
know, suffer from a feeling of isolation and they
suspect that the Turco-Iraqi pact, our accession
to it and our special agreement with Iraq have in
some way made their position worse. I am sure that
their feeling is mistaken and I think that their
original fears have been allayed to some extent.

"Nor can Israel justifiably feel left out of
our arrengements. OShe has the Tripartite Declara-
tion of March (Sic) 1950, by which Her Majesty's

281p3d., p. 72.

297pid., pp. 72 - 73.
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Government with the United States and French
Government guaranteed the exisiing frontiers
and armistice lines. This Declaration was
reaffirmed in forthright terms by the present
prime minister in the House of Commons on
April 4: and, as he said, it would be dif-
ficult to devise in a Treaty or any other
context anything which carried more extensive
obligations than it does."

No doubt such an attitude on the part of Britain
towards Israel had created a negative effect on the Arab
States other than Iraq. These states thus refused to
adhere to the Turco-Iraqi pact considering it as un-
satisfactory for their defense against their prime enemy,

Israel.

And so the Baghdad pact was formed, with Iraq
as the only Arab State. Egypt, the paramount contender
to this pact, rose in violent rage and began to all;;ggher
Arab States to paralyze or freeze the pact, by exerting
pressure toc achieve this end. On the other hand, lrag
tried to exert pressure on the Arab States to win more

Arab membership to the Baghdad pact.

The major lines of the story of the struggle over
the Baghdad pact which split the Arab world into two main
camps, one under the leadership of Egypt and the other under
the leadership of Irag, plus the consequent Argb cold war is
told in the following chapter. |



CHAPTER IV

I. THE INITIAL ARAB REACTIONS AND OPPOSITION TO

IHE IDEA OF ESTABLISHING THE

PROPOSED BAGHDAD PACT.

1954 to early 1955.

In chapter III the attempt was to describe only
the different steps which led ultimately to the establish-
ment of the Baghdad pact without any reference to the opposi-

tion that it encountered by Egypt and other states.

In this chapter (IV) the author will try to give a
detailed-description of the Arab opposition and reactions
which faced the Baghdad pact before, during, and after the
stages of its establishment as well as the resulting impact

on inter-Arab relations.

A - THE POLICIES OF REVOLUTIONARY EGYPT.

Major Salah Salem, then Egyptian Minister for
National Guidance, made a tour to the Arab states, begin-
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ning with Lebanon on July 1, 1954, as part of an Egyptian
plan to review and iry to assert a new Arab policy based
on the principles of the Egyptian Revolution. The policy
of the Egyptian Revoluiion was composed of two main sections.
The first one was concerned with the Moslem world or Moslem
policy} and the second, with Arab national policy. The
basis of this new Arab policy, as pronounced by the different
leaders of the Egyptian Revolutionary Council, were general-
1y the following:
l. Unifying the Foreign policy of the
different Arab states.
2. Solidifying and strenghening the Arab
League Treaty of Joint Defense and Economic
Co-operation.

3. ©Strengthening and unifying - by certain
amendements - the pact of the Arab League.

4. Rejection of Foreign Defense proposals
and Foreign Pacts as a basis for the defense
of the Middle East; and reliance on the Arab
Ireaty of Joint Defense and Lconomic co-opera-
tion.

lEgypt's Government as well as that of Saudi Arabia,
played a big role in initiating a moslem conference in the
months of May and June of 1954.

2These pronouncements were declared over the whole
month of July 1954; Al-Ahram, July, 1954.



- T5

On July 20, 1954, Nasser (then ?remier) told the
correspondent of Newsweek that Egypt was planning to
formulate the basis of "a united Arab world" when the
Pproblem of the Suez Canél base was over.3

visit
At the end of each of Salah Salemsgto the Arab

states, a communiqué was issued. These communiqués,

Al-Ahram implied, showed that there was a general consensus
among the Arabs to review and change their political, economic,
and military policies, among themselves, and with the out-
side world, mainly the west.4 But a split occurred in the
Arab world, when the Arab states began to discuss the
practical steps and the degree of relations or alignments

with the west. Hence the clash between the conservative

brand of Arab nationalism, as sympbolized by the Iragi govern-—
ment of the time, and the dynamic brand, as sympbolized by

revolutionary Egypt.

On July 27, 1954, the Evacuation Agreement of the
Suez Canal base was signed between Egypt and Britain. On
July 30, 1954, Nasser and Salah Salem began to denounce

51bid., July 2L, 1954.

41pid., July 26, 1954.
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vehemently collective Defense with foreign powers: No
military experts and no pacts. Immediately, Salah Salem
announced that Egypt had two aims to obtain from the
Evacuation Agreement with Britain:5

"l. Complete Evacuation of foreign troops."
"2, Termination of the Treaty of 1936 between

Egypt and Britain."

To Salah Salem, this Evacuation Agreement was
devoid of any military pacts or any collective defense;
Egypt began to have complete freedom and independence in
adopting the proper foreign policy that suits her. In
relation to the 'controversial'! item of the Evacuation
Agreement which says: "If an attack occurs on Turkey....,
the British forces woulé‘return to the Suez Canal base";
Salem said, and afterwards it was confirmed by Nasser, that
"in reality we accepted this point as a tactic, to secure

complete British withdrawel from Egyptien territory",°

Nasser had pre-conceived ideas about the Middle East

after the Evacuation of British forces from Egypt. He said
that he was convinced that this 'united Arab wozld' would be

°Al-Gumhuriya, as cited in the Arab world, July 30,

1954.

®1pia.
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one of the greatest elements of peace for the world as

well as for the Middle East. He also thought that Egypt
should embark on this role, of erecting this united Arab
world, after the Suez Canal problem is over, giving the
opportunity for this world to play its part in progress and
civilization. He then continued to say that it is possible
to consider the Arab League Ireaty of Joint Defense as the
basis or nucleus of the proposal of the defense of the
Middle East; and that this proposal should be absolutely
Arab, allowing only the Arab states to participate in its

organization; and should not be forced upon the Arab world.7

B - THE SARSANK CONVERSATIONS

As early as April 2, 1954 an Agreement for Friendly
Co—-operation was signed between Pakistan and Turkey.a On
Avugust 4, 1954, when Nuri as-Sa'id returned to power, he
announced a program emphasizing Foreign Affairs. No doubt
he had been following closely the Turkish-Pakistani Agree-
ment of April 2, 1954, and the preliminary agreement of

Ty1—pnram, July 21, 1954.

8"'Meed For A Regional Defense Organization," Baghdad
Pact, (Great Britain: » 1957), p. 22
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July 27, 1954 between Britain and Lgypt on the Suez Canal
base. So he looked forward to the replacement of the
Anglo-Iraqgi Treaty of June 30, 1930, by a broader align-

nment of states interested in the defense of the area.9

On August 13, 1954, a few days after Nuri ase-Sa'id
took office, it was announced by the Iragi Foreign office
that Major Salah Salem, BEgypt's Minister of National
Guidance, would arrive in Baghdad for a five-day visit,
Salah Szlem met Nuri as-Sa'id and Iragi officials at Sarsank
on August 15 to review inter-Arab relations after the
British-Egyptian Evacuation Agreement on Suez, which had
been initialed on July 27, 1954. Salah Salem says that the
main worry of the Iraqis, they told him at the meeting,
was a possible military threat from Soviet Russia since
their borders were very close to the eaucasus, only some 400
miles. The Iraqis said that they were concerned about the
problem of Palestine and about what could be done there

since they were very weak.lo

9"Ialdema.r J. Gallman, Irag Under General Nuri,
(Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Press, EgEZ), PP. 22-23.

OPatrick Seele, Str le For Syria, (London: Qxford
University Press, 1965), p. 201; and Nasir al Deen An Nashashibi,
What Happened in the Middle East, (in Arabic), (Beirut: Trading
Center Press, 1962), pp. 402 - 403.
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Moreover, Salah Salem says that the Iraqis (mainly
Nuri as~Sa'id) congratulated him on the success of the
negotiatioﬁs with the British, and that they would like
to do the same with the British as their Treaty with
Britain was to expire shortly. They also spoke of their
weakness and about how Britain and the west were the normal

sources of arms.ll

"There is no hope whatsoever of getting more
arms.-and of building up a real army except by
concluding a pact with the west as Pakistan and
Turkey have done," Nuri told Salah Salem ,
Nuri expressed to Salem his fears of Turky's seizing
Mosul, as she had seized Alexandretta from Syria. Hence, it
was essential to build up a real position of strength to
resist Turkish ambitions. Nuri also spoke of the indirect
communist threat through the neighbouring countries and from
underground communist activity in Iraq itself. He added that
they are a realistic government, uhlike the former Egyptian
governments of the pashas. They also wished to cooperate

with the new government of Egypt. ZFinally, Nuri ended his

statement of their position, saying: "I should like to do

llMuhammed Khalil, edi, "Egyptian Government's
Reply to Prime Minister Nuri as-Sa'id's Radio Speech of
December 16, 1956", The Arab States and the Arab League,
PP 279 - 281 ..




something for Palestine before I die."12

Salah Salem replied that, since Egypt had struggled
a long time to achieve real independence, and having secured
it, Egypt now believes that it should avoid all foreign
ties, particularly with Great powers. Britain, Selem
sald, had an alliance with Egypt in the 1936 Treaty. In
thig ITreaty, Britain, the powerful partner, had expliofed
the TIreaty to limit the freedom of the weaker partner,
Egypt. During the twenty years of alliance, the British
never helped the Egyptians to build up a real army fit for
war, but helped in creating a force of some 10,000 - 20,000
men, equiped with rifles, and fit only for parades. In the
meantime, the military missions which they supposedly‘
sent for training the Egyptian army, became the real com-
manders, and interfered in Egyptian internal affairs. The
British ambassador became the real power in the country; he

could dismiss cabinets and appoint prime miniaters.l3

Salah Salem continued to say that the British
had, in fact, interfered in every aspect of the Egyptians!

12Ibid., PpP. 281 - 282; see also Nasir al Deen
An-Neshashibl, What Happened in the Middle East, pp. 402 -

403.

patrick Seale, Struggle For Syria, p. 202.
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life. The Egyptians still remembered this interference
and knew that it was so because the British were more
powerful and had designs on the area. And, in such an
alliance, there could be no question of real independence.
In conclusion Salah Salem told Nuri as-Sa'id:l4
"That we in Egypt had decided that it would
now be far better to have a transitional period
free from all foreign obligations during which
we could observe how we were treated by Britain
and the west. If they treated us as sovereign
states, then we.might in the future change our
minds. But we are resolved at present to refuse
all ties with @great powers. We aimed at full,
unconditional independence."

In reply to Nuri's fears about Turkish designs
on Mnaul; Salem merely said that if the west gave Turkey
its support, there was little that Iraq could do. Conversely,
if the West did not want Turkey to acquire Mosul, she would
never do so. As for communism, Salem frankly told Nuri
that his policy of meking pacts with the west was the best
way of strengthening the communist underground in Iraq. His
policy would not only induce the communists to redouble their
activities inside the country, but would also allow them

to represent the Government as a puppet in the hands of

14Ibid.; end Muhammed Khalil, edi, The Arab States
and the Arab League, pp. 28l - 282,
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Great powers and, with this argument, win over the
nationalists to their side. Moreover, Salem told Nuri

that the Iragi nationalists are much like their Egyptian
counterpaits: They want complete independence, and are
sick of British interference in their internal affairs.

The Iraqi problem is how to secure the confidence of the
natidnalists, because if you lose their confidence you will
have lost the battle inside your country. Hence the arms

you are seeking from the west may in fact be used by the

nationzlists against you.l5

Nuri, then, asked Salah Salem how could the Iraqis

strengthen their army if they adopted Egyptian policies.

In reply, Salah Salem made certain proposals. Salem aaid:16

"Let us call all the Arab countries to a
conference and together set up a real defense
organization., If Cairo and Baghdad agree to
this, all the others will follow. If we set
up a purely Arab pagt in this decisive region
of the world, with a combined headquarters, a
common defense strategy, and joint plans for
training, for building roads, aerodromes, and
80 On +s0s If we then went together, as one
unit, to the western powers and said to them:

lsIbid.; this was confirmed to the author by Mr.
HashimeJawaI (ex-Iraqi Foreign Minister), Beirut, April
11, 1965. :

lGPatrick Seale, Strugzle For Syria, pp. 203 - 204.
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Here is a regional organization in accordance
with Artieles 51 and 52 of the United Nations
Charter. You have many interests in the area.
We want you to help this organization by giving
it arms so that it may repel aggression from
any quarter. Qur people would not be sus-
Picious of a purely Arab organization of this
sort. bBut if, after we had all this, the west
refused to give us arms, we should have to think
again., DBut you may be sure that uniting in
such a workable organization would give us
tremendous power. At present the west is
Playing us off against each other. But if
combine, we shall be in a far stronger
position to meet various defense and economic
needs. Consider Israel. Our people know

that Israel could never have been established
without western help. How can we now convince
them to join forces with those who allowed
Israel to become a source of continuous ag-
gressgion against us?"

Meanwhile, Nuri as-Sa‘'id said that it was necessary
for Egypt and Iraq to ascertain the views of America and
Britain in order to consider the necessary means for
strengthening the Arab collective security pact, and that
they (Egypv and Irag) would act on the basis of their advice.
Nuri insistved on this, suggesting that the talks be resumed

in Cairo, which he would be visiting on his way to London.17

In Huri's own account of what happened in Sarsank,

he adds that he spoke about his visit toImdia baeck in

1
* Muhammed Khalil, edi., The Arab States and
the Arab League, p. 282,
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lMarch 20, 1954, at the same time when King Faisal II was
visiting Pakistan. Nuri discussed with the Premier of

India, Pandit Nehru, the possibility of the formation of

a strong neutral defensive bloc which would stand between

the western and Eastern camps. This neutral defensive bloc
would comprise India, Pekistan, Afghanistan, Iran, Turkey

and the Arab coﬁntries, and would undertake té guarantee

the neutrality of these countries and the repulsion of any
aggression against any of them. But Nehru rejected this
suggestion, basing his rejection mainly on India's peculiar
circumstances, chief among which were India's neighbourhood
to the Soviet Union and its wish not to pro%oke hostility
with the communist bloc, and also the weakness of the

Indian army to undertake new commitments. When Nuri asked
Nehru to advise Iraq as to the means by which she could
obtain peace, Nehru replied that it was necessary for Iraq to
co—operate with (those of) her neighbours who have inter-
national experience which could be drawn upon for guidance.l8
When Nuri came back to Iraq and submitted a detailed report

18¢na111 Kenneh, Iraq: Its Past and Future, (in
Arabic), (Beirut: Dar al-Rihani, 1966), Pp. 181 = 182.
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to the Government, and sent copies to King Sa'ud and
president Chamoun, he intended to send a copy to Nasser;

buv he was astonished at that time, by the severe attacks
which the Egyptian broadcasting stations had started to

wage against Iraq, levelling against her many charges. Nuri
says that this attack took place when nobody in Irag,
responsible or non-responsible, knew of the reason for

these attacks.lg

In the meeting, Salah Salem, expressed his deep
regret, Nuri says, for the attecks launched by the Egyptian
broadcasts and press sgainst Irag. Salem said that the
reagson for those attacks was a misunderstanding of Irag's
attitude. This was related to the fact that, after'Egypt
nad agreed to the Evacuation Agreement with the British,
the British Government had for two months put off the
signature of the treatys This coincided with the visit of
the King of Iraq to Pakistan at the time. The Egyptians,
thus, imagined that there was involved an agreement aiming

at the isolation of Egypt.zo

Moreover, Nuri emphasized in the Sarsank meeting,

19yuhemmed Khalil, ed., The Arab States and the
Arab League, Pp. 260.

201pid., pe 261.
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the close relations, economic and social interests,
religious creeds, and historical bonds, as well as the

old treaties which Iraq had previously concluded with

her neighbours, Iraﬁ and Turkey, and emphasized that these
relations necessitated that Iraq should co-operate with
those two neighbours for the safeguarding of her own security
as well as of theirs. He also explained at length the
fraternal relations which bound Irag to her sister Arab
states, and enumerated the services which Iraq had rendered
4o Palestine and to the Arab cause, by making Iraq a bastion
for Arab nationalism. He also enumerated othef things which
were previously mentioned by Salem. Then Nuri continued to

say that he told Salem, concerning the Suez Evacuation Agree-

ment:21

"You should have divided the Anglo-Egyptian
treaty ihto two parts: The first part, relating
to the Evacuation of the British forces, should
be the subject of an agreement, between you and
the British. The second part, concerning the
return of the British forces to the Suez Canal
base in the event of aggression against the
Arab states or Turkey, should have been (the
subject of) a general agreement to shich all
the Arab states concerned as well as Turkey
should have acceded. (Thi§is because) the
British forces which would be returning to the
canal to assist Turkey would have tocross Arab

2l1yig., p. 262.
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states whose agreement thereto had not been
secured or views thereon sought."

During the Sarsank talks Salah Salem had consented
that Brifain and the United States should be consulted on
the nature of the agreement on Middle East Defense. It was

later revealed that the following points had been agreed

upon:22

"The two parties have agreed on the necessity
of reconsidering the Arab collective security pact,
with a view to strengthining it and meking it a
strong, effective instrument that will enable the
Arab countries to face any danger which may threaten
them, and to defend their countries powerfully and
efficiently. kach party shall, however, study this
question and shall make the necessary contacts with
the U.S. and Britain in this respect. There will be
held in the second half of September a further meet-
ing in Ceiro between Egypt and Irag for reviewing
the results of the contacts and to resume contacts.
The two parties will then jointly get in touch with
the representatives of Britain and the U.S. in
order to discuss this subject in preparation for
its submission to the other Arab States with a
view to reaching a general agreement thereon."

Salal Salem failed to win Nuri over to a purely
Arab pact. Indeed, Huri as-Sa'id maintains, before leaving
Baghdad for Cairo after the Sarsank talks, Salem had gone so

far as to contact the United States and British chargés d'Affaires—

22Muhammed Khalil, edi., "Speech by prime minister
Nuri as-5a'id of Iraq, concerning. the Baghdad pact", The
Arab States and the Arab League, p. 262.
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the respective ambassadors being absent from Iraq at the
time — to discuss the matter with them and to inform them
that he would zet in touch with the American and British
ambassadors in Cairo.23 When Salem returned to Cairo,; he
found that Nasser did not share his satisfaction at the
results of his mission., Immediately press reports spreed
all over the Arab world that a split in the Egyptian junta
had occurred concerning the Sarsank conversations. lNMore-
over, Early in September Major Salem was said to have gone
ton leave' only to be recalled to his duties two days late:r:.24
The disagreement in the council of the Egyptian Revolution
was apparent and divergence became real, as the Egyptians

themselves later admitted in a broadcast:25

"Following the return of Salah Salem to Cairo
president Jamal Abd an-Nasir objected to (the
principle of) consulting Britain and the United
States over a matter which essentially pertains

to our sovereignty."
On the 9th of September, president Nasser received
Nagib al-Rewi, the Iraqi Ambassador to Egypt. The Ambassador
said that "until thet time no contact had been made with

51bid.
24i'orient, al-Jareeda, al-dayat, as cited in the Arab
World, Sepfember 10, 1954, P. 2 .

25Muhammed Khalil, edi., "Egyptian Government's Repl
to prime minister Nuri as-Sa'id's Radio Speech of December 1o,
1956", The Arab States and the Arab League, pp. 282 - 283.
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Britain and the United States, im accordance with Mr. Nuri
as-Sa'id's request, to ascertain their views on the streng-
thening of the (Arab) collective security pact". lie also
said "that Mr. Nuri as-S5a'id would not pay Egybt his
(propésed} visit, concerning which he had agreed with

Mr. Salah Salem, unless contact was made with Britain and

the United States, for discussing the strengthening of the

20

collective Security pact." Nasser, then made it clear to

the Ambassador that

"gonsulting Britain and the United States
would be inconsistent with our independent policy,
that it was Irag we were consulting on this subject,
end that the British reply was well-known to us, as
the only means they had for strengthening the collective
security pact was their participation therein. This
they told us before, but we have rejected it ever
since 1953."

Then the Iraqi Ambassador answered Nasser saying:27

"four failure to contact the British and
Americans will prevent Nuri as,Sa'id from visiting
Egypt and conseguently prevent the resumption of
discussions."

The answer of president Nasser was that

"Huri as-Sa'id was free to take any decision
he might wish but it was in the general interest

261pid., p. 283.

2T1pia.
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that discussions should be resumed and that
Nuri should be present as he had promised, so
that the Arab cause might be furthered."?

Salah Szlem's mission to Sarsank had failed.

C. IHE NURI-NASSER MEETING (CAIRO, September 15, 1954)

On September 15, 1954, the visit of Nuri as-Sa'id
to Hasser in kgypt had shattered any remaining illusions
of an Iragi-Egyptian agreement and marked the opening of

a more violent phase in the defense debate.

According to Nuri's own account, he says that he
gave all his reasons, as before, for the need of strengthen-—
ing the Arab collective pact by the adhering of Turkey and
some of the western powers, and the dangers facing Iraq
specially from the Iragi Kurdish leader al-Mulla Muétafa
al—ﬁarazanizg whom the Soviet Union was training in the
Caucesus, with his men. Their aim was to form an army which

would infiltrate back into Irag to carry out military opera-

281pia.

29This came To be true afterwards when none of the
Arab states had helped Irag against al-Barazani's rebellion
except for a shat time when the Ba'th party was ruling in
Syria and Irag and military help came from Syria.
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tions and to destroy Irag. After Nuri enumerated all these
reasons and factors, he maintains, that Nasser was in com-
Plete agreement with him in all his talks, and understood
all the problems which he had explained. But Nasser re-
quested Nuri to postpone the discussion of this subject
until kgypt had liquidated her own Problems, since the
Bgyptians had no confidence in the British in spite of the
initielling of the treaty.”® Nuri, then, inquired of Nasser
as to the time that he estimeted for waiting. DNasser re-
Plied that he could not determine a time for that, Nuri
answered that the Iragqi people considered the termination of
the 1930 Treaty as a national claim which should be met as
soon as poasible.3l According to the Egyptian version of
what took place in the meeting, Nuri had also proposed that
Egypt should sign the evacuation sgreement with the British ,
quickly and without raising any new problems. He then said
that some of the Arab countries, sucha Syria and Lebanon,

were not linked to the west in any way, and that'these States

*OMuhammed Khalil, edi, The Arab States and the Arab
League, pp. 263 - 2604; see also Gordon H, orrey, rian
PE%??I&B and the Military, (Ohio: Ohio State Univera¥fy Press,
Igsz)s PP. 272 = 273,

31Ibid.; see also Khalil Kenneh, lraq: Its Past and

Future, (in Arabic), pp. 184 - 185. :
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were linked to the other Arab States through the collective
security pact. Therefore, (he asserted) Iraq and Egypt
should ask the British in order to know their views and (also)
the obligations they were asking from these Arab countries.
Nuri as=Sa'id also said "that Iraq has no desire to sign

a bilateral agreement with the British; but as there was

no link connecting the British with the collective security
pact, where would the Arabs get their arms from? Accordingly,
the collective security pact of the Arab League should be
expanded in order to link Syria and Lebanon, (on the one
hand), with the western states, (on the other), and thus enable
them to obtain arms." Nasser then asked Nuri: "What (you

are) asking for, then, is to let Britain join the Arab
collective security pact?" Nasser continued: "The British
had repeatedly asked us to enter into a pact with them, but
we rejected the offer and told them that the Arab Collective
Security Pact was the only basis for the organization of the

defense of the Arab countries.“32

Nuri as-Sa'id then spoke of the attitude of Turkey
towards lraq, and said that the Turks were aspiring to annex

Mosul. He then said that Iraq's need for arms made it

32 hanmed Khalil, edi, The Arab States and the Arab
League, pp. 283 - 284.
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necessary to be in agreement with Sritain and Turkey.

Nasser answered him saying that Iraq had submitted a

(draft) agreement to the United States whereby she would
supply Iraq with arms. Nasser added that, with regard to
letting-Turkey and Britain join the Arab Collective Security
Pact, Egypt did not agree to the adherence of any state to
that pact, other than an Arab State. Nuri as-S5a'id answered
that thisfﬁ%&rnot be the right time for Egypt to take such

a step, but it Mbe possible in the future, hence Nuri
consideraithat it%&@aiybe necessary for Iraq to co-operate
with Britain, in one way or another. This co-operation
might take the form of a pact that will include Iraq, Turkey,
Britain and Pakistan.33 Moreover, Nuri said that it was
essential that Egypt and Iraq ascertain the views of Britain,
and that the reply th the-question would not commit Egypt to
anything. Nasser said that Egypt's plan was to conclude an
evacuation agreement. Also the Egyptians think that things
would not crystalize before the lapse of two years after the
British withdrawal from Egypt; that Egypt would need two years
to think of and then decide upon the policy it would follow.
Consequently, Nasser told Nuri that heékddz! ccept or agree
to any of these proposals. Nasser also said that the

531pid., p. 284.
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Egyptians wish to feel that they are independent, a matter

wnich regquires two years after evacuation, %

Also, according to the Egyptian version Nuri said
that Iraq could do nothing that was inconsistent with Egypt's
plans for independence; and that Iraq would still be in the
Arab Collective Security Pact. DMeanwhile, Irag could not
send any forces to Jordan, for example, in the event of an
Israeli aggression, that therefore the Arab Collective Security
Pact was 'ink on paper' and that another method for defense

had to be sought.35

The meeting ended without reaching any &finite

agreement.

From all the preceeding account, it is clear that
Neasser, as well as the Egyptian junta, were determined to
follow a new independent line in foreign policy from that
of the west. They refused to enter any pact with the west,
or with any state other than with the Arabs. They beliewed
that Arab Collective Security Pact should be the sole basis
for all defense of the Arab Middle East. Nuri as-Sa 'id and

his government, on the other hand, were convinced and determined

241pid.

351bid.
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to follow the traditional foreign policy of cooperation
with Britain and the west in general for promoting Arab

economic, military advancement and strength.

D. NURI'S ALTERNATIVE PLAN - (EDEN - NURI TALKS IN LONDON

FROM SEPTLMBER 18 — OCTOBER 7, 1954).

By this time it was clear that Iraq and Egypt could
not agree, but the next move for Irag was uncertain. DNuri
planned his strategy over the next month: first in London,
where he spent three weeks immediately after his visit to
Cairo on September 15, 1954, and then in Istanbul, where he
remained from 8 to 19 October. It was dufing these talks
that Nuri as-Sa'id advanced his alternative plan to the
Northern Tier Alliance. The plan, which Eden warmly welcomed,
was to strengthen the Arab Collective Security Pact by the
inclusion of Turkey and the help of Britain and the United

States.

The announcement, in April 4, 1954, that.Iraq was
to receive United States military aid made it clear that she
would soon be joining the Turco-Pakistani Alliance. The first
sign of the British opposition to this proposed expansion of
the Northern Tier Entente came from the semi official Arab
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News Agency. What this bBritish agency suggested as a
substitution to the Norther Tier was that Iraq need not

join the Turco-Pakistani Pact, but that instead Iran, Turkey
and Irag should form another alliance, which would be more
acceptable to, and would have the support of, the Arab
states; and such an alliance could later be linked to the
Arab Collective Security Pact. This theme was repeated on
October 15, by the Diplomatic Correspondent of the Times,
and by Nuri as-Sa'id at a press conference in Lstanbul on

October 19.2°

However, eventually the three countries did find
themselves allies in the same military organization. But
this new pact is a different one, achieved by different
means - a British - sponsored pact and not an American one.37
At the end of September 1954, Nuri outlined, in London, his
plans to Anthony Eden the then British premier. The final
outline, Mr. Arslan Humbaraci maintains, was as follows: A
new alliance should be formed on the basis of a Turco-Iragi
partnership. London and Baghdad should persuade Ankara to

enter, after which the three would persuade Pakistan. The

36, rglan Humbaraci, Middle East Indictment,

pP. 186,

3T1pia.
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new alliance, having Arab participation - thanks to Nuri -
would supersede the United States — sponswed Northern Tier
Entente. The next phase would be to strengthen its Arab
character by including Syria. Iraq and Turkey could both
pull economic and political strings in this country which,

it was thought, could be made to join without too much dif-
ficulty. Nuri thought he could also guarantee the participa-
tion of Egypt, for the junta was not in principle hostile to

the idea of a military bloc.

II. THE INITIAL ARAB REACTIONS TO THE

PROJECTED BAGHDAD PACT.

1955 70 EARLY 1956

A., THE SETTING IN SYRIA BEFORE THE RATIFICATION OF THE PACT.

The battle over the Baghdad pact was fought over
Syria. This was because Syria has a central and very im-
portant status and position in the Arab world. Hence, the
fate of the Baghdad pact was decided on the stage of intermal

Syrian politics.

The Syrian elections of September 1954, held seven

months after Shishakli's downfall, "directed and in a sense
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drew up the internal battle order for the next four years.
One major issue overshadowed the election campaign: whether
or not Syria join a western-sponsored Middle East defense
pact." The elections were held, in relative conditions of

freedém énd orderliness.38

The results were the following:

Independents o4
People's party 30
Ba'th party 22
National party 19
P.P.S. 2
Co-operative soc-

ialist party 2
Arab Liberation

movement
Communist paxrty i 8

Total 142

The outstanding features of these results were

the emergence of the "Ba'th party, the halving of the

*8gordon H. Torrey, Syrian Politics and the Military
1945 - 1958, pp. 260 - 262.
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strength of the People's party, Khalid Bagdash's election
as the first comﬁpnist deputy in the Arab world, and the
return of a vast floating mass of Independents, outnumbering
every organized group."39 The elections also signified the
"end of the traditionai political forces and their replace-
ment by the left-wing of the Arab Nationalist Movement, as

exemplified by the Ba'th party.n4C

The retardation of the People's party (which was
the main base for Iragi policies and aims towards Syria)
marked t he end of a long phase in Syrian-Iragi relations.
Hence, the Iragi hope of uniting the Fertile Crescent by
a majority vote in the Syrian chamber, had now to be abandoned.
S0, Iraq and her friends in Syria were driven to revise their
strafegy. They felt that only force could now decide the issue.
Therefore, it was the results of the Syrian elections, as
much as the Baghdad pact the following year, that opened a

new phase of violent conspiracy.4l

59patrick Seale, Struggle For Syria, pp. 164, 182.

40zorden H. Torrey, Syrian Politics andthe Military...,
p. 263; and Arslan Humbaraci, ddle mast Indictment,

lpatrick Seale, Struggle For Syria, pp. 184 - 185.
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The elections marked the success of Neutralism in
Arab opinion. The men and groups whom the elections revealed
as ithe most powerful and dynamic in Syrian politics were all
committed to rejecting treaties, pacts, and indeed any formal
tie with the west. This change was ignored in London and
Baghdad, but recognized in Cairo and Moscow. On September
25, the morrow of the elections, the Cairo daily al-Ahram
carried the headline, "Syria rejects all pacts with the WQst."42
In}gg;ntime, American opinion "seemed blind to everything
éxcept Khalid Bagdash's succesé; Newsweek, for example,

declared in the last week of October 1954 that Syria had

become the communist leader of the Arab world.“43

There were two broad groups who confronted each
other in the new Syrian legislature. On the right stood a
loose uneasy coalition of the National amd Pesple's parties,
together with a group of about ten Independents led by Munir
al-Ajlani calling themselves the Liberal Bloc - in all some
sixty deputies. The left of the assembly consisted of the
Ba'th led by Akram al-Haurani, the 'progressive' millionaire

42,1 _inrem, as cited in the Arab world, September 25,
1954.

43patrick Seale, Struggle For Syria, p. 185.
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Khalid al'Azem and his group of about thirty Independents
calling themselves the Democratic Bloc, and the communist

Khalid Bagqdash - also some fifty to sixty deputies.44

Faris al-Khuri formed his cabinet on October 29,
1954, relying on the National and People's parties. The
Ba'th and 'Azem refused to take part and"denounced the
caﬁinet fof tjeliberate and premediated deviation from the
popular trend revealed at the elections'. As a consegquence,
Faris Bey declared his cabinet's opposifion to all foreign
alliances. Also, he said, in the debate which followed his
statement of policy, that he would refuse even to consider
a 'pledge, pact or agreement' with a foreign state. This
announcement of neutralism did not convince Khuri's apponents
in view of his known pro-western gentiments. So, they awaited

his first departure from it to bring him down. 45

Until then Syrian politics did not reflect"much
more than the feuds of her Arab neighbours. Syria was the
target for poorly repeated Hashimite interventions which
were countered and held in check by Saudi Arabia and Bgypt:

saudi Arpabia, hostile as ever to Hashimite expansionism; end

44;0rdon H. Torrey, Syrian Politics and the Military...,
pp. 261 = 262 .

45patrick Seale, Struggle Fer Syria, p. 215.



- 102 -

Egypt, opposed to an Iragi-Syrian merger because it would
have meant the rise of an Arab power strong enough to
challenge her." The regime of Shishakli had given Syria
some protection from these external pressures; but on Feb-
ruary 25, 1954, by coincidence, as Nasser first ousted
General Najib in Egypt, Shishakli fled into exile on the
same day. At that time Nasser began to embrace a more

coherent and dynamic Arab poliny.4b

While the disputes for local leadership and dominance
remained the Arabs' main concern, "wider cold war issues
were imposed on them so that inter - Arab conflicts acquired
a new ideologigal colouring. In Syria, the debate over the
Baghdad pact provided the political occasion for the neutra-
list 'left' to seize the initiative and transform into a

national pélicy the gains it had attained at the elections."47

B. THE SETTING IN EGYPT BEFORE THE RATIFICATION OF THE PACT.

In this section we are going to discuss the immediate
setting in Egypt before the ratification of the Baghdad pact
on February 24, 1954; since the political trends under the

467144,

47
lﬁiﬁ-, the foregoing six paragraphs were based on
Patrick Seale, Struggle Ror Syria.
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new revolutionary regime changed from those practiced under

the 0ld monarchical rule.

Nesser's regime was fundamentally pro-western; it
was also strongly anti-communigt4® and only 'neutralist' to
the extent that it could not envisage joining a western-spon-
sored alliance while British troops were still on the
Egyptian 301149. The ex-Egyptian president, Mohammed Neguib,
said: "It is only as free peoples capable of defending our
freedom that we shall be able and willing to ally ourselves
with the west, if the occasion should arise."so Meanwhile
the Egyptian junta worked laboriously to conclude the Evacua-
tion Agreement of the Suez Canal Base. The eight main articles
of the 'heads of agreement' initialed on July 27, 1954, has

been summarized as i‘ollows:5l

48George Lenczowski, The Middle Bast in World Affairs,
Wew York: Cornell University Press, s Po .

495ee Mohammed Neguib, t's Destiny, (London:
Victor Gallancz Ltd., 1955), p. l; see also Al-Ahram,
August 31, 1954; November 22, 1954; December 20, 1954,
where very similar pronouncements were given by Nasser
and Salah Salem.

2OMohammed Neguib, Egypt's Destiny, p. 261.

2l1pid., pp. 251 - 253.
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"l. With a view to 'establishing Anglo-Egyptian
relations on a basis of mutual understanding and
friendship', the Treaty of 1936 shall be supplanted
by a new agreement along the following lines:

"Z2. The Agreement will last for seven years.
During the last of these seven years 'the two
Governments will consult together to decide what
arrangements are necessary upon the termination
of the agreement.'

"3. 'parts of the present.... base will be
kept in effecient working order.... and capable
of immediate use in accordance with the following
paragraph.

"4, (a) 'In the event of an armed attack by
ean outside power' on Egypt, any member of the
League of Arab States, or Turkey, 'Egypt will
afford to the United Kingdom such facilities as
may Dbe necessary' to reactivate the base and
place it on a war footing.

" (b) 'In the event of a threat of an attack
on any of the above - mentioned countries, there
shall be immediate consultation between the United
Kingdom and Egypt'.

"5. The base will be reorganized in accordance
with Annex one.

"6, 'The United Kingdom will be accorded the
right to move any British material into or out of
the base at its discretion', but there will be no
increase in the quantity of such material without
the consent of the Egyptian Government.

"7. 'Her Majesty's forces will be completely
withdrawn from Egyptian territory..... within ....
twenty months from the date of signature of this
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agreement. The Egyptian Government will afford
all necessary facilities for the movement of
men and material in this connection,!

"8. This agreement, while recognizing that
the Suez Canal 'is an integral part of Egypt',
will not affect the convention of 1888, where-
by freedom of passage through the canal is
guaranteed.,"

In the meantime, there were several indications
that the junta wanted to co-operate with the west, and

e First there was the 'Strategic

not with Soviet Russia.-’
Note' of February 10, 1953, expressing the view that the
security of the Eastern Mediterranean53 rested upon: The
evacuation of the Soviet submarine bases on the Albanian
Coast of Dalmatia; the success of the Turkish army in
defending the Tchankkale Straits; the defense of Egypt
and Crete; the destruction of Soviet air bases in the

Balkans and the resistance of the eastern and north-eastern

Mediterranean countries. This notey which was issued during

52A1-Ahram, December 20, 1954; see also George
Lenscowski, The Middle East in World Affairs, (New York:
Cornell University FPress, s PPe. - 511.

53Naaser asked: In the event of an aggression on
Turkey, where would be its source: The Soviet Union of
course, Nasser answered+Al-—Ahram, August 22, 1954; The
Moslem Brethern as well &s the communists vehemently denounced
the Suez Canal base Agreement as binding Egypt to the
western defeunsive plans. The Arab World, August 3, 1954, p.4 .
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the negotiations over the Canal base, was clearly anti-
Russian. The Russians denounced the Agreement and accused
Nasser of having 'betrayed! the Egyptian people. This
accusation was followed by an anti-Nasser campaign launch-
ed from Radio Moscow. The real proof of Nasser's inten-
tions, however, was his attempt to establish better rela-
tions with Turkey. In October 1954 Cairo officials began
raving the way for a visit to Ankara by Nasser or Salah
Salem. In Turkey, Zafer, the official newspaper, suddenly
stopped its virulent attacks on the Egyptian leaders and
printed an editorial full of praise to tiem. Ahmed Remzi,
the then new Egyptian Ambassador to Ankara, told Mr.
Humbaraci that 'the foundations of a closer co-operation
had been laid. Official contacts will start soon.... this
union [of Turkey and Egypﬁ] will constitute a source of
strength for Egypt and the Arab world'. In Cairo the
Egyptians were entertaining a Turkish mission, headed by
General Fouad Djebesoy and the Governmer of Ankara, to

prepare the ground for official negotiationa.54

Nasser had more than recognized the strategic
importance of Turkey in relation to Egypt and the Arab world.

o44rslan Humbaraci, Middle East Indictment, p. 193.
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A few months before the Baghdad pact was signed on Feb-
ruary 24, 1955, Nasser had written the foreward of a book
published in Cairo in 1954 dealing with Turkey and the
Arab policy from the beginning of the @Qttoman Caliphate
till the successors of Ataturk. Here are some extracts as

quoted in the book of Chamoun.

"Whatever our relations might have been in
the past and whatever they might be in the
present, Turkey is a piece of ourselves as we
are a portion of its being. Our father and its
father were, in history, two brothers associated
in the joys of life and in its mishaps, in its
happiness and in its distress. We have fought
side by side on the same battle ground for
long centuries for the triumph of superior ideals.
And when the forces of aggression rose against us
to dispute our position in history, Turkey was
the first objective of the aggressors and we
were behind it.

".... we will continue to be, in relation
to Turkey, what we have been in the past brothers
animated by sincere feelings for a sister of the
same blood; and if history has separated them,
her heart nonetheless continues to express the
affection of a true sister and the heart of her
brothers returns the same affection.

".ees If Turkey, therefore is safe and
sound, we are safe and sound. And if we are
strong enough to give our enemies something to
think about, Rurkey is saved.

"We are for it the protecting shield. By
its attitude toward the enemy she acts as our
shield. Our destinies are United in both cases,
and our links of parenthood are formed: Fraternity
in happiness and in distress in the present and in
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In this atmosphere the Soviets felt isolated in
Cairo. Peter Egorov, the head of the Tass bureau, com-
plained bitterly that he was not allowed a single local
agsistant and that he was forbidden to distribute Tass
news to the Egyptian press. When Daniel Solod, the Soviet
Ambassador, requested an interview with Nasser, he had to
wait four days for an answer. "Only after he had com-
plained to the Indian Ambassador, who told Nasser that it
was not diplomatic to make the representative of the U.S.S.R.
queue in this way, was his request granted; even then he

got a very cold reception."56

This did not mean that Nasser and the Egyptian
junta were willing to enter into alliance with the west.
On the contrary, Nasser had made many announcements at the
end of 1954 and the beginning of 1955 to the effect that
the best defense of the Middle EBast is that which emerges

from the states themselves as free strong states capable

550amille Chamoun, Crise au Moyen-QOrient, (in French),
(France: Gallimard, 19635, PP - ; the mean-
time the Egyptian Akhbar al Yom, welcomed the report that
Turkey wants rapproaciment with the Arabs, as cited in the
Arab world, November 26, 1954, p. 7

56, rslan Humbaraci, Middle East Indictment, pPpe
192 - 194. ‘
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of defending their freedom. If, ultimately, there is

going to be any kind of alliance with the west, it is only
after the Arabs became completely free of western domination,
and became strong enough that may comprehend entering an

alliance.57

The honeymoon of Egypt with the west did not last
long. Only a year later the Soviet position in Egypt was
completely reversed. kgorov had as many assistants as he
wanted; Egyptian papers were filled with Soviet propaganda.
The paramount factors behind this major shift against the west
were the Turco-Iraqi pressure on Egypt to sign the Baghdad
Pact; the Gaza raid by Israel; the Bandung Conference; and

the success of pro-Nasser forces in Syria.

Nasser did in fact link Egypt indirectly with the
western alliance by agreeing to allow a reactivation of the
base in the event of an attack on Turkey. But Britain and
America were anxious to see their projects realized, Nuri
pPleaded for Arab leadership, and Turkey wanted to see the
military alliance concluded. Together they tried to bring

pressure to bear on Egypt.

57R£view Al-Ahram, December 20 - 27, 1954, and
January 18 - 21, 1955; and February 25 - 27, 1955.
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However, the hasty conclusion of the Baghdad pact
showed how little regard Nuri as-Sa'id had for Egyptian
opinion - and his desire to make sure of the leadership
of the Arabs while Nasser was in a difficult position.28
When the Baghdad pact was formed, Cairo described it as a
'stab in the back.59 In the meantime, the conclusion of
the Baghdad pact was considered as a calamity from Nasser's
point of view. Nasser and his colleogues opposed a defensive
alliance with the west because they thought it contrary to the
national interest of the Arab world. In addition, such an
alliance would split the Arab camp, making it impossible
for Nasser to carry out his plans for the unification of
the Arab world. Hence the Baghdad pact aroused Cairo's
bitter enmity and inclined Nasser to a progressive rap-

Prochement with the Soviet Union in the summer of 1955.60

58An attempt had been made on Nasser's life and he
had just dissolved the powerful Moslem brotherhood, which
had been heavily infiltrated by communists. At that time
Moscow was backing this religious organization. Nasser,
in the meantime, was violently attacked by the voice of
National Independence and Peace, the communist station broad-
casting in Arabic from Budapest,which accused him of turning
the country 'Fascist' by suppressing 'the most powerful
nationalist organization in Egypt.' Arslan Humbaraci, Middle

East Indictment, p. 195.

291bid, p. 196.

6OWalter Z. lLaqueur, The Soviet Union and the Middle
Bast, p. 215 . . :
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The Israeli attack on Gaza of February 28, 1955,
which came four days after the conclusion of the Baghdad
pact, was intended to 'trap Nasser'. Mr. Humbaraci claims
that it was hoped that, if it did not result in the collapse
of his regime, then it would certainly force him to seek the
security of an alliance with the west; since it was only
in this way that Nasser could obtain the arms he needed
80 badly. This was the point of view of the west, as well
as that of the Turks, Israelis and Iragis. Mr. Humbaraci
also claims that since the Israelis had been dismayed by the
British withdrawal from the Suez base, they considered it
essential for their security that Egypt should join a western
alliance, for the west, then, would ensure that any arms

received would not be turned against them.6l

Another factor would be added: *he increasing
anti-western feeling and the growing radicalization of the
Arab intelligentsia from the late thirties onwards. So, the
idea of closer cooperation with the Soviet Union, even of an

arms deal, was not at all new; it had been mentioned before

®l4rslan Humbaraci, Middle East Indictment, pp. 197 -
198, For another point of view or interpretation, see Walter
4. Laqueur, The Soviet Union and the Middle East, pp. 213 -
214; See also Al-Gumhuryia, as cited in the Arab world,
Mareh 3, 1955, p. b, which gives a similary interprevation

to Mr. Humbaraci.
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as a very desirable posaibility.62

The full significance of the Asian-African conference
at Bandung in April 1955 has "passed the west by". It was
a turning in the history of Asia and Africa because it
gave their peoples a sense of identity and self-confidence.
Thus the African and Asian peoples as well as the states-
men began to recognize their own potential power aside
from either the west or the East. They also felt that they
could embark on new independent policies irrespective of the

big powers.63

At Bandung, president Nasser realized that a
'Neutralist! policy was advantageous on all fronts -
particularly the home front. Nasser's shift to the right
in 1954, when he compromised with London on the evacuation
of the canal ba3364, had evoked little popular enthusiasm.

But when he returned from Bandung he was given a hero's

62Walter 4. Laqueur, The Soviet Union and the Middle
Last, p. 214.

63Egypt's Al Akhbar, cited almost the same ideas as
above and added that Egypt is the largest African and Arab
nation participating in the conference, thus possessed of
leadership in both spheres. Egypt's main concern, according
to the paper, is to bring about the downfall of imperialism,
(cited in the Arab world, March 18, 1955, p. T).

64Nasser and Salah Salem had announced that the junta
accepted the condition of the British to reoccupy the Suez base in
cage there was an attack on Turkey or any of the Arab League
States, as a tactical step on their part to attain British evacua-

tiono Al—A.hI‘am, July 30’ 1954.
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welcome and his picture placed between Nehru's and Chou

En—lai's.65

Hence, we can recognize that there is part of
truth in each of these arguments, but all of them together,
offer a satisfactory explanation as the factors which led
Egypt, in the mid-fifties, to adopt a neutral policy as
well as closer cooperation with, and increasing reliance on,

the Soviet Union.

C. IHE ARAB PREMIERS ' CONFERENCE - JANUARY 22, 1955,

It will be recalled that on January 13, 1955, a joint
announcement from Baghdad and Istanbul declared the intention
of Iraq and Turkey to "extend their mutual co-operation" with
the general object of ensuring "the stability and security of
the Middle kast". What this meant, was that Iraq proposed
to take sides in the cold war between East and West, align
herself with the Turks, and divorce herself from Arab solidarity.
Unity in the Arab world was the over-riding aim to be pursued

at any cost, but Iraq was forsaking her responsibilities and

65Arslan Humbaraci, Middle kast Indictment, p. 199;
The foregoing section was based on this source.
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allying herself with those powers whose principal aim
was to make every independent country a 'bastion against

the Soviet Union, especially if it happened to contain ail'66

The trouble with Iraq's action was that it was
taken without prior discussion with the remaining Arab
States. The advantages offered by a total Arab alignment
with Turkey in the sphere of defense would be considerable.
Sut Irag decided to act individually, without reference to

her sister Arab states, and thus worked against the cause

of Arab unity.67

Egypt's reaction was immediate. Nasser started a
violent propaganda attack against Turkey and Iraq and asked
for an urgent meeting of the member states of the Arab League.
Egypt hoped from this meeting to obtain a vote for a re-
solution which, by condemning the Iraqi government, would
have prevented what was to become the Baghdad pact from

being signed.68

The Arab premiers conference held its first meeting
on Saturday of January 22, 1955, at the Egyptian Foreign

66Emile Bustani, Marsh®Arabesque, (London: Robert
Hale Ltdo, lgbl), ppo lO — 0 °

67Ibid., Pe 107. See also Lebanon's Al-Jarida, Bayragqg,
Beirut - Massa, and Ielegraph, as cited in the Arab worl ’
January 14, 1955, pp. 2 - § .

6sEmile Bustani, Marsh Arabesgue, p. 107 .
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ministry in Cairo. lembers in attendance were;®Y

"Lebanon: Sami al-Solhl, premier, Alfred Naccache,
Foreign Minister, KFuad Ammoun, Foreign
ministry Director Generzl,

Syria: Faris Khoury, premier, Faidhy Atassi,
Foreign minister.

Jordan; Tawfik Aboul Huda, premier, and the
Foreign Minister.

Egypt: Gamal Abdel Nesser, premier, Mahmoud
Fawzi, the Foreign minister.

Saudi Arabia: Amir Feisal, premier.,"

Afterwards, the Yemenite representative attended,
since he could not make it in time. The Libyan premier, Mr.
Mustafa Ben Halim, also came late. The Iraqi premier, Nuri
as-Sa'id refused to attend, giving reasons of ill health.
But after repeated appeals from the conference, he agreed
to send Mr. Fadhel Jamali, a former premier, accompanied
by the vice-premier, Ahmad Mukhtar Baban, and the Deputy
Foreign Minister, Burham al-Din Bashayan, who arrived in

Cairo on January 26, 1955.70

The agenda of the conference included the following

itema.7l

69The Arab world, January 24, 1955, p. 4

7OCamille Chamoun, Crise Au lMoyen - Orient, p. 263.

"semi al-Solh, Memoirs of Sami Beck al-Solh, (in arabic),

(Beirut: Dar al-Fikr Press, 1960), D. 239.
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"l, The International situation
"2. The principal outlines of the Arab policies.

This included Foreign policies; the Arab
League; and the strengthening of relations among
the Arab states in economic and military co-opera-
tion.,

"3 The discussion of the Turco-Iraqi Agreement",

The resolutions of the Arab Eoreign ministers in
Cairo, unanimously approved at an ordinary session of the

Arab League Council, November 29 - December 12, 1954, were

the following: '2

"l., The foreign policy of the Arab countries
should be based on the Arab League Charter, the
inter-Arab Collective Security and Economic Co-opera-—
tion Pact, and the United Nations Charter. This
foreign policy does not admit any other pacts.

"2, Co-operation between Arab States and the
west should be subject to two conditions:

(a) Finding a just solution to Arab
problems.

(b) Allowing the Arab States to acquire
the necessary power for the preserva-
tion of their security and integrity
from any aggression, without detriment
to their sovereignty."

However, it was understood from other sources (in

the absence of an official League communiqué), that Iraq made

12134,
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tclear and absolute' reservations to this resolution of

the Arab Foreign ministers73 claiming that Iraq has the
right to conclude treaties to ensure the defense of her
independence and integrity. Musa Shabander, the then Iraqi
Foreign minister, went so far as to declare in Damascus on
December 22, 1954, that "all the current agitation about
Arab-western collaboration did not make sense inasmuch as
the Arabs had had, and continued to lmve, many ties (includ-

ing the military) with the west. 14

The resolutions of the Arab Foreign ministers were
discussed in the conference of Arab premiers. 1T was on
the basis of these resolutions that Egypt and Saudi Arabia

accused Iraq of deviation from Arab policy.

The main arguments that were advanced by the Iragi
delegation during the Arab premiers conference to defend

and justify the ratification of the Baghdad pact were, in

brief, the following:

It was neither feasible nor moral to keep out

of the global cold war which involved the major powers and

G4 73George Lenczowski, The Middle East in World Affairs,
Pe 46.

T41pia,
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the destiny of civilization.’®Iraq had chosen the west and '
proceeded to build her policy accordingly. In order to face
up vo the communist threat, it was necessary to obtsin arma-
ments and to join in regional organization designed not only
to combat communist danger from without, but also to eliminate
communist subversion from within.76 This was especially im-
portant to Iraq in view of her proximity to the Soviet borders.
Irag was asking for the right to co-operate with her neighbours
Turkey and Iren in the context of a regional organization,
This was nothing unusual or new to Irag. Since the days

of Feisal the First, Iraq consistently co-operated closely
with Iran and Turkey. King Feisal the First signed a Treaty
of Friendship with Iraq and Turkey in 1922, and Iraq was a
party to the Treaty of Sa'ad Abad in 1937 and to the Treaty

of Friendship and co-operation with Turkey signed in 1946.77

Therefore, the proposed Ireaty with Turkey, was simply a

155ee tne report of Dr. Fadhil Jameli to the Iraqi
House of Deputies, February 6, 1955. Royal Institute of
International Affairs, Documents on International Affairs
(1955), ed., by Noble Frand land( London: Oxford univer-
sity Press, 1958), p. 319; See also the Arab world, Jan-
uwary 27, 1955, p. 2.

T1pia.

77The report of Sami al-Solh on the Conference of
Cairo: An-Nahar, February 8, 1955.
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continnation of the traditional policy of friendship and
co-operation between Iraq and her neighbours. The proposed
Turkish-Iraqi Treaty was justified under Articles 51 and

52 of the United Nations Charter which provided for the
right of individual or collective self defense and for
regional exrrangements related to the maintenance of inter-—

78

national peace and security.

The Iraqi delegates were critical of the negative
policy of the Arab States which, in their opinion, led to
isolation and weakness.79 In their opinion, the Arab
States could not successfully seek either armaments or
assistance from the west without offering something in
return.ao It was maintained that since the Arabs were not
ready to collaborate with the communists, their only source
of armament was the west, and Arab-western co-operation was
the only feasible way to obtain armaments needed by the
Arabs.al Moreover, the Iragi government believed that Arab-
western collaborgtion on the intermational front would

facilitate the use of western diplomacy to alleviate in-

78R.I.I.A., Documents on International Affairs (1955),
Pe 318-

M1pia., pp. 319 - 320.
801pid,, p. 319
8l1pid., pe. 319.
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justices which the west inflicted on the Arabs in the

past.82

The Iraqil delegation believed that a policy of
Arab-western co-operation would give adequate protection
against Israel, and lead to a solution of the Palestinian
problem which would be satisfactory to the Arabs.

Dr. Jamali, having explained the major lines of

the policy of Iraq, proceeded to defend Turkey from an
Arab point of view. He reminded the delegates that Turkey

in 1947 voted against the partition of Palestine and
persuaded Greece to withstand western pressure and vote for
the Arabs as well.83 He told the conference that Turkey was
willing to assist the Arab States against an Israell aggres-
sion and to support the implementation of the U.N. 1947

partition resolutiono84

In the opinion of the Iragi government, Irag under
Art. II of the Arab Collective Security Pact, and under Art.
VII, and paragraph 2 of Art«IX of the Arab League Charter

821pid., pe 319.
831vid., p. 320.
84An-Nahar , February 8, 1955.
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had the right to conclude a special agreement with a

neighbouring state.85

The Iragi delegates assured the
Arab States that Irag still considered herself committed
to the provisions of the Arab League Charter and other
Treaties signed under the auspices of the Arab League086
Moreover, Iraq had to rid itself of the 1930 Anglo Iraqi
Ireaty and it had to regulate its relations with Britain on
a basis of equality and collaborgtion. A mutual arrangement
would be the best way out. The Baghdad pact provided this

arrangement.87

The Egyptian counter argument ran as follows:

kEgypt, contrary to Iraq, did not take a position
with regard to the global cold war. It was three months
later, in April, 1955, at the conference of Bandung, that
Egypt for the first time adopted a policy of non-allignement,

At this conference Lgypt concerned herself with the problems

85R.I.I.A., Documents on International Affairs,
(1955), p. 320.

86I.bid., P. 318. See also Sami al-Solh, Memoirs
of Sami al-=Solh, pPp. 239 = 240.

87Dr. Mohammed Fadhel Jamali, Review of Irag under
General Nuri, by Waldemar Gallman, Middle BEast Forum,
(Belrut: ATumni Association of the American University of
Beirut, Autumn 1964), pp. 15 - 1l6.
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of the Arab world, primarily with colonialism and the question

of Palestine.

Egypt maintained that the Arab States should rely
Primarily on themselves to provide for the defense as well
as for the economic and cultural development of the Arab

68 The Charter of the Arab League, the Arab Collective

world.
Security Pact, and other treaties concluded among the Arab
States under the auspices of the Arab League provided, from
the Egyptian point of view, ample machinery for the attainment
of Arab objectives including those related to matters of
defense. Therefore, the Egyptian delegation concluded, if

the Arab States unified their foreign policy and co-ordinated
their defense arrangements within the framework of the Arab
League, they could impose themselves on the west and purchase
the necessary armaments from western arsenals on their own

terms.ag

8&Muhammed Khalil, edi., "Egyptian Government's Reply
to grime minister Nuri as-Sa'id's Radio Speech of December 16,
1956", The Arab League and the Arab States, pp. 280; See
also Al-Ahram, aAugust 51, 1955.

89R.I.I.A., Documents on International Affairs, (1955),
P. 325; See also An-Nahar, February 8, 1955.



- 123 -

It was argued that a military alliance between
Iragq and Turkey was an expansion of military commitments
to ull the signatories of the Arab Collective Security Pact.90
Therefore, the Egyptian delegation concluded that Iraq had
got no right to conclude such an alliance without the prior

9 The kEgyptian delegation

concurrence of the Arab States.
maintained that if Iraq signed an alliance with Turkey with-
out the concurrence of other Arab States, she would be
violating her commitments under the Charter of the Arab
League, The Arab Collective Security Pact, and the recom=-
mendations of the Arab Foreign ministers taken at Cairo in
December 1954092 The recommendation stated that the foreign
policy of the Arab States prohibited the conclusion of

)

alliances with foreign powers.

The Egyptian delegation maintained that Turkish

90An—Nahar, February 8,

91R.I.I.A., Documents on International Affairs, (1955),
P. 314.

92An—Nahar, February 8, 1955; See also Report by
Fadhil Jemali: R.l.l.A., Documents on International Affairs,

(1955), p. 314 .

93gami al-Solh, Memoirs of Sami al-Solh, P. 239; See
also Bhe official Lebanese Gazzete, minutes of the Lebanese
Legislative Assembly, First ordinary session, 2nd meeting,
April 19, 1956, p. 1199.
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guaraniees against Israeli aggression, and Turkish promises

to support the implementation of the U.N. Partition Resolution,
were of no value. It was argued that the western powers under
the Tripartite Declaration had already given guarantees against
Israeli aggression, and that if the western powers failed tao
deter Israel, Turkey would not be in a position to assist the
Arabs.94 Similarly, the Egyptians argued, as long as the
western powers were not ready to implement the partition
Resolution, Turkey's promises of bringing about a just solution

to the question of Palestine would not be useful,>?

The Egyptian Government contended that the Proposed
Turkish-Iraqi alliance would weaken the solidarity of the
Arab States and lead to a new Turkish domination over the
Arab world.96 Likewise, the Egyptian delegation believed
that the linking of the Arab world to the wheels of western
alliances would improve the capability of the colonial
powers to hold on to their colonial and imperialistic
Privileges in the Arab world. Above all, the Egyptian
delegation contended, Irag, by advocating an alliance with

94 1pig.
92 An-Nahar, Pebruary 8, 1955.

96 Ibid., for Egypt's propaganda attack on the Turco-
Iragi pact, see LEgypt's, Al Gumhuria and Al Akhbar as cited in
the Arab World, January 27, 1955, Pe 7.; and The. Arab World,
January 28, 1955, p. 2. '
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the west, was taking the first step for the liquidation of

the problem of Palestine.97

Saudi Arabia adopted the same attitude as that of
Bgypt, These were the main lines of the Iragi and Egyptian
Arguments at the conference of Cairo. Their significance
was that they represented two schools in the Arab world:
The conservative, pro-western school, advocating that Arab
western collaboration would contribute to a just solution
of Arab problems; and the dynamic school, advocating that
Arab western collaboration would only aggravate Arab problems,
and that the only course left for the Arabs was total reliance

on. their own resources for the alleviation of their grievancese.

Bach school had its followers in every Arab State,
including Lebanon., The followers of the pro-western school
were motivated by the tradition of Arab-western relations
and by fear of communism as a system and a way of life. Their
opponents, of the independent or dynamic school, were motivated
by the suspicion of the west which was nurtured by the western
colonial record and the heritage of medieval Christian-Islamic
rivalry. Both schools stood for Arab rights in Palestine and

for the liguidation of colonial controls and privileges in the

97 ReI.I.A., Documents on International Affairs, (1955),
p. 317, See also Egypt's Al Gumhuria as cited in the Arab wrld,

January 26, 1955, DPe Te
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Arab world, but they diffewed as to the means necessary for
the achievement of these goals. The independents or dynamic
Arab Nationalism were radical, seeking to force concessions
from the west through revolutionary means. The conservative,
pro-western Arab Nationalists were moderates, seeking conces-

sions from the west through co-operation.

The conflict between Iraq and Egypt at the Cairo
conference was, therefore, more than a traditional conflict of
two leading powers in the Arab League. There was a new element
which imntroduced a radical change to the nature of the conflict,
an element of approach and outlook which involved currents

of public opinion in the Arab world.

Concerning the attitude of the Jordanian delegation,
the then Jordanian premier Tawfiq Abul Huda maintained that
his delegation embarked on a moderate attitude. It did not
encourage the premiers conference to teke any measures against
Iraq, nor did it support Iraq in her step of allying herselfl

with Turkey.’o

The Lebanese attitude was somewhat similar to that

98An interview with the ex-Lebanese premier, Sami al-Solh,
and the then head of the delegation to the Arab premier's
conference, Beirut, April 25, 1965.
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6f the Jordanian. The Lebanese Government, like other Arab
Governments, was caught up in the web of the irreconcilable
Iraqgi-Egyptian dispute. The attitude of Egypt furnished a
dilemma to the Arab States who desired to pursue a neutral
course and dissociate themselves from the conflict. Egypt
was demanding from the Arab states no less than straight
alignment against Irag. Any position falling short of that
demand was consideied by the Egyptian government as un-—
friendly. On the other hand compliance with Egyptian
demands would have amounted to a clear anti-Iraqgi policy.

In either case a conflict with either Egypt or Iraq could

not be avoided. 99

Some of the Arab States participating in the Arab
premiers conference scheduled on January 22, 1955, at Cairo,
observed that it was unusual. Egypt as the host government
had issued invitations to all the Arab States with the ex-
ception of Iraq.loo Egyptian State controlled press and
radio media had been daily attacking the Government of Iraq.
This behavior created the impression that the Egyptian

91pid.
1OOSami al-Solh, Memoirs of Sami al-Solh, p. 246,
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government was inclined to hold more of a triacl for Irag,

rather than a discussion of Iraqi policy.101

A few days before the conference was scheduled to
convene, Nuri as-Sa'id sent a special envoy to Jordan, Syria,
and Lebanon on a mission to explain the policy of Iraq and
to demand of these governments a boycott of the Egyptian

L Iraq was evidently seeking to

sponsored conference.
give a blow to Nasser's prestige and bidding for time to
sign officially the prospective Turco-Iragqi Alliance. So,
when Jamali arrived in Beirut on January 20, after his tour
of Jordan and Syria, he was und er the impression that if
Lebanon agreed to a boycott of the Cairo conference, Jordan

and Syria would follow suit.lo3

President Chamoun of the Lebanese Republic was
willing to accept the Iraqi suggestion of boycotting the
conference, but prime minister Sami al-Solh was not of the

same opinion.lo4 Premier al-Solh, facing the joint pressure

lOIAn interview with the ex-Lebanese premier and
the then head of the delegation to the Arab premiers
conference, Beirut; April 25, 1965.

102, _Nehar, Jenuary 20 and 21, 1955; See also Sami
al=Solh, Memoirs of Sami al-Solh, p. 238.

103gami al-Solh, Memoirs of Sami al-Solh, p. 238
104114,
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of the president and the Iragi diplomats, threatened to
hand in his resignation if he was not allowed to attend the

105 The president was thus faced with two

conference,
alternatives: either create a cabinet crisis, or allow
al-Solh to attend the conference. He chose the latter course.
With the departure of the Lebanese delegation under Sami
al-Solh to Qairo, Jamali realized that his efforts to

boycott the conference had failed.

The insistence of premier al-Solh on departure to
Cairo was more of an effort to avoid open confrontation
with the Egyptian government than a design to oppose the
substance of Iraqi policy. But with the polarization of
Iraq and Egypt it was almost impossible to make any move
without offending one or the other party to the dispute.lo6

In the course of the conference at Cairo, the
pPrime minister had many factors to consider. He was aware
that 9resident Chamoun was inclined towards Iraq and that by
insisting on attending the conference he had already strained
the patience of the president to the limits.107

1057114,

lOGAn interview with ex-premier Sami al-Solh, Beirut,

1078ami al-Solh, Memoirs of Sami al-Solh, p. 238.
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He had also to consider the opinion of the Minister of
Foreign Affairs, Alfred Nakkash, who shared President
Chamoun's pro-Iraqi inclinations.l08 Likewise, the Premier
had to consider the recommendations of the paliamentary
committee of Foreign Affairs. The committee had recom-
mended, in traditional Lebanese fashion, that the government
should strive to ahieve an understanding among the parties
ta the dispute, and that, in case a compromise could not be
achieved, the Lebanese delegation should endeavor to suspend

talks until a solution to the dispute could be found,L09

The actual Lebanese policy at Cairo amounted to what
had been recomended by the Foreign Affairs committee. lC on
arrival, premier al-Solh, together with premier Khoury of
Syria, proceeded to prepare the atmosphere for a compromise.
They demended of the Egyptian government the suspension of
radio and press campaigns and the extension of an official

1l The Egyptiap government did not extend

invitation to Iraq.
an invitation, but agreed to the will of the majority of the

conferees that premier al-Solh he authorized to extend an

1101p14., p. 242.
Ibid., p. 246.
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invitation to Irag on behalf of the conference. 112 Sami
al-Solh immediately got in touch with the Iraqi government;
and president Chamoun, with the assistance of the British
Ambassador in Beirut, undertook to convince Jamali that it
was in the best interest of Iraq to be represented at the
con.ference.113 It was argued that if Iraq absented herself,
Egypt would be in a better position to influence the delega-—
tions at Cairo.™'* Nuri as-sa'id was ill-disposed to attend,
for Egyptian radio and press media had already attacked him
Personally. He, however, consented reluctantly to send a
delegation under the leadership of Fadhil Jamali. The
atmosphere, due to Egyptian attacks, was not conducive for a
compromise, despite the efforts of the Lebanese and Syrian
delegations. Premier al-Solh reported that the voice of the
Iragi delegates could hardly be heard zmong the shoutings and
interruptions of the Egyptian and Saudi delegates. 1% ggypt,

1127154,

1131pia.

114See Cable Noe 9 from Fadhil Jamali to Nuri as-Sa'id,
22/1/1955: The Government of Iraq, The Iragi Trials (1955),
(Baghdad: Government press), .pe. 1133.

llsSami al-Solh, Memoirs of Sami al-Solh, p. 246.




- 133 =

against the advice of Lebanon, continued to wage a war of
words against the Iraqi Government. While the Iraqi delega~
tion was in Calro, Al-Ahram, a leading Egyptian paper, wrote
the following headline: "The conspiracy of Iraq and Turkey
on the Arab States." It addressed the premier of Iraq by
his first name for derogationoll6 Radio Cairo, in a program
called "The voice of the Arabs", described Nuri as-Sa'id
with such words as "Traitor", "tail of the imperialists",

and "servant of Britain."117

Most of the Arab States including, Lebanon agreed,
with Egypt in principle, that any defense commitm.ents by
Iraq would be tantamount to additional military commitments
on the Arab States in view of their military obligations
under the Charter of the Arab League and the Arab Collective

8 Therefore, it was concluded, Iraq would

Security Pact.
have to secure the approval of the majority of the Arab States

on questions regarding alliances with non Arab States. When

116An-Nahar, January 28, 1955.

ll?Ibid.
llaR.I.I.A., Documents on International Affairs, (1955),

Pe 235; see also Sami al-Solh, lMemoirs of Sami al—-Solh,
Pe 248 °
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proposals were submitted to this effect, Iraq refused to
@ccept them. The Lebanese delegation, on instructions from
?resident Chamoun, refused to endorse the proposals on the
bretes.t that further efforts should be made to bridge the
gap between Iraq and Egypt.ll9 In reality Chamoun and

al=-Solh were opposing the isolation of Ira.q.120

On the suggestion of the Jordanian Foreign mimister,
Walid Salah, and in ordér to break the deadlock at the Cairo
Conference, the Arab premiers decided on January 30 to
adjourn their meetings for a few days while a four-man delega-
tion visited Nuri as-Sa'id in Baghdad. It consisted of the
Lebanese premier, the Jordanian and Syrian Foreign Ministers,
and Major Salah Salem. The delegation wished to explain the

situation to Nuri as-Sa'id. Theyhoped that:lZl

1l - They would persuade Iraq to postpone
signing the Turco-lragi Agreement.

2 - In time, some sort of accommodation
would have been found between Iraq on the one hand
and Egypt and Saudi Arabia on the other.

llgR,I.I.A., Documents on Intermational Affairs,
(1955), ©p. 323; also Al-Ahram, Frebruary 22, 1955.

lzocable from Burhan Eddine Bashayan, Deputy Minister
for Foreign Affairs, To Premier as-Sa'id: The Government of

Iraq, The Iragi Trials (1958), vol. IV, (Baghdad: Government
press, = ), DPo . .

lZlAn-Nahar, February 1, 1955.
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The late Lebanese deputy, lMr. Emile Bustani, who
participated, unofficially, in the talks of the four-man
delagation with Nuri as-Sa'id, gave the following version
of what happened. After arguing with Nuri, Mr. Bustaani
obtained no more from him than the 'brusque' declaration
that he was not going to seek Egypt's permission to follow
policies which he believed to be right. But, meanwhile,

Nuri told Bustani that he was prepared to divide the proposed
Turco-Iraqi Agreement into two "compartments". The first
would cover the joint security of the border region between
the two countries, which was a matter for them alone. The
second would embrace the far larger question of Middle Bast
defense as a whole. He was, Nuri said, quite willing that
the Arab League, rather than Iraq alone, should deal with
Turkey on all matters logically falling into compartment two.
Then, Bustani told Salah Salem about Nuri's modifications
who "brightened enormously when he heard his tidings". "Our
difficulties", Salem said, "are as good as over“.122 Bustani

continues:

"But, alas, they were not. Salem - as I came to
learn later - was approached separately and secretly
by two treacherous Iragi politicians, each of whom -

122Emile Bustani, Marsh Arabesque, p. 110.
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despite the fact that both were members of the
official delegation appointed by Nuri to treat

with Salem = urged him to oppose Nuri tooth and

Nail in the forthcoming discussion, on the grounds
that the veteran leader would wilt under Pressure

and retract his proposals for an alliance with

Turkey in any shape or form. Salah Salem, granting
their protestation much more weight than they merited,
proceeded to attack Nuri bitterly and theatrically.
Nuri did anything but wilt. The conference degenerated
into a slanging match, and the "compartment" device
which Nuri had outlined to me was not even mentioned.
Deadlock was early achieved in the talks, and steadily
maintained" .12

During the talks in Baghdad between the four-man
delegation and Nuri, the then president of the Lebanese
Republic, Camille Chamoun, sent them the following telegranm,
addressed to the Lebanese premier, in an effort at re-—
conciliation. After Chamoun reminded the premier of the
acute crises going through the Arab League and that the
present vital Arab interest is to find a compromise solu-
tion for the contradictory arguments in favor and against
The Turco-Iragi Treaty, he requested that the premier should

submit to the head of the Iragi government, in case the

delegates did not reach a compromise, the following proposi-

tions:la4

"l - DPostponment for four months of the
signature of the Turco-Iraqi Treaty. This delay

1231pi4.
1240amitie Chamoun, Crise Au Moyen-Orient, ppe. 263 = 264.
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might give occasion for useful contacts between
Egypt and the Arab couyntries on the one hand
and the western countries and Turkey on the
otner hand.

"2 - A meeting in Beirut of the heads of
governments of Egypt, Iraq and other Arab
countries which would pave the way to the
opening of a final conference in Cairo."

Then Camille Chamoun sent Nasser a copy of the
proposals he had sent to the four-man delegation conferring
with Nuri., The Iraql government rejected the first point
and accepted the second.125 Nasser, reluctant on the second
point, but finally persuaded by a Lebanese delegate, put
forth a condition: that two gquestions should be sent to Nuri
as-Sa'id, whose ansers should be the basis upon which Nasser

would define his last stand or position. The gquestions were:126

"] - Is Nuri as-Satid willing to discuss
the principles of the Turco-Iragi Pact ? Or is
he still determined to go on with the pact with-—
out accepting any arguments from the other Arab
states ?

"2 - Is Nuri willing to accept the majority
rule of the Arab states in the proposed meeting in
Beirut in case the majority decided that the pact

1257pi4,

1290154, p. 265.
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was useless to the Arab States?"

Soon, Nuri as-Sa'id sent his answer 1to the two

questions:127

"] - The Turco-lragi Agreement is in
conformity with the Arab League Pact.

"2 - The majority rule is against sovereignty
which is guaranteed by the pact."

But the Egyptian minister for National guidance has
recorded another version of what took place in Baghdad during
the talks between the four-men delegation and Nuri as-Sa'id.,
Salem says that he repeated his argument to Nuri during their
first meeting. In the same evening, Salem maintains, he was
visited by several Iraqi elder statesmen, such as Tawfigq
as-Suwaidi and others. Kach of them came separately and
spoke against Nuri and his mania fxr pacts. Apparently, Nuri
was informed of these visits; for he summoned Salem to his
house where he found all the politicians who had visited him.

In this meeting, Nuri, addressed Salem sa.ying:l28

"] have assembled for you all the ex-premiers
and ex-Foreign ministers who are still alive in
my countryl I want you to heme& our policy from them."

12T1pia,

128patrick Seale, Struggle For Syria, p. 217.
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kach of the politicians repeated Nuri's arguments.
They never saw Salem again. Nuri's parting words to Salem
were: "I am not a soldier in Abdel-Nasser's army. Please

tell him that I will never obey his orders."l29

The mission flew back to Cairo to report to the

Arab premiers on their talks with Nuri as-Sa'id.

Meanwhile, Chamoun's policy was that economic,
political and military cooperation on a regional basis with
neighbouring states such as Turkey, Iran and Pakistan would
give the Arabs the power of negotiation and at the same
time would get the Arab states out of isolation. More—
over, Chamoun sent a letter on February 8, 1955, to Cairo,
through lr. Nadim Dimashkiah (then Lebanese Ambassador in
Cairo) pointing out to Nasser that he disagrees with him
over forpidding Arab countries from holding alliances with
foreign states. Chamoun then presented his policy in the
form of questions and statements to Nasser. Chamoun asked
in his letter:lBo

"l - Is Egypt's threat to withdraw final? and
what is the new trend in this case?

W2 = Does Egypt think that the Arab Collective

1291114,
130caniiie Chamoun, Crise Au-Moyen-Qrient, p. 266.
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Security Pact is the only means of defense.
Doesn't she think that this pact never had
a positive outcome ?

"3 - Does she consider non-alignment a valid
principle in international politics ? Doesnét
we see that U.S.A., Britain and U.S.S.R. make
alliances ?

"4 -~ If we follow this principle (of
non-alignment), the Arab countries would be
isolated and deprived of international friend-
ships, and we would be deprived of cultural
ties with other states.

"5 = Do you think that an alliance between
the Moslem States and Arab countries would
endanger the sovereignty of the Arab 8tates ?
These alliances, on the contrary, would
strengthen these states.

" 6 - Isn't Egypt tied to Britain by the
Evacunation Treaty of the Suez Canal base? If
an additional pact is added to this treaty,
wouldn't this increase Egypt's power? Would
there be any disadvantage in that ?

"7 -~ Would there be any harm for Egypt
in holding a conference for the Arab States and
Turkey, Iran and Pakistan for the purpose of
regional defense ? Would not the last word be
up to the Arabs, due to the importance of
their geographic position and resources. Thus
we get out of our isolation with dignity,
having preserved our unity and gained additional
power",

Whilé the Arab premiers conference was still in

progress, Emile Bustani, flew to England early in February,
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and did every thing he could to persuade the British
government against encoureging the proposed Turco-Iragi
pact in the face of the general Arab condemnation of i'l:.131
His views were not accepted. But, since a commonwealth
conference was then assembled in London, Bustani talked
with the then Pakistani premier, Mohammed Ali, who promised
to discuss the matter with Anthony Eden, the British Foreign
Secrejary. The next day Mohammed Ali said that Eden had
assured him that he would talk things in detail with Nasser

on his way to Kerachi for the SEATO meeting.132

Not long afterwards, Bustani saw Eden in Karachi,
where he had newly arrived from Cairo and had seen Nasser
on February 20. Eden said that he found Nasser 'adament'.
Meanwhile, Anthony Eden had telegraphed Nuri as-Sa'id advis-
ing him to sign the Turco-Iragqi Agreement without further

delay.l33

The Arab premiers' conference broke up on February

6: DNo.degision was reached; nor was a joint statement issued.134

131gnile Bustani, Marsh Arabesque, p. 110.
132

Ibid.

1351p14,, p. 111 .

134Patrik Seale, Struggle For Syria, p. 217.

&
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"The Arab world [Salah Salem declared at the
time] is now standing at a crossroads: it will
either form an independent and chosive unit with
its structures and national character or else
each country will pursue its own course. The
latter would mean the beginning of the down-
fall of Arab nationhood..."
On the following day, Faris al-Khoury's govern-
ment fell in Damascus. Xgypt had won an early and decisive

roundal35

Lebanon's policy of reconciliation at the Conference
of the Arab premiers was dissatisfactory to both parties.
Egypt held Lebanon responsible for obstructing her efforts

136 Adnan Menderes, the

to pass a resolution against Iraq.
premier of Turkey, who visited Lebanon on January 14, rebuked
the Lebanese government for failing to fulfill her promise
of extending support to the prospective Turco-=Iragi alliance
within the Arab League.137 Iraq expressed her dissatisfac-
tion with the attitude of premier Sami al-Solh.t2° Dhus

Lebanon emerged from the conference exposed to criticism from

both parties.

1351pia.
136
Al-Ahram, February 3, 1955.

13733e the statement of Hamid Franjieh in parliament on
the discussion between lenderes and the Ambassador of Lebanon 1in,
Ttaly Joseph Abu Khatar: An-Nahar, February 9, 1955.

138The report of Burhan Addine Bashayan; dated February
29, 1955, The Government of Irag, The Iragi Trials (1958),
vol. IV, p. 1395,
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III THE DEVELOPMENT OF ARAB REACTION TO THE TURCO-IRAQI

TREATY (BAGHDAD PACT).

A. THE REACTIONS of EGYPT - 1955.

Egypt was very quick to realize the importance of
Syria in the battle of the Baghdad Pact. Hence, she gave
her support to Khalid al'Azem and his friends at every stage
of their ascent to power. In the meantime the Egyptian press
and radio campaigned against the outgoing cabinet of the
Syrian premier, Faris al-Khoury. The following is a

sample broadcast from Cairo on February 9, quoting Al-Ahram.

"The vacillating and hesitant attitude of the
Syrian Foreign Minister at the Cairo Conference was
one of the principal reasons for the Conference's
failure to publish its resolutions denouncing foreign
alliances, including the Nuri-Menderes alliance.

"This regrettable attitude caused others to
hestitate and retract their earlier agreement to
the resolutions. If the reports from Syria are
true that the people's party to which the foreign
minister belongs, has denounced his attitude and
the Foreign Affairs Commission has accused him of
departing from Syria's agreed policy,and if the
Syrian premier is compelled to abandon the cautious
policy which he followed during the conference, this
transformation in Syria's attitude will have a
powerful effect, and all the Arab governments,
except Iraq will agree with Egypt on the Frank
and decisive policy declafed at the premiers!
Conference. Then it would be possible to point
out to signs of Egypt's victory in the first round
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round of the battle which it entered on behalf
of the Arab peoples." 139
Not very long afterwards, lr. Mahmud Riyad, the

Egyptian ambassador, arrived in Syria on January 18, 1955,
wifh the express immediate task, as he himself put it, of
weaning Syria away from the Baghdad Pact. Mr. Mahmud Riyad
maintains that the elder Syrian politicians had a clear
tendency to sign the Baghdad Pact. In 1954 Egypt's policy
was not yet absolutely clear and hence it was not evident
to what extent Lgypt could support a government or a country
which chose to go against the current set by Irag and the
western powers. At the same time Syria was surrounded by
governments all of whom were in favor of the Baghdad Pact
such as Jordan, Iraq, Lebanon and Turkey. The Syrian govern-
ment , herself, was in a state of flux due in part to the
period of plotting and conspiracy which preceded the fall of

Shishakli and to the confusion which followed it.-40

139patrick seale, Struggle Jor Syris, pp. 220-221; For
the details of the criticsms to the attitude of the Syrian
delegation in the Arab premiers' Conference, see the

official Syrian Gazzette, Minutes of the Syrian Leglslative
Assembly, (Damascus: wovernment press: 1955), pp. 854 - 856.

140Patrick Seale, Struggle For Syria, p. 222.
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But by 1955 Egypt's policy became clear and more
defined. Egypt stressed, by now, that the Arab world should
secure its full independence before concluding any military
agreements with foreign powers. The Egyptians recognized
their military weakness and knew that in the event of their
Joining a foreign-sponsored pact would be 'situated at the

tgil'.l4l Lastly, Mr. Riyad anounced his mission to Damascus

saying:l42

"My duty in Syria was to explain our policy
of Arab solidarity and our dislike for the Baghdad
Pact. I got in touch with all political parties,
but it was natural that I should find myself on
special terms with the Ba'th in view of the
similarity of our views on foreign affairscco."
On February 22, 1955, the new Syrian premier,
Sabri al-Asali, made his statement of policy in the chamber,
condemning the conclusion of all foreign military pacts and
wholeheartedly embracing kEgypt's foreign policy themes. The
government of Syria under premier Asali was going to declare
its statement of policy and to be debated on February 24: but
on the 23rd the Turkish premier, Adnan Menderes, arrived in

Baghdad., Immediately, Cairo radio charged that Turkey had

141154,

1427454,
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sent two divisions to the Syrian frontier to exert pressure

143

on the Syrian chamber. The Turkish government denied the

Egyptian accusation (but not in Arabic until the next day
when the Syrian debate was over) and, meanwhile, Fmemier

'Asali obtained a vote of confidence on the might of Feb-

ruary 24, 1955 by 66 votes to 53 with two abstentions.l44

In that same evening Nuri as-Sa'id and Adnan Menderes signed
their alliance in Baghdad, while Cairo's radio 'voice of the
Arabs! rose in rage denouncing the Baghdad Pact. After it
regretted the signature and declaration of the Turco-Iragi

alliance and the Iragi cabinet's consent to the final draft,

Caire redic said:*%°

".seo Thus Nuri al-Sa'id, rejecting the unanimous
decision of the Arab peoples, concludes an alliance
with the Turks, the enemies of Arabism, the friends
of Zionism - an alliance which will destroy Iraq's
aspirations to freedom, Palestine's hopes of in-
dependence, and the Arabs' hopes of unity, integrity
and glory. The 'voice of the Arabs!, which has
resisted this alliance, declares to the entire world
that the people of Iraq disown this alliance and
that the chains imposed by it on the noble people

143
Muhammed Khalil, The Arab League and the Arab States,
vol. II, pPe 241 - 242, The details of how the lurks exerted
pressure on Syria because she refused the Baghdad pact and
adhered to the Egyptian-Saudi alliance which resulted in
a crisis in relations between Syria and Turkey;; and the
Arab World, February 25, 1955, p. 4.

144The Arab World, February 25, 1955, p.l

145p,¢rick Seale, Struggle For Syria, pp. 222 — 223.
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of Iraq tie only Nuri al-Sa'id. The people of

Iraq are not bound by this alliance; they have

not signed it and will not sign it; they curse

it and they will destroy this filthy piece of

paper, the Nuri-Menderes alliance®,

On February 26, 1955, Major Salah Salem arrived

in Damascus to consolidate Egyptian gains. He declared,
that the Arab Collective Security Pact no longer existed,

146 115teaa

because Iraq had concluded her Pact with Turkey.
Egypt préposed an Arab alliance providing for a joint
military command and unified policies on foreign, cultural,
and economic affairs.l47 All the Arab States would be in-
vited to join-except Irage. The plan was that, after Egypt
and Syria agree to this proposition of & new military agree-
ment, Salem of Egypt and Khalid 'Azem of Syria would go to
Jordan and Lebanon to convince them to enter the new Arab
alliance. No difficulties were expected in Saudi Arabia,

for she had already opposed the Baghdad Pact.-4S

On March 2,
1955, at the end of Salah Salem's visit to Syria, a joint

statement was issued which included the points of the new

146The Arab World, February 27, 1955, p.l

L4Tyynammea Khalil, "“Communiqué on Talks between
Syria and Egypt, March 2, 1955, [Ihe Arab States and the
Arab League, vol. II, p. 239.

148The Arab World, March 4, 1955, Pe}
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alliance. The two major points of agreement were: the
non-adhesion to the Turco-lraqi alliance or any other
alliance, and the creation of an Arab defense organization
on new bases. 149 But when Salah Salem submitted a draft
of his proposal to the Syrian government, it was met with
suspicion, particularly from the National Party members of

the cabinet. This is how Salem relates subsequent events:lso

"An event of great importance then took place:
on February 28, Israel launched an attack on Gaza
killing scores of Egyptians and damaging a great deal
of property with tanks and aircraft. The Syrians who
opposed our policy = and the Pro-Iraqi people's party
in particular - attacked me vigorously, saying in
effect: ‘'you have come to help Syria defend herself.
Perhaps you had better see to your own defences
first'y, 1 answered simply that if we were both weak
we would be stronger united.

"I used all megns to convince them and then,
on March 1, the Syrians organized a big meethg
in Damascus. The chief of staff Shawkat Shugayr
and his deputy, Adnan al-Maliki, assembled a great
many officers and politicians. It was then declared
that Syria had agreed to a full alliance with Egypt
and to a merger of their two armies. The next day
Sabri al-Asali and I signed the agreement.e... The
key man in these negotiations was not Asali but
Khalid al-'Azem. It was 'Azem working together with

149F0r the full text of the Syro-Egyptian alliance
see Annex C.

150patrick Seale, Struggle Jor Syris, p. 223; For
the details and negotiations of the Syro-Egyptian alliance,
see The Arab World, March 3, 1955, p.l and March 7,
PPe 1-2 and Pe 1 B
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Shugayr and Maliki, who pulled off the agreement."

In order to secure the adherence of other Arab

151 Salah Salem and Al-'Azem

governmehts to their new pact,
then visited Amman on March 3, Riyad on the 4th and 5th, and
Beirut on the 6bth. The Jordanian and Lebanese Governments
expressed great reserve and asked for more time to study the
proposals. The Foreign Minister of Lebanon, Mr. Alfred
Nacecach, said after a Lebanese cabinet meeting on March 3,
1955, that "though Lebanon's policy is to side with the
majority, it would never accept, in this particular case,
that Irag should be isolated. It would not even agree to

a denﬁnciation of Iraqi policy,'and even less to a withdrawal

ell":l'52

of Egypt from the Arab Leagu Lebanon intended to

stand above the current gquarrels. In its quality as a
friend of the East and the “hst, Lebanon could render
enormous services to the Arab community.'153 After Lebanon,
Salem and Azem visited Saudi Arabia, which added her sig-—

nature to the Syro-Egyptian Pact on March 6, 1955.154

l5lAl—Gumhuriya, (of Egypt), as cited in the Arab Warld,
March 7, 1955, p.{, quoted the premier of Yemen as saying that
Yemen was opposed to the Turco-Iragi pact, and that it supported
the new pact being sponsored by EBgypt.

lszTelegraRh,(of Lebanon), as cited in the Arab World,

155 10rient, as cited in the Arab World, March 4, 1955, Pe2.

Lo4yunammed Khalil, The Arab States and the Arab League,
Po 240; A military pact between kgypt, Saudl Arabla and Yemmen
was signed oan April 21, 1950, Ibid., pp. 250 - 252,
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On March 7, 1955, Salah Salem returned to Cairo,
thinking that his mission of 'freezing' the Baghdad Pact
was successful. Later that month Salem presided over a
committee to draw up a text of the Egyptian~Syrian-Saudi
Agreement; but although he anounced on March 19 that a
draft was completed, none was published., - However, the
draft was submitted to the Syrian and Saudi delegations
on March 350, but the conference broke up on April 2, decid=-
ing to continue negotiations through diplomatic channels.,
These continued in the wings of the Bandung Conference,

but no final agreement was reached.l55

Mr. Patrick Seale maintains that the Egyptian-Syrian,
Egyptian-Saudi Alliance of March 1955 was "never either
militarily or economically stimulating. Of course, these
are not the criteria by which it should be judged, since it
was no more than a diplomatic coup, swiftly conceived and

executed, to counter a challange from Nuri as-Sa'id."156

159patrick Seale, Struggle For Syria, p. 224.

156144,
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B. LEBANESE REACTION TO THE BAGHDAD PACT.

For a proper comprehension of the policy of the
Lebanese government towards the Baghdad Pact it is useful
to describe, briefly, the attitudes of the internal forces

in this respect.

A sharp division occurred within Lebanese official-
dom and public opinion, creating two major groups, the first
favoring, or at least sympathetic to, the Baghdad Pact, and

several opposed it .

The first group included the following: the
Kataeb party (Lebanese Phalanges) of Pierre Gemayel, with
its large maronite membership, favoured co-operation with
the west, but directly and not through an alliance with
Turkey.157 The Syrian National party (BP.S) was inclined
to have both Syria and Lebanon join the Baghdad Pact. Its
policies and aims were known. The party sought for cloéar

co-operation among the countries of the Fertile Crescent

157An interview by the author with Pierre Gemayel,
president of the Lebanese Kataeb Party, Beitut, January 18,
1966. _
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which would lead to the unification of the 'Syrian home-
land'lsa In the meantime, a large section of Christian
public opihion favoured pro-western policies. The National
Bloc of Mr. Raymond kdde, officially, remained almost silent
on the controversy of the Baghdad Pact. Raymond Edde, him=-
self favouring pro-western policies, did not back the pact.l59

The rank and file of the Bloc were inclined towards the west.

The second group, who opposed the pact, included the

0  1pe Moslem group, who objected to any Lebanese

following:t
membership in the pact. Also the Ba'ath party, the Najjadah
party (with its almost exclusive moslem membership), the
communist party, the Arab Nationalists, the progressive

socialist party of Kamal Junblat, objected to any Lebanese

adherence to the Baghdad ﬁact. 1ol

198 Leila M.T. Meo, Lebanon: Improbable Nation, (Bloomington:
Indiana University Press, 19065), p. 97.

159 In the Lebanese parliament, Raymond Edde neither
supported nor criticized the Baghdad pacte.

160 An interview by the author with ex-Lebanese premier,
Mr. Seeb Salam, Beirut, January 19, 1966,

16l After the declaration of the Turco-Iraqgi intention
on January 13,1955, to co-operate on the defense of the Middle

East, the Lebanese "parties Congress" met in Beirut in the same
nighf and included the Socialis® progressive party, the 'National

Congress', the popular organization, and al-Najjada. Its main
decision was to urge all Arab States to stand in the face of
military treaties. For its decisions see An-Nahar, January 14,
1955; This "Lebanese parties congress" represents a small fraction

of recognized parties and groups.
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However, the activities of the Lebanese president,

lo2

Camille Chamoun, and his connections with Iraq and pro-

wectern statesmen had raised doubts as to the real intentions
whéther To
of Lebanon as tofadhere or not adhere to the pact. The exchange
of visits on March 21, 1955, between Camille Chamoun and his
Premier Saml al-Solh, on the one hand, and the Turkish president
and his premier, on the other, indicated at least official
interest in the possibility of lLebanese membership in the
Baghdad pact. The Lebanese government refused to adhere,
however, and on March 29, 1956, it presented a poliecy state-
ment to the Chamber of_peputies in which it emphasized its
"determination to refrain from joining the Baghdad pact and
any bther foreign pacts." Lebanon was determined to realise

the purposes of the Arab League charter and the revival of

the Arab Collective Security pact.l63

Qfficially, the rejection of Lebanon tw the Baghdad
'pact placed it in a position of neutrality between Cairo and
Baghdad. But in practice, there were many who felt that from
then on president Chamoun supported the Hashemites in Baghdad

and Amman in their quarrels with Nasser, thus deviating from

162 Mr. Hameed Franjiah, then head of the parliamentary
Foreign Relations Committee, announced in parliament that the
Lebanese charge' d'Affaires in Rome, Mr. Joseph Abu Khater, was
told by menderes, the Turkish premier, the following: "It is a
shame on Lebanon to avoid implementing its promise to us in
adhering to the Baghdad pact." . '

163 The official Lebanese Gazzdtte, Minutes of the
Lebanese Leglislative Assembly 1955-1956, pe. 1194.
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the traditional neutrality that had served Lebanon so well in

its relations with its Arab neighbaus.164

When Iraqg announced its intention, on January 13, 1955,
to sign the Turco-Iraqi pact, Lebanon's reaction as well as its
attitude in the Arab premier's conference was a moderate one.
Lebanon tried to stop any measures against Iraq, in its newly
proposed policy, and at the same time refused to adhere to
the Turco-Iragi pact; thus preserving Lebanese traditional
policy of neutrality towards disputes among the Arab States.165
In spite of this fact, great pressure was exerted by Saudi
Arabia and Egypt on Lebanon, trying to obtain an anti-Iraqgi
policy concerning the Baghdad paot.166 At the same time a
counter pressure was exerted by Iraq to make Lebanon subscribe
to the pact. So, Lebanon asked Iraq for material support to
counter the Saudi-Egyptian pressure., Iraq promised to help

Lebanonol67

As the members of the Baghdad pact invited all the
other Arab States to adhere to the pact, the members of the

164 Leila Meo, Lebanon: Improbable Nation, p. 97.

105 gami A1-Solh, Memoirs of Sami Al-Solh,pp. 239-246.

166 Qfficial proceedings of the Higher Military Court,
The Baghdad Trials (1958), vol., IV, Irag, 1958, pp. 1317-1319.

167 1pi4.,
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newly established Syro-Egyptian-Saudi Alliance invited the
Arab states- except Irag- to participate in the new pact.,
Lebanon refused to adhere to the Syro-Egyptian-Saudi Alliance,
not because of what it contained of Principles and terms nor
of what it did not contain, but because it came in an artifi-
cial state and as a reaction to the Baghdad pact and aimed

at the isolation of Iraq.'®® Hence, Lebanon maintained that
the members of the Tripartite alliance (of Syria, Egypt, and
Saudi Arapia) should invite Irag to it. Iragq accepted the
principle of invitation to the new pact but bBgypt and Saudi
Arabia refused to invite her. Moreover, the Lebanese premier
announced in parliament that Lebanon is ready to sign the
Iripartite alliance "on condition that Iraq be invited to

109 1¢ Iraq is not invited to participate

participate in it."
in the Tripartite alliance, Lebanon's attitude then would be
to refuse adherence to both the Baghdad pact and the Tripartite
alliance and to follow a neutral policy between the two Arab

blocs.l70

But Saudi Arabia insisted on exerting great Pressure

on Lebanon the aim of which to make her subscribe to the

168 The official Lebanese Gazzette, Minutes of the
Lebanese Legislative Assembly - » Do 1435.

169 1pid,, p. 729.

170 1944,
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Tripartite Alliance. On this basis Saudi Arabia apologized
for her absence from the economic conference which Lebanon

undertook to call for by authorigzation from the Arab League.l7l

Egypt, on her part, was not less violent than Saudi
Arabia in her pressure on Lebanon to make her abandon her
officially neutral policy and adopt a pro-Eguptian line. The
Tthen Lebanese president of the Republic, Mr. Camille Chamoun,
maintaing that Lebanese "refusal to subscribe to the Tripartite
accord was the starting point of a campaign of disparagement
and insult; Egypt accused Lebanon of being favourable to the

Baghdad pact and encouraging it, even of being secretly part
of it."172

The pressure that was exerted by Egypt on Lebanon as
well as on the other Arab States that did not follow her line
of policy, during the yegr 1955-1956, is described by ?resident
Camille Chamoun in the following words:t!>

"The months which elapsed between the beginning
of the year 1955 and the Suez orisis were a period of

preparation and intrigues d@stined to pave the way to

171 1pid., p. 749,

172 Gamille Chamoun, Grise Au Moyen-Orient, p.274.

173 1vid., pp. 318-319.
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The Nasserite penetration. Nasser had, to attain
this, to sap the foundations of the legal power

in all Arab countries. Invariably, all were
condemned to bend, sooner or later, to the authority
of Gamal Abdel Nasser. The problem was to know who
would give in first."

Ce JORDANIAN REACTION TO THE BAGHDAD PACT.

Jordan received the heaviest impact of the Baghdad
pact controversy and the resultant cold war among the Arab
States. King Hussein of Jordan describes the year 1955 as
the decisive turning point in the past war history of the
Arab world. It was the beginning of three dangerous years
in which Jordan as a couatry nearly perished. Several times
Jordan was 'saved by nothing short of a miracle'. Almost
everything that happened can be traced back to 1955, a year
which saw the signing of the Baghdad pact, the arms deal
between Nasser and the Seviet bloe, Jordan's discusions on
entering the Baghdad pact, and finally the riots that almest

split Jordan in two.l74

Indeed King Hussein himself confesses that sometime
ago he had put a tentative plan similar to the Baghdad pact
to unite the Arab world in the face of mounting communist

bressure. DBut he warned that if any Arab State formed a

174 King Hussein I, Uneasy Lies The Head, (United
States of America: Bernard Gels Associates, 1962), Do LOl.
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pact with the free world without prior consultation and

agreement between sister Arab states, it would be disastrous.

Yet this is exacfly what happened. When the formation of the
Baghdad pact was anounced in 1955, the Arab world was shocked,t1°
Io give a true picture of the Arab reaction, King Hussein, quotes
the following paragraph from the book of James Morris called

The Market of Seleukia.™!°

'The alliance .... S0 infuriated the Egyptians
that most of the Arab world was roused against it se.oe.

S0 hostile was public opimion, thanks chiefly to the

malignant competence of the Egyptian propagandists,

that no other Arab government dared t0 join s...!

This is what exactly happened in the case of Jordan,
which made her abandon the idea of joining the pact. But the
king maintains that at the beginning of 1955 he tried his best
to help Iraq and Egypt come to a better understanding. He
visited Baghdad, but he found king Faisal II virtually power-—
less. He then argued with Nuri as-Sa'id, the premier at the
time, and found him adapant. Nuri as-Sa'id expressed his
attitude to king Hussein in one sentence: "Sir, we are in
the Baghdad pact, that's that, and we are cerfainly not back-

ing out of it.mi77

175 1piga., 102.

176 1pid., p. 103; taken fram James Morris, The Market of
Seleukia, (London: Faber, 1957)s .

17T 1pi4., p. 105.
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The king then visited Nasser and discussed the Baghdad
pact with him. Nasser told the king that the hasty way in
which the pact had been conceived, involving one Arab country

only, was most unwise.178

An important incident occurred in the Arab world that
made the vast majority of the Arab people look at Nasser as
their destined leader and savor. On September 25, 1955,
President Nasser of Egypt announced his arms deal with the
Soviet bloc. From that moment on, and in an instant, every—
thing changed. Hundreds of thousands of Jordanians, listening
to the propaganda on Cairo Radio, saw in Nasser a mystical
sort of saﬂk)r and their best man for the future against

Israelol79

On November 2, the Turkish president visited Jordan,

where he discussed the possibility of Jordan joining the pacte.

178 Ibid., King Hussein in this book as well as Camille
Chamoun in his book Crise Au Moyen-Orient, and Fadhel Jamali
in his book From the Reality of lragi Politics, and Emile
Bustani in his Dbook Marsh Arabesque, all believe that if
Nasser had been consulted in the preliminary stages of the
agreement on the Baghdad pact, the result might have been
different. (all of these authors believe in a pro-western
policy).

179 King Hussein, Uneasy Lies the Head, p. 107.
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King Hussein told the Turkish President that he realized the
advantage of the pact, but that in fact Jordan needed economic
aid as much as military alliance., Jordan had half a million
refugees. Also Jordan needed a revision of the Anglo-Jordan-—
ian Treaty.lao The president replied that he understands
'Jordan's difficulties' and suggested that the king write

to the British about the additional help Jordan needs. The
ex-Jordanian premier Hazza'al-Majali maintains that the
factors that made Jordan attempt to adhere to the Baghdad

pact were the following: Bl

"1, Jordan's need to amend the Anglo-Jordanian
Ireaty and decrease its time limit from 12 years to 4.

"2, To increase the military forces in number
and in equipments, and to get modern fighters as
well as a constant income for the army,

"5. Econemic aid for the industrializgtion of
the country and the establishment of big projects to
decrease Jordan's dependence on outside aid."

The immediate response from the Jordanian publiec
who, among other things, had never forgiven Turkey for having

recognized the state of Israel, was strong ho::';tilit.y.:1‘82

180 Hal Lehrman, "Miscalculations in Jordan", The Reporter,
Vol., 14, January 26, 1956, pp. 33-34.

181 pozzar al-Majali, My Memoirs, (in Arabic), (=-:=-,1960-,
PPe 168-169,

182 Enmile Bustani, Doubts And Dynamite, (London: Allan
Wingate, 1958), p. 85.
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Afterwards, the ex-Jordanian premier Hazza' al-Majali
ﬁisited Baghdad as the head of an economic group aiming to
get financial aid from Irag. The negatiations failed be-
cause the government put one condition for giving Jordan
financial aid: namely, Jordan's adherence to the Baghdad
pact. The Jordanian economic group, under Majali, refused
any political strings to any financial aid, and they went

back to Jordan on December 12, 1955.183

A few months before this visit to Iraq, a Syrian
delegation under the Syrian premier Saeed Al-Ghazzi reached
Jordan and entered into negotiations with the Jordanian
government. The aim of the delegation was to conclude a
bila teral military agreement, similar to the one between
Egypt and Syria which had been recently signed. The
Jordanian delegation made the suggestion that this bilateral
agreement would endanger Arab solidarity due to the existence
of the Arab collective security pact. The Syrian delegation
retorted that they were going to Iragq to conclude a similar
bilateral agreement, as a sign that Syria did not want to
support any Arab bloc against the other and that her interest
was in unifying Arab policy. Moreover, the Syrian delegation
asked only for Jordan's approval in principle to the proposed

183 pagzatal-Majali, My Memoirs, p. 167




- 1lb2 -

Syro-Jordanian bilateral Treaty and to issue a communigue em-
phasising the desire of the two parties for absolute co-operation
in military matters. All of this was done. The Syrian delega-
tion went back to Syria and never went to Iraq as it promised,

nor came back to Jordan to formalize the agreement.l84

On December 13, 1955, General Templer, Chief of the
British Imperial General Staff, arrived at Jordan, for the
purpose of discussing questions 'concerning the defense of
Jordan and the Arab Legion'; but during his visit he raised
with King Hussein the question of Jordan's joining the
Baghdad Pact.l85 King Hussein realized the advantages of
the Pact but was resolved upon one thing: That he would
enter no alliance without first informing ?resident Nasser
and seeking his views. Though Hussein was worried about
communist infiltration and the increased threat from Israel,
he would do nothing behind Nasser's back. The discussions
between Hussein and Templer advanced well. Hence, Hussein
sent Nasser a personal message with full details through
General (later Field Marshal) Abdul Hakim Amer, who was
visiting Jordan at the time. In this note the King peinted

184 1pid., p. 164 - 165,

185 For the complete details of the negotiations of
General Templer in Jordan, see Hazza' al-Majali, The Stor
of @* Negotiations with Templer, ( -, -, 1955..1953?77"x

PP 4o
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out to the ties with Iraq, the danger from Israel, and
the need for arms, and he outlined his conditions for
entering the Baghdad Pact. 186
Afterwards, the Jordanian officials drew an out-
line of their immediate requirements, should they enter
the Pact. These included more arms, economic &id and
guarantees of support in case Jordan was subjected to attack,
and a definite pledge that Britain would shorten the time
of the Anglo-Jordanian Treaty and that a new treaty would
be signed with improved conditions, including an acceptable
plan for the Arabization of Jordan's armed forces. 187
copy of this outline was sent to Nasser. Immediately Nasser
sent General Amer to discuss the matter with Hussein, and
then sent him a message giving the idea his blessing.
Hussein maintains that Nasser in his message had echoed
specifically the words of his right-hand-man Generai Amer:
'Any strength for Jordan is & strength for the Arab world.

Therefore 1 can see no objection‘.l88

lssKing Hussein, Uneasy Lies the Head, pPP. 108 - 109.

187Ibid., pe. 109; See also for the details of
Jordan's military needs from the pact - as a condition to
adhere to it —, Sir John Bagot Glubb, A Soldier With the
Arabs, (London: Hodder and stoughton, » Do -

lBaKing Hussein, Uneasy Lies the Head, p. 110.
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Meanwhile, General Templer had agreed to all the
Jordanian government's requests. The negotiators had agreed
on the terms. The real issue at stake which remained was
whether the Jordanian ministers would have the courage to
take a decision which they believed to be for the good of
their country, but which night expose them to popular

repudiation and strong Egyptian criticism. 189

Then suddenly, everything changed. IEgypt launched
a heavy propaganda attack against Jordan. Cairo Radio accused
King Hussein, saying to the people of Jordan: ‘Hussein is
selling out to the Britishl'; 'Egypt is the only really
independent Arab country - thanks to Nasser ! ' and 'the
Baghdad Pact is an imperialist plot! get rid of Hussein the
traitor\ '. Within a matter of hours, King Hussein claims,
Amman was torn by riots, and the people, turned to Nasser,
the savor of the Arab world. Cairo Radio persisted on
anpuncing that the Baghdad Pact was a trick and that Israel
would be linked with it next. In faet no country could

join without the agreement of e#ery existing member.lgo

189John Bagot Glubb, A Soldier with the Arabs,
p. 396; see also Hazza' al-Majali, My memoirs, pp. 169 - 171.

lgOKi

ng Hussein, Uneasy Lies the Head, pp, 110 - 1l1l.
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The Egyptian pressure, through propaganda, on the
Jordanian public reflected its effect on the members of
the Jordanian Cabinet. On December 13, 1955 the four West
Bank members of the Cabinet, under the premiership of
Saeed al-Mufti, resigned. Thereupon, Saeed Pasha resigned

191 Why the four ministers resigned

and the government fell,
has not been established. Sir John Bagot Glubb claims that
two days before (during the negotiations with General Templer)
they had admitted that they could think of nothing else to

ask for from Britain. All their objections had been met, all
the concessions had been granted. Some people claimed that
they had been threatened with assassination, others that they
feared the moral force of the Radio of 'voice of the Arabst.

Whatever were the actual motives which caused them to resign,

when they were asked for their reasons, they replied, 'Do you

1911pid. Hazza' al-Majali claimes that one of these

ministers called Naeem Abd al Hadi, the minister of public
works, felt that 30 deputies were going to withdraw their
confidence in him, individually, because of reasons that
were related to the running of nis ministry. He then re-
sorted to the matter of negotiations to save himself and
convinced his three colleagues that if they resigned, they
would save Palestine which was going to be frozen by the
Baghdad Pact. The day before, the four ministers were in
complete accord on the basis of agreement on the Baghdad
Pact. Hazza'al-Majali, My memoirs, pp. 170 - 171.

W
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want me to betray my country! ? or 'the salvation of
Palestine is more important than imperialist alliances.‘l92
One of the most dangerous rumors, at the time (says Hazz'al-
Majali) was that the negotiations for Jordan's adherence

to the Baghdad Pact would certainly lead to the loss of

Palestine. 2>

The King, who was still determined to join the
Baghdad Pact (Glubb claims), sent for Hazza'al-Majali, and
asked him to form a new government. When he eventually
formed his ecabinet, Majali stated openly that he had come
to office to sign the Baghdad Pact. Some of the politicians,
however, advised Premier Majali to make a contrary announce-—
ment, and allew the agitation to settle down. "After that,
they said, "you can sign the Pact without trouble."™ But
al=-Majali preferred to adopt the democratic procedure in
adinering to the Pact. But, alas, al-ffajali himself was
confused about the adaptability of this democratic procedure,
since he admits that the parliament of the day had been
riggedly elected, and thus, did not really represent the

wishes of the people. Also, al-Majali says that if the

19250 Bagot Glubb, A Soldier With The Arabs,
pp. 396 - 397.

1994azzatal-Majali, My memoirs, p. 17Le
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parliament really represented the people, many of the
riots and demonstrations would not have occurred, because
the *deputies would have either accepted or rejected the
Baghdad Pact through the democratic process. By now, the
Egyptians and Saudis had redoubled their efforts. The "voice
of the Arabs" described Hasza' al-Majali, the then.?remier,
as the tool of the imperialists, who was selling Palestine
to the Jews. Huge riots, demonstrations and barricades
appeared in the streets on December 16, 1955. The whole
city of Amman was closed down, crowds filled the streets,
the police stood aside. The "voice of the Arabs" screamed
out strong appeals to the people of Jordan to rise in

rebellion.lg4

In Jerusalem, the crowds attacked the Fremch, British,
American'and Turkish consulates. Glubb pasha as well as al-
Majali claimgthat the Egyptian and Saudi Embassies in Amman
and their consulates in Jerusalem were behind the organizing
and financing of the riota.lg5 In the vanguard of the
Jordanians who were demonstrating and rioting were the Ba'ath

party196 (the Jordan branch).

194 1pid., 172-174.

195 Jonn Bagot Glubb, A Soldier With the Arabs, p.400.

196 King Hussien, Uneasy Lies. The Head, p. 11l
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In the face of such a public opposition and pressure
against the Baghdad pact, King Hussein and his premier Hazza'
al-Majali admitted (privately) that they were helpless, but
still they wished to hold on. On December 19, 1955, the
minister of the Interior and two others of al-Majali's
government resigned. Al-Majali tried to find replacements
but in vain. Practically, al-Majali's government was forced
t0 resign and the king promised to dissolve the parliament.

Two cabinets haada fallen in one week.197

To implement his promise, King Hussein issued a decree
dissolving the parliament. Some of the deputies claimed the
illegality of this aet. The law proved them right, foxr the
decree dissolving parliament lacked a sufficient number of
signatures, so the Jordanian High Court, and the old deputies

had to be reinstated.t?®

In the meantime the majority of the Jordanian publiec
were determined to oppose even through violent means the
desire or attempt of their government to adhere to the Baghdad
pact. The government thought tha;?;act would promote the
general interest (militaraly and economically) of the Jordanians

and specially to strengthen Jordan against Lsrael, while the

197 1pid., pp. 1l1-112.

198 1pi4,, p. 112,
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majority of the people thought the opposite, that this pact
would not benefit much and would freeze the problem of Palestine,
S0, new riots violently broke out, and this time some groups
started burning government offfices, private houses, foreign
properties. The army was called and a ten-day curfew was

imposed on the country.l99

At this stage of opposition, the king became concerned
about the incidents and "communist infiltration." Hence, he
invited all Arab States to a conference in Amman, but this
plan was foredoomed to failure. Lebanon and Iraq agreed to
attend. Saudi Arabia almost agreed, but was influenced
against accepting by Egypt. In the meantime, Egypt bluntly
refused to attend unless each state publicaly repudiated the
Baghdad paet. Of course, this was something Iraq could not
do and so the conference died out in the bud.?%"

Internally, the king had to form e new government in
such a troubled political atmosphere. So, the king asked
Ibrahim Hashim, after the resignation of al-Majali, to form
a caretaker government pending the new general election in
four months. But since parliament was not dissolved, and

there were to be no elections, Ibrahim Hashim resigned.

199 1pig.

200 1y334,, p. 113.
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201 Mr, Sameer Rifai formed

His cabinet lasted for 17 days.
the new cabinet and announced on January 14, 1956, that
Jordan would not join any regional groupings. Only after

this declaration was order restored and riets calmed down.202

Other than the Jordanian cabinet, the second target in
Jordan of the forceful Egyptian propaganda was, John Bagot
Glubb. This propaganda attack lasted, almost wholly directed
against Glubb, throughout February 1956. The Syrian regime,
which was by this time an'ally to the Egyptian regime, followed
the Egyptian pattern in using the mass media of prepaganda
against Glubb. On March 1, 1956, King Hussein dismissed his
commander-in—chief, Sir John Bagot Glubb, after twenty-six
Years of service in Jordan. The king maintains that his
main motive in dismisaing Glubb was because they disagreed
on two issues: the role of Arab officers in the Jordan
army and strategy in the defense of Jordan. The king also
claims that he had contemplated Glubb's dismissal a year
before, when he discussed the matter with the British
Foreign Office. Hussein also claims that his action did
not necessarily mean that Jordan's friendship with Britagin,

201 For the details of riots and demonstrations

against Ibrahim Hashim's government, see Sir John Bagot
Glubb, A Soldier with the Arabs, pp. 406-408,

202 1944,
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and possibly even its alignment with the free world, had
ended. The dismissal of General Glubb was a strictly
Jordanian affair, since Glubb was the commander-in-—chief
of its army, employed by the Jordan government. The
British government was infuriated by Glubb's dismissal
snd asked Hussein to delay his decision, but the king

was adamant.203

205 King Hussein, Uneasy Lies.the Head, pp. 129-130.



CHAPTER V¥

LHE PHASE OF 1956-~1957.

A, THE SUEZ WAR - Its effect on the Arab States ~

Other +than the violent Opposition that was exerted
by Egypt, Saudi Arabia, and the majority of Arab public opinion
to freeze and Paralyze the Baghdad Pact, another blow came
to the pact, when Israel in'collusion with Britain and France
invaded Egypt in October 1956. The resistence in the Primary
stage to the Baghdad pact was based on & major fact: that
the pact is wéstern sponsored, and hence the adherence to it
would amount indirectly to an alliance with Israel, which was
created by the help of the west. But in spife of this apparent
fact, the collusion lacked material proof. The time was short
when this material proof became evident. It was provided by
the 1956 Suez invasion. A4s a result, not only the Baghdad
pact, but in fact any defensive pact or treaty with the west
defeated its purposes before it was bornm. Hence, the real

and factual death of the Baghdad pact began'with the Suez war.,

Britain and the United States, towards the end of
1355, started discussions with each other and with Egypt for
the financing of the High Dam projectel In February 1956 a

Provisional agreement was announced,

1 George LencZowski, The Middle' East in World Affairs,
Pe 5120 = - ’ - '
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On the local stage the tide was moving in the Arab
countries in favor of Nasser. Already he had Syria, Saudi
Arabia and Yemen on his side. The incidents in Jordan were
working quickly in favor of Egypt: +the success of Egyptts
'positive neutrality' policy had resulted in the dismissal
of Glubb, the termination of the treaty with Britain in
1956, the consequent cessation of the British military
grant~in-aid to Jordan; and national elections brought a

pro-Egyptian majdrity in the autumn 1956.2

In July Nasser met Nehru and Tito at a conference in
Yugoslavia at which all three reaffirmed their faith in
'neutrality.' On his return to Cairo Nasser learned that
the United States had withdrawn her offer of aid for the
dam on the ground that Egypt's financial position had
deteriorated since the proviéional offer was made. Britain
withdrew her offer the next day. The International Bank then
withdrew its offer which had been depeﬁdent on the pioposed

Anglo-American loan,

On July 26, 1956, Nasser, in a violent anti-west speech

announced the nationalization of the Suez Canal Company. He

said that the profits from the Canal would finance the High

2 Sir Reader Bullard, edi., The Middle East, (London:
Oxford University press, 1961), pp. 203-204,
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Dam, On July 30 Eden told the House of Commons that Britain
was strengthening her military and other forces in the eastern

5

Mediterranean as a precautionary measure.

On October 29, 1956, Israel attacked Egypt. On October
50 the British and French governments delivered a joint ultima-
tum to Israel and kEgypt demanding that both belligerents cease
all military actions and withdraw their forces to a distance
of 10 miles from the Suez Canal, (Israel's advance unit was
8till 30 miles from the canal). Additionally, Egypt was asked
to allow British and French troops to "temporarily" occupy
the Canal Zone in order to separate the belliékents and
guarantee freedom of Navigation through the canal. Egypt
and Israel had 12 hours in which to answer. If one or both
parties did not agree, then British and French forces would

intervene to insure compliance.,4

Regardless of Egypt's reply, Britain and France were
determined to occupy the Canal Zone., Israel accepted the
Ultimatum, but Nasser flatly rejected it, stating that it
"ean under no circumstances be accepted, and that it
constitutes an aggression against the rights of Egypt and
her dignity, and is a flagrant violation of the United

Nations charter“.5 Then the British and French forces began

5 Ibid., p. 204.

4 United States Department of State, U.S. policy in
the Middle East, p. 139. ’

2 The Arab World, October 31, 1956, p. 2
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to occupy the €anal Zone where they met resistence from the

Egyptians, and the war was on.

The memoirs of Major - General Moshe Dayan, the Israeli
chief of staff, give some light on the contacts and collaboration
that occurred between Britain, France and Israel before the
aggression on Egypt. The assessment of Moshe Dayan to the
situation in the Arab East four days before the invasion
clearly implies the close contacts and collaborations between
France and Britain on one hand and Israel on the other. Their
aim was to defeat the growing power and influence of Nasser,
the main opponent of the Baghdad pact. Dayan assessed the
situation in four points. Two points were related with the

_military details of the operation. The other two were the

following:6

L]
"l. The decision on the cqm?ﬂ%ﬁhand its planning
are based on the assumption' th&t British and French
forces are about to take action against Egypt.

“"2. According to information in our Possession, the
Anglo-French forces propose to launch their operation
on October 31l. Their aim is to secure control of

the Suez Canal Zone, and for this they will need to
effect a sea landing or an air drep, no doubt, with
suitable air cover."

During the planing for aggression against Egypt,
Britain, insisted that she would be "France's ally, and

6 » Review of Secrets of the Eve of Suez, by Moshe
Dayan, The Sunday telegraph, ovember 7, 2 Ps Gs
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both should appear to be ‘'reacting' to an Israeli-Egyptian
war, as opposed to being part of it"z But'ultimately, the
British agreed to collaborate and concert their plans with
the French and Israelis. But, ultimately, the British agreed
t0 collaborate and concert their plans of attack with the

G Hence, an agreement was signed

Freneh and Israelis.
between Israel, France and Britain to the effect of their
practical collaboration in their aggression - although
Britain obstinately refused to appear as a collaborator

or supporter-. Mr. Pineau, the then French Foreign minister
said: ‘'when we received Eden's approval of text (of the agre-
ement) it was incorporated into a formal document signed that
afternoon by Patrick Dean for Britain, Ben-Gurion forxr Israel,
and myself for France. I believe three copies were made,

one for each government, and we decided that the agreement

should never be published.9

The position of the United States was emphatically
against the use of military force upon kEgypt. At almost
the same hour as the French and British were delivering
their ultimatum to Egypt and Israel, the Seeurity Council

began debating the United Stafes resolution for a cessation

1 Terence Robertson, Crisis: The Inside Story of the
Suez conspiracy, (New York: Murray, 1965), PP. 16l & 1063,

8

Ibid., p. 162

9 Ibid., p. 163.
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of hostilities and the return of Israeli forces to their

own positions before the attack. The resolution was vetoed

by Britain and France™®, On October 31, 1956, president Eisen-—

hower of U.S.A. addressed the nation on the events in Egypt.

In his address, he summed the American position as follows:ll

" The United States was not consulted in any
way about any phase of these actions. MNor were we
informed of them in advance ... We believe these
actions to have been taken in error .... The aections
taken can scarcely be reconciled with the principles
and purposes of the United Nations to which we have
all subscribed. And beyond this, we are forced to
doubt even if resort to war will for long serve the
permenant interests of the attacking nations .s..
There can be no peace without law., And there can
be no low if we were to invoke one code of interna-
tional conduct for those who oppose us and another
for our friends."

On November 1, 1956, the United States brought the
matter before the United Nations General Assembly, where
no veto can be applied. On November 7, the @eneral Assembly
adopted the United States resolution calling for an immediate

12

cease - fire and withdrawal of all troops. But on November

3, the three attacking nations rejected the resolution.13

10 phe New York Times, October 31, 1956.

. U.S. Department of State, U.S. Policy in the Middle
East, pp. 148-=151.

12 y.s. Depertment of State, U.S. Policy in the Middle
L‘ast2 PP. 157-158; see also John Connell, The Most lmportant

ountry, p. 185,

15 ohe New York Times, November 4, 1956
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The next day, on November 4, the Soviet Union
delivered a note of protest to Great Britain, placing the
responsibility for the possible consequences of the Suez
war upon the governments of Britain and France., In the United
Nations, the United States supported a resolution for the
creation of the United Nations Emergency Force.l4 On
November 5, Soviet Foreign Minister Shepilov sent a cable
to the United Nations offering "the air and naval forces
necessary to defend Egypt and repulse the aggressors."15
In the meantime, kisenhower received a note from Soviet
premier Bulganin, proposing "joint and immediate" action by
the two nations to end the aggression committed by Britain,

France and Israel.lb

At the same time, Britain France and
Israel received Soviet notes threatening them with the use
of force if hostilities were not ended.’! On its part the
United States warned the Soviets that she would oppose any

soviet use of force in the Middle East.la

14 U.S. Department of State, U.S. Policy in the Middle
East, p. 178.

12 Ibid., pp. 178-180.

16 Ipid., pp. 180-181.

17 1vid., pp. 183-188.

18 George LencZwoski, The Middle Bast in World Affairs,
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In mid-November the first units of the United Nations
kmergency Force (UNEF) arrived in Egypt, and the phase of the
Anglo-French gradual evacuation began. By December 22 the
British and French troops had fully withdrawn from Egyptian

territory.l9

with
As a consequence of Britain's collusion/Israel to

attack an Arab country, Iragi officialdom at the time, had

lost anj logic of defense as to the right of their membership
in the Baghdad Pact. Even worse, after the Tripartite invasion
of kgypt, Iraq not only refused to withdraw from the Baghdad

Pact, but refused even to withdraw her ambassador from Britain.

In the meantime, Britain and France no more considered
the danger of communism; they were obsessed by the danger of
Nasser and his leadership of dynamic Nationalism. To Britain,
Nasser, more than communism, threatened her vitally entrenched
interests in the Arab kast. To France, Nasser, was the main
supporter to the Arabs in Algeria, fighting against French
colonial rule at the time. This is besides the hidden and
declared Israeli aggressive designs on the Arab world; since
Israel's own establishment was based on military aggression

and displacement of the population of Palestine.

The Suez war definitely confirmed president Nasser

19 1pia.
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in his role as an all-Arab leader. Actually he had begun
U0 assume such role in early 1955, when launching a vigorous
offensive against the Baghdad Pact. His subsequent trip to
Bandung, his arms deal with the Soviets, and the nationaliza-
tion of the canal constituted further steps on the road to
the leadership and spread of dynamic or liberal Arab Nationa-
lism. By the end of 1956 Nasser's pan-Arab and neutralist
policy was fully crystallized. According to Nasser, his
regime (and that of the Ba'ath-dominated Syria in 1957)
represented the "Arab liberation policy," progressive,
revolutionary, and committed to the uprooting of Zionism,
imperialism, and feudalism. ©The Hashemite regimes of Iraq
and Jordan constituted the most natural targets of his
hostility. kgyptian propaganda did not limit the attack to
these two kingdoms but often broadened them to include
monarchies in general. This led Saudi Arabia to reappraise
her traditional policy and embark subsequently on a rap-
proachment with Irag, fearful of the revolutionary dynamism

of Cairo.
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B. ARAB REACTIONS TQ THE TRIPARTITE INVASION.

from 1956 to early 1957

L. THE ARAB HEADS' OF STATE CONFERENCE IN LEBANON.

In the years that followed the controversy over
the Baghdad Pact, two events served to worsen rélations
between Cairo and Beirut and, consequently, to heat the fire
of the Lebanese crisis of 1958. The first was the crisis over
Lebanon's nonseverance of diplomatic relatiens with Britain
and France following the Anglo-French-Israeli attack on
kgypt in October-November 1956. The second event was Lebanon's
endorsement of the American Middle Bast policy known as the

Eisenhower Doctrine.

The then president of Lebanon, Camille Chamoun, ealled
all the member states of the Arab lLeague to an Arab Summit
Conference in Beirut to embark on a concerted action in face
of the Tripartite aggression on Egypt. The first meeting of
the Conference began on November 12, 1956. The attitude of
the delegates inside the conference was a reflection of the
attitudes and alignments of the Arab countries towards each

other and towards the cold war.zo

zoAl-Hazat, as cited in the Arab World, November 13,
1956’ P e ] . ‘ '
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Syria and Saudi Arabia had severed relations with
Britain and France in the first 48 hours of aggression.Zl
Lgypt was in de-facto war with Britain and France. It was

not the same with the other countries.

Irag, the only Arab state member of the Baghdad Pact,
had severed diplomatic relations with France,zz but could not
adopt the same attitude toward Britain unless she denounced
the treaties which defined their reciprocal relations.

Jordan, bound also by a treaty with Britain, did the same.

The attitude of the Sudan, Camille Chamoun says,
was against severing relations, first because she had just
obtained her independence and had not yet solved her financial
and economic problems. Secondly, because she wanted to avoid
complications with France which would compromise the delimita-

tions of Sudan's western i‘rontiersoz3

Yemen, feared that the break would aggravate a

situation already very teanse in Aden and on the eastern

frontiers.24

2l
22

Ibid., November 15, 1956, p. 1=2.
Ibid.

23Camille Chamoun, Crise Au Moyen-~-Orient, p. 290.
241pid.,
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Ceamille Chamoun maintains that Lybia, represented
by her premier, Moustafa Ben Halim, found itself in almost
simijar conditions like Yemen and the Sudan. Hence, Lybia
did not take any action against the aggressors and did not

favor the severing of relations with Britain and France.

After two hoursof deliberations, the discussions
Treached a stand still. The Conference was threatened by

iailure.25

Inside the commission dealing with the problem of
relations with Britain and France, a violent controversy
erupted, between the Syrian delegate (who wanted to sever
relations with both Britain and France) and the Iragi delegate,
who refused to break relations with Britain. This almost
divided the commission into two camps. Lebanon, Camille
Chamoun says, while publicly condemning the aggression and
while emphasizing to the French, British and A merican re-
Presentatives its solidarity with Egypt, had imitated the
gesture of neither of the two Arab groups. On this point,
Chamoun continues, because of the pressures which were start-—
ing to be exercised from outside, the public opinion (of
Lebanon) was divided into two contrgdictory currents. A

very important part of the population considered the severing

231pid.
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of diplomatic relations with France and Britain as an act |
with no consequence,26 which could only harm Lebanon with-
out benefiting Egypt; on the contrary, it was better to
meintain a certain contact with the powers concerned and
be able to influence their decisions, Personally, Chamoun
had no faith in the effectiveness of isolated acts and was
convinced that only the adoption of an unanimous attitude
on the part of all the Arab countries could have a tangible
effectg7 But there are contradictory stories about the
severing of diplomatic relations between Lebanon on one
hand and Britain and France on the other one version claims
that Chamoun had extended the invitations to the conference
through premier Abdallah al-Yafi, and through him relayed
the promise that Lebanon would sever diplomatic relations
with Britain and France as an expression of solidarity with

Egypt. 1t was specifically on such a promise, the story goes,

26Bei‘ore the Arab Heads® of State Conference, a split
has occurred in the Lebanese cabinet on the matter of severing
relations with Britain and ¥rance. The Foreign Minister,
Selim Lahoud, besides the president was against severing rela-—
tions, while the premier Yafi was for it. Beirut, Al Dyar, Le
Jour, as cited in the Arab World, November 8, 1956, p;g.

27Camille Chamoun, Crise-Au Moyen-Orient, p. 291,
meanwhile, president Chamoun has addressed a strong message
of support to Nasser, saying Lebanon is now looking at the
*second phase of the struggle' which is just beginning, The
Arab World, November 8, 1956, p. 8.
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that the other Arab governments accepted Chamoun's invita-—
tion to the conference. When the delegation met, however,
Chamoun considered their +Joint censure of the aggressor
states as fulfilling Lebanese obligations and refused to
sever diplomatic relations with Britain and France. When
both his prime minister, Yafi, and minister of State,28
Saeb Salam, asked him at least to withdraw his ambassadors
from London and Paris, he turned down this suggestion. Both
men then resigned in protest. It is further claimed that
Chamoun had acted contrary to Lebanon's obligations under
the Collective Security Pact of the Arab League (of 1951),
and had thus broken Arab solidarity in the face of the

aggressors.29

In an interview with the author on March 1, 1906,
Camille Chamoun denied that he had promised to sever diplomatie
relations with Britain and France.
"Speaking of severing diplomatic relations between
Lebanon and France and Lebanon and Britain," he said,

"there was never any kind of promise from, nor intention
on the part of my government to cut off these relations.

281n the Arab countries, they refere to the minister
without portfolio, as the minister of State.

29An interview by the author with Saeb Salam, ex-Lebanese
premier; in Beirut, January 19, 1966, also see Al Shar ’
as cited in the Arab World, November 16, 1956, p.9 ; Also
ihe Arab World, November 19, 1956, Pl
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Even more, three days before the cease-fire I received
a visit from an emissary who, after having flown for
nine hours from Cairo Via Sudan, Saudi Arabia, and
Damascus, reached Beirut at nine o'clock in the
evening. Accompanied by a member of parliament,

Mr. Emile Bustani, he called on the presidency,
bringing the salaams of Nasser and asking me to
intervene with the British and the French for a

quick cease-fire. The name of the messenger was
Mustepha Amin. I did what I could and was able,

in less than forty-eight hours , to give him good
news about the cease-fire. Well, this is the proof
that it has never been either in Nasser's mind or

in my mind that diplomatic relations would be cut off.
Otherwise, how could you cut off diplomatic relations
and still intervene with these two nations?"

Private sources in Beirut have confirmed part of
Cheamoun's story and added their own explanations. Before
?resident Chamoun received the verbal message from Cairo,
they said, he had at least been considering withdrawing his
ambassadors from Paris and London. Both Saeb Salam and
Abdallah al-Yafi knew of the message, but ignored it when
they quarreled with the president, attributing this dispute
and their resignation from the cabinet to his refusal to
sever diplomatic relations with Britain  and France. The
true cause of the dispute, these sources continued, was the

fact that the government was functioning poarly because of

*Oluterview with ex-president Camille Chamoun, at
his residence in Sa'diyat, March 1, 1966,
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friction among its members over economic questions. 31

On November 15, 1956, the Arab Kings and Presidents
issued a communigué on the Suez Canal crisis at the end of
their Summit Conference in Beirut. The participants, the
communiqué mentioned, had agreed unanimously on the neces-
sity of the implementation of the measures adopted by the
General Assembly of the United Nations on November 2, 4 and
7, 1956 which called for the cessation of hostilities and
for the immediate withdrawal of the aggressor forces im-
mediately and unconditionally from Egyptian territory. The

communigqué continued:

"Should Israel violate the United Nations
Resolutions and fail to withdraw unconditional-
ly her forces behind the Armistice lines; or
should the attitude of either Britain, France
or Israel lead to new tensions that might
result in the resumption of military opera-
tions, Britain, France and Israel should be
held jointly responsible for prolonging the
aggression, In that event, all the States
represented at this conference should proceed
immediately, each for its part and in
pursuance of the legitimate right of self-defense,
to implement Article 51 of the United Nations
Charter, as well as to take effective measures
within the limits of their utmost capacity, in
conformity with their commitments ugser Article 2
of the Arab Joint Defense Treaty."

3l’.Ehis was confirmed to the author by ex-Speaker of the
Lebanese Parliament, Mr. Adel Osseiran, and ex-Lebanese deputy,
Miss Mirne Bustani, the daughter of the late Emile Bustani, in
Beiriaat , January 21, 1906,

32Eor the text of the whole communiqué see, Muhammed Khalil,
edi, "communiqué by the Arab Kings and Presidents on the Suez
crisis", The Arab States and the Arab League, vol.II, pp. 818-820.
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2, OTHE REACTIONS IN LEBANON.

On the popular level and during the Tripartite
aggression on Egypt, president GCamille Chamoun invited on
November 2, 19560, the leaders representing Lebanese sectarian
and political groups to discuss the situation in the Middle
East. 'We must face the present situation united," president
Chamoun told the leaders in a prepared speech. Other leaders
spoke in support of Egypt and denounced the Tripartite
aggression on Egypt. At the end of the meeting, the conferees
issued a short statement declaring their indignation at the
1 joint aggression on Egypt'; and called upon the Lebanese
chamber to take such measures as may be necessary to serve
Lebanon's interest and support Egypt and Arab States.33 On
Saturday, November 3, the Lebanese chamber held a session and
discussed the situation. At the end of the discussions the
chamber adopted a motion calling upon the Government to take
measures 'as dictated by Arab fraternity, U.N. charter, Arab
League charter and the Arab Qollective Security Pact.'34 In
the meantime, Chamoun "dictated" a message to the British
Premier, Anthony kden, tThrough his ambassador in Beirut. In

the message, Chamoun told Eden that his country's conitinued

35 The Arab World, November 5, 1956, p. 5

3% Ipid.
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aggression upon Egypt and ner overt support for Israel shall
{nevilabblead to Britain's ousting from the Arab Hast. Among

other things, the president demanded the "immediate cessation

of the hostilities, or else, he warned, Britain stood to be

driven out of the whole of the Arab East."35

During the Suez war, president Chamoun and his
government embarked on extensive political activity to
stop the aggression on Egypt through peaceful means. In
an efiort to attain this end, Chamoun, asked Dr. Charles
Malek to carry a personal message to president Eisenhower.36
In the message, Chamoun told EKisenhower that he alone can
save peace in the Middle kast, and in the world at large.

He alone can save what remained of the confidence enjoyed

in the Middle Kast by the west. "Wery rightly, the peoples

of the Arab world are losing their faith in the west,"

Chamoun said,37 In the meantime, Lebanon's foreign minister,
Selim Lahoud, asked the Canadian minister in Lebanon to conyey
its gratitude to Canada's permenant representative in the U.N,,

for nis honourable stand in denouncing the aggression.58

’2 Ibid., p.8; The Lebanese parliament voted LL 1,000,000
in aid of the Egyptian Red-Crescent, and an additional credit of
LL 1,500,000 for the Ministry of Defense; The Arab World,
November 7, 1956, p.>.

Do 8o % n Hayat, as cited in the Arab world, November 6,1956,

51 Al Dayar, Ibid., p. 9,

28 1he Arab wdrld, November 6, 1966, p. 9.
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Egypt, on her side, had sent an official appeal to the
government of Lebanon and all the Governments of the world,
asking them for nelp in weapons and volunteers. lmmediately,
the Lebanese Defense Ministry had issued an official com-
munique announcing that applications for volunteer work with
the defense forces of Lebanon would be accepted, and outlined

29 Moreover, president Nasser

the conditions of acceptance.
replied to presicent Chamoun's telegram of support thanking

him and paying tribute to the patriotism of all the Lebanese.

But, alas, the question of severing relations with
Britain and France caused an official and popular split in
Lebanon. Mainly, the Lebanese Moslem section had pressed
for severing relations and adopting an attitude similar to
that of Saudi Arabia and Syria; while another important
Lebanese section refused to sever relations, contenting it-
self with the diplomatic and moral support as well as the
financial support for Egypt. Consequently, and on November
21, 1956, the Lebanese Ministry of Information issued an
official communique to the press, aﬁnouncing the seizure by
the military police of smuggled arms in a Beirut suburb,4o

which was followed by many arrests among which were non-Lebanese

students and a number of Palestine Arab refugees. These

39 Ibid., November 7, p.2.

40 1pid., November 21, 1956, p.1.
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smuggled arms were a sign of the determination of a certain
section of the Lebanese (pro-bgypt and Syria) to impose by
force on Lebanon a foreign policy in accordance with that

of Egypt ana Syria.

3 THE REACTIONS IN IRAQ

The Iragi government under Nuri as-sa'id, at the time
of the Suez war, had two attitudes towards Egypt: official
and practical. The official attitude of Iraq was clear in
its solidarity with the Arab States in condemning the Tripartite
aggression. At the same time this official attitude was incomplete,
since Iraq refused in the Arab Summit Conference in Beirut to
sever diplomatic relations with Britain, her ally in the Baghdad
Pact and a partner in the aggression. Because of the Pressure
and resentement shown by the majority of lraq parties, pressure
groups and national leaders,4l Nuri as-Sa'id resorted to
deceive the Arab public opinion by asking for the exclusion

of Britain from the Baghdad pact meeting of January 1957,

Practically, on the other hand, the Iraqi government

under Nuri as-Sa'id refused to broadcast the U.N. speeches

4L 41 Dayer of Lebanon sgys that the Iraqi leader of
the opposition sent a message to the King saying: "the Iragqi
government has so far stood out against the trends of world
opinion. Iragi protests against Anglo-French aggression, he
said, were 'vague', as cited in the Arab World, November 6,
1966, Poao ; '
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of Dr. Fadhil Jamali condemning the aggressors. Jamali .
cabled his government from the U.N. saying : "if I do not
represent, in the speeches, the policy of the Iragi govern-
ment in the United Nations, why should I remain then in New
York ? and if I represent it, then why did not the govern-
ment broadcast my speeches?" Jamali did not receive an
answer. In the United Nations, and in the course of his
speeches éondemning the Tripartite aggression against Egypt,
Jamali said: "concerning Israel, our words represent Nasser
and all the Arab States are Egypt."42 Meanwhile, an Iragi
delegation headed by prince Abduj} Ilah, reacned the United
States and met Mr. Dulles. They explained to him the im=
portance and danger of the Palestine problem. Then they
urged that America snould take all forceful measures to oblige
Israel to withdraw her forces from Egyptian territory and
the Gaza strip.43

The Suez war shook Nuri as-Sa'id and made him more
than ever before worn out and preoccupied. Nuri professed
to the then American ambassador to Baghdad, on November 1,

1956, that he had not known in advance the real nature or

42padnil Jamali, Memoirs and Lessons, (in Arabic),
Ppo 79 - 80 °

431pid,
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extent of the British action. Nuri told the ambassador,
that he *had thought there was only to be some kind of
restraining action by the British against Israel.! "Nuri
thought that the aggressor was to be punished." C(Consequent-
ly the turn of eventis had shaken Nuri so badly and he was

at a loss as how t0 deal with the increasingly strong anti-
British feeling. Nuri as-Sa'id and Iraq's membership in

the Baghdad Pact were subjected to the heaviest attacks of
all, both inside and outside the country, between the Pact's
council meeting in Tehran and the next meeting in Karachi

in June, 1957044

The Suez crisis did not pass without any consequences
on Nuri's cabinet. Burhan Addeen Bashayan, a member of the
Iraqgi cabinet, claimes that he advanced to Nuri as-Sa'id
three suggestions for healing the situation after the Suez
crisis. In this, he was backed by another minister, Ahmad
Mukhtar Baban. The three suggestions were the following:45

"l, That Britain shnould withdraw from

membership in the Baghdad Pact and that the Pact
should remain exclusively of Ilslamic members.

44 Waldemar Gallman, lrag under General Nuri, pp. T4 -

15

In Bafhdad, vol, IV,
PPe 218 - 1319.
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’

"2. Or that the Iraqgi government in coopera-
tion with the other three Islamic members of the
Baghdad Pact should exert pressure upon Britain
and America to solve the Palestine and Algerian
problems or at least the Palestine problem in
a quick manner ensuring Arab interests.

"3. Or that Irag withdraw from the Baghdad

pact.™"

Wishing to avoid the discussion of such proposals,
Nuri as-Sa'id asked Bashayan and Baban to postpone their
proposals to the end of the meeting of the Islamic members
of the Baghdad Pact. These propoéals were not discussed also
in the second meeting of the Islamic members of the Baghdad
Pact in Ankara in January 1957. - They were postponed for the
second time pending the arrival of the Iraqi delegation from
America who discussed them with the U.S. officials. Again
Bashayan and Baban requested Nuri to re-consider their three
proposals. Nuri surprised them by submitting the resigna-

tion of his cabinet in June 1957, 46

To meet the new situation created by the Suez war,
the Baghdad Pact Moslem members held their first meeting
in Tehran on November 3, 1956. The details of the Tehran
conference were given by Nuri as-Sa'id to the American

ambassador in Baghdad. On November 10, following the

46114,
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meetings, the government of lraq issued a statement. With

the backing of her moslem friends, lraq was able to an-

nounce that Britain was to be excludea from the delibera-
tions of the Baghdad Pact. "In view of current circumstances",
the statement explained, "Iragi attendence at the Pact
meetings was to be confined to meetings with the three other
Islamic states". During the meetings of the Pact members in
Baghdad, it was felt that Soviet intervention in the Suez
erisis could not be ruled out. Also there was &a consensus
about the joining of America to the Baghdad Pact to streng-

then it. 47

In order to face the violent reactions mmthe
popular level, the Iraqi government decreed and approved
on November 1, 1956, martial law. Huge demonstrations of
students and the public spread in the streets of Baghdad
in support of kgypt. Public sentiment against Britain
was mounting. The reason, the American ambassador says,
was a wide spread conviction that the joint British-
French action was a part of a plan prearranged with Israel
to eliminate Nasser. They proved to be right, as Moshe
Dayan lately confessed. The subordinate government

officials began asking whether this was not a good time

41 Waldemare Gallman, Irag under General Nuri,

Pe T6e
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to get rid of Iraq's pro-British government. The senior
officials, "while not unhappy over Nasser's predicament,
were concerned over the difficult position in which Iraq
had been placed."™ Their feeling was that the British had
"let the Arab world down badly, and Iraqg was being forced

into a position of opposition to the British."48

Demonstrations and messages of praest to the
governments are the best means in the hands of the opposition,
either official or popular, against a certain policy. These
two means were exploited by the Iraqis, to the maximum, under
the fire of the Iragi police which killed and injuried many
of them. The opposition demonstrated violently against the
continuous membership of Iraq in the Baghdad pact, as a partner
to Britain, one of the aggressors on Egypt. On November 4,1956,
violent demonstrations were staged in Baghdad and the police
clashed and opened fire on the demonstrators. 'When some of
the people took refuge in the Egyptian Embassy, the police
broke into the Embassy grounds and attacked the Egyptian
officials. The Iragi Government had to make on official

apology to the Egyptian Government laterl'49

48 1pid., pp. T4-75.

49 Syria's Al Rai Al Aam, as cited in the Arab world,
November b6, 1956, p. b.
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Fews days before the conference of the Arab Chiefs
of State began in Beirut on November 15, 1950, huge demonstra-
tions in Iraq began snouting slogans of protest against the
Tripartité aggression on Lgypt and were 'hailing kgypt and Syria.'
During these demonstrations, many were injuried in thelr clash
with the police. The Ba'ath party in Syria then received '
'important documents' indicating that the people of Iraq 'were
stepping up their campaigns against the Baghdad pact.' The
Ba'ath circles in Syria continued to say that: ‘'Iragi leaders
have called on the chiefs of the liberation movement in Syria
to capitalize on the conference of Arab rulers in efforts to
get Iragq out of the imperialest Baghdad Pact.'so Also the
Syrian leftist paper Al Rai Al Aam followed suit when it told

the Arab chiefs of state: 'King Faisal (of Iraq) and his aides
should be told openly that Iraq must quit the colonialist
Baghdad Pact and must also end its treaty with Britain.'sl

During the conference of the Arab Chiefs of S8tate,
and due to Arab popular pressure, lrag, which had been advocating
a peace with Israel based on the resolutions of the United Nations,
had shifted its position and came to the conclusion that no

peace could ever be reached with Israel. The only way to res-

20 Syria's (left-wing) Al Nasr, as cited in the Arab
World, November 13, 1956, DP.5e

51 Al Rai Al Aam, as cited in the Arab World, Novembexr
13, 1956, p. 5. ;
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tore peace, in the Iraqi Governmentjnew position, was to wipe
out Israel. In a note to diplomatic representatives in Baghdad
and to the Iraqi permenant delegate in the United Nations, the
Iraqd gOVerhment declared that her purpose now was to rid the
Middle Egst of the Israeli danger in the interest of peace

and security.52

In the meantime, popular agitation for the resignation
of Nuri continued throughout November and December and into
the next year. During November there were serious riots in
Baghdad, Najaf, and Mosul, and ones of lesser violence in Kut,
Samawa, and Kirkuk, in most cases by students inspired Dby
Ba'athist, Arab nationalist and communist propa.ganda.53 These
rioters were encouraged by the ceasless radio broadcasts of
Cairo and Damascus. The deaths and bloodshed were mainly the
results of clashes between the police and the armed rioters.
In Mosul and Najaf, however, the army had to be called in to
reinforce the police.54 The number of persons killed in these
riots was officially stated to be twenty-five. The actual figure

was generally believed to have been higher.55 The full picture

22 Lebanon's L'QOrient, Daily Star, as cited in the Arab
World, November 14, 1956, p.s.

23 yaldemar Gallman, Irag under General Nuri, p. 76,

24 19id,, Dpe TTe

22 Al Ahram, November 2-6, 1956; and November .15-18,
1956; and December 3-7, 1956,
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of the Iraqi internal situation and the measures taken by

Nuri's government after the Suez war was given by the Ameriecan

ambassador to Iraq. He said:56

"When the Suez crisis broke, Nuri had been
in office for two years, and had developed a system
of comtrol based on management of the police, army,
Press and, to a large measure, of the political
life of the country. It was well designed to resist
nob pressures., At the start of the disorders he had
the colleges and secondary schools closed indefinitely.
Martial law was stringently applied, including military
censorship of the press. Parliament was suspended.
A number of known leftist and ultra-nationalists were
arrested and temporarily detained, Nuri's firmness
and courage helped maintain the morale of the less
confident members of the government. H&s political
rivals had no wish to assume the responsibilities
of government under such unsettled conditions."

At the end of November 1956 the Iraqi Crown prince
Abdul-Illah told Gallman about the pressures on the palace
to dismiss Nuri as-Sa'id. But, Abdul-Illah said, "as a
'change of policy' was out of the gquestion, a change of

government would mean no more than a 'change of faces's. It

seemed best, therefore, to 'stick with Nuri'".57

In the face of Irag's diplomatic defeat, Nuri as-Sa'id
resorted to his last measures in a mood of despair, In Qctober,

the Iragi government sent arms to her partisans in Syria 4o

26 Waldemar Gallman, Irag under General Nuri, p. 79.

T Ibid.
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enable them to Moverthrow and supersede the government.“58

This created a growing tension between Syria and Iraq.
According to Al Ayyam, the Syrian government submitted to

the Iraqi government through the Syrian envoy in Baghdad a

t yigorously worded! note about what the paper called 'the
mean plot of the Government of Nuri as-Sa'id against Syria.'59
The plot was discovered in time, and the pro-Iraqi People's
Party - which until then had been the ruling party in
parliament - then fell under the grave accusation of treason.
Rashad Barmada, one of the leading members of the People's
Party, denounced "the plot to stab Arab nationalism,"
according to Syria's populist Al Shaab and other papers.

Then Barmada gave a statement to Egypt's Middle East News
Agency, in which he said that the military alliances in which
the Iraqi Government of Nuri as-Sa'id participated 'were aimed
to stab the Arab Liberation movement and to back Israel.'!

He went on to say: 'The confiscation of the dangérous arms
smuggled into Syria meant to stab the Arab nationalism and
not Syria alone .... Syria will remain one United front and
will strive to destroy the last imperialist stronghold in

60

the Arab World.'? This declaration did not protect some

28 Walter Z. Lagueur, edi., The Middle East in Transi tion,
(London: Routiedge & Keganpaul, 1958), P. 349.

29 Al %ﬁﬁam of Syria, as cited in the Arab World,
November 30, s Peo 4o '

60 fpe Arab World, November 30, 1956, Dp. 4=5.
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of the influential members of the people's party from prisoh,
while others fled to Lebanon or Turkey. Thus the Syrian anti-
Iragi bloc emerged in greater strength, and embarked on a more

ol This obliged the people's party,

violent anti-Iraqi policy.
in order to survive as a political force, to denounce official-
ly and publicly to sever its connections with Iraq, even more
to compete in the anti-Iraq compaign. The party had already

- as stated above - in an official declaration, violently

denounced the Baghdad Paet and Nuri as-Sa'id in person.

4o THE REACTIONS IN JORDAN.

The attempt by Jordan toadhere to the Baghdad pact
divided the country and brought her almost to the verge of
collapse after the fall of the four subsequent cabinets.

It was only on January 19, 1956, when Samir Rifai became
Premier and announced that Jordan would join no regional
grouping, that the country returned to calm. But the Anglo-
French intervention, which appeared to Jordanians as a deliber-

ate move to assist Israel, greatly intensified anti-west feelings.

The reaction was prompt but did not satisfy the Syro-

ol yalter z. Laqueur, The Middle East in Trangition,
o 349; see also Gordon H. TorTey,
ghe military, p. 323, for the detailS oI the plote.
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Egyptian-Saudi camp. Immediately diplomatic relations with
France were severed and an embargo was placed on French products.
Relations with Britain were not severed, but the use of Jordan-—

ian bases for the Suez operations was forbiaden°62

During the
Suez war, King Hussein asked the Jordanian government under
Suliaman Nabulsi to open immediately a battle with Israel on

the Jordanian front for the help of the Egyptians. But the
Jordanian government stood helpless and could not take a
definite attitude. Some of the cabinet members declared that,
opening a battle with Israel would be a gambling with the
western Bank and subjecting it to falling into Israeli's hands.
Some declared the necessity of contacting Syria and Iraq to agree
on a United position. In the meantime Syria advised Jordan to
contact Iraq and ask for Iraqi forces into Jordamn. Consequently,
an Iraqgi delegation came to Jordan to put into effect a United
military plan with Jordan. While the negotiations were still
proceeding, an Iraqi Brigade entered Jordanian territory and
camped in Al Mafraq, in violation of the terms of the Iraqi-
Jordanian military Agreement which stated that the armies of
either party have no right to enter the territory of the other
without the prior approval of both governments. WNevertheless,

the negotiations proceeded. Ultimately it was agreed that

Ali al Hiari, a Jordanian officer, would take command of the

62 Sir Reader Bullard, The Middle East, p. 331.
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joint Forces in Jordanian territory. At the same time it was
announced that Britain and France had accepted the Security
Council's decision to stop aggression against Egypt. Meanwhile,
the negotiating Jordanian delegation, as well as the cabinet,
reminded the Iragi delegation of the military bialateral agre-
ement with Egypt. The Iraqgi delegation retorted that lrag was
not bound by this agreement, and that it was negotiating on the
basis of the Iragi-Jordanian Treaty. The negotiations with the

Iragis failed, but their forces remained in Jordan.63

The Suez invasion inflamed the Jordanian's nationalist
feeling against the west. Then it became imperative that the
Anglo-Jordanian Treaty should be abrogated if Jordan waz to
avoid internal crisis or rebellion. On March 13, 1957, Britain
and Jordan exchanged notes bringing the pact to an end the
following day and allowing for the departure of all British

forces within six monthso64

After the Suez war the Saudi-Syro-Egyptian bloe increased
its pressure and propaganda war on Jordan., Conseguently, violent

demonstrations and riots broke out in Jordan in suppert of Egypte.

65 Hazza' al Majali, My Memoirs, (in Arabic) ( = 3 = , )
May 1960), pp. 205-206. _

64 Emile Bustani, Marsh Arabesque, p. 112,
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This relentless campaign against Jordan revived the anti- ,
monarchist and anti-western feelings which had been reduced
for some time by the dismissal of General Glubb, in March
1956, Even these 'victories' failed to satisfy the Jordan
government of the day, which was made up of extreme national-

ists, under the premiership of Suliaman Nabulsi.65

The Nabulsi Government now brought Jordan nearer and
nearer to the Syro-bgyptian-Saudi line. This foreign policy
of Nabulsi was unfavorable to King Hussein. On January 19,
1957, Egypt-Saudi Arabia, and Syria signed with Jordan the
Arab Solidarity Agreement by which they agreed to pay Jordan
£E 12,5 million annually for at least ten years to replace
the British subsidy. Also the Government of Nabulsi declared
its opposition to the Eisenhower Doctrine, thereby foregoing
American aid for which it had asked in January. Moreover,
the departure of the Iraqi (but not Syrian) troops which had
entered during the Suez crisis, was secured by arguing that
since Jordan wés a member.of the Tripartite Defense Agreement
of October 25, 1956, (constituting Egypt, Syria, Saudi Arabia)
all troops in Jordan ought to be under the Supreme Commander,
an Egyptian., In internal affairs the Government, while dis-—
charging officials considered to be pro-west, gave a free

hand to anti-west and pro-Soviet as well as Arab nationalist

65 Hazza' al Majali, My Memoirs, pp. 210-211.
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élement and pro-Syro-Lgyptisn blocs and parties.66 hence;
the King entered on a struggle witn Nabulsi, whose policy
threatened both the throne and the independence of Jordan.
That was so, because Nabulsi wgs pro-Nasser and with the
non-aligned states, and the King was pro-west, but not

always publicly against Nasser.

At the time it was expected that the Nabulsi govern—
ment would resign, 1he pro-Bath major General All Abu Nuwar
(cunief of staff) sent premier Nabulsi a call from Damascus,
asking him to postpone the resignation of his government.
During his stay in Damascus, Abu Nuwar met the Soviet
ambassador,67 When he came back to Jordan, the Jordanian
cabinet was quickly summoned and took the decision of ac-
cepting the exchange of diplomatic relations with the Soviet
Union. The internal struggle between the King and his
premier reflected the higher struggles on two levels. On
the first level, the struggle was between the two Arab blocs;
each supporting one group againsi the other. On the second,

it reflected the East-west struggle.

On April 10, 1957, King Hussein, counting on the

6GR.I.I.A., survey of International Affairs 1956 - 1958,
(London: QOxford University Press, 1962) , p. L17l.

67Hazza‘al-Majali, My memoirs,’ ppe. 210 - 211.




- 206 -

loyalty of the bulk of the army of the bedouin tribesmen,
dismissed Nabulsi from office. Consequently, the so-called
tliberal officers' under the leadership of Jordan chief of
staff Ali Abu Nuwar, attempted a coup d'etat at as-Zarga

army quarters, the aim of which was, primarily, to hinder
attempts to form a new cabinet to replace the Nabulsi govern-
ment and to exert pressure on the King to bring back the

68 The as-Zarga coup failed and the chief

Nabulsi cabinet.
of staff, Ali Abu Nuwar, was permitted to go on April 14,

1957, outside Jordan; he went to Syria. The Dr. Hussein

Pakhri Al Khalidi cabinet who came after the Nabulsi cabinet,
oppointed another chief of staff, Ali-al Hiari. After a few
days, Ali-al Hiari, fled to Damascus on April 20, 1957.
Thereupon a series of demonstrations occured in Amman and

in the Palestinian towns of Nablus and Ramallah in which

the King was presented with demands for the resignation of

the Khalidi cabinet, the removal of certain Palace officials,
and the suspension of recently instituted enquiries among army
officers. The King's reaction or reply was that he ordered

the troops to surround Ammen and Jerusalem, and on April 24, he

declared martial law.69

6881r Reader Bullard, edi., The Middke East, p. 333.

bgR.I.I.A., Survey of International Affairs 1956 -
1958, p. 172. see also A.G. Mezerick, edi., ternationa

Review Service, p. 17.
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Afterwards, a rupture followed between Jordan and
both Syria and kgypt, who made the change of government in
Amman (namely the Nabulsi government which favored pro-
Egyptian policies) a"pretext for failing to honour their
undertaking of financial aids With only Saudi Arabiats
share of the'"promised subsidy forthcoming, Jordan, could
not hope to exist as an independent state without outside
support, and turned once more to the west (America), whence

it received aid:70

The aim of all these incidents was to exert pressure
on, and consequently oblige, the King to adopt a pro-Egyptian-
Syrian poliey, rather than be officially neutral in the controver-

sy between Iraq and Lgypt.

The Khalidi cabinet could not resist popular opposition
and pressure from the demonstrators; ultimately, Khalidi
resigned. The cabinet of Ibrahim Hashim was formed. It
immediately declarea Marshal law and enforced order, stop-
ping the cheos and riots which were agitating in favor of a

pro-kgyptian cabineta7l

On April 20, 1957, the United States stood in the

10 Emile Bustani, Marsh Arabesque, p. 113,

11 yazzer Al-Majjali, My Memoirs, p. 221.
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Security Council with bgypt and secured the Council's
acknowledgement that there was to be & wholly national
Egyptian control over the Suez water way. On April 24,
however, the Sixth Fleet had been sent by Wasnington to

the Mediterranean to 'butiress' against Egypt and Syria the
independence and territorial integrity of the Kingdom of
Jordan.72 But undier the kisenhower Doctrine, Middle Eastern
countries were to pe protected from overt-communist aggres-
sion rather than indirect aggression oI pan-Arab intrigue

and pressure. It 1s ideas that were the onliy invadors and
these cannot be repelled by weapons.73 Although ideas were
the menance Lo Jordan, her independence was declared vital

to the national interest of the United States; in fact it was
the effect and pressure of the Arab nationalist forces inside
Jordan acting at their maximum strength on April 27, 1957,
that constituted the danger to the whole Jordanian Monarch.y.74
The Sixth fleet had then an airlift ready to deposit troops

in Jordan. Consequently, pressure ol King Hussein from Cairo
and Damascus relaxed. "Thus, too, had Britain's place in the

Middle East been taxken over."75

72Lionel Gelber, America in Britain's place, (New York:
Fredrieh A. Praeger, 190l), P. 274.

Bsomm Bagot Glubb, Britain and the Arabs, (London:
Hodder and Stoughton, 19595, Pe J41.

74Lionel Gelber, America in b;itain's place, p. 275.

T1bia.
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Se THE REACTIONS IN SYRIA.

On October 25, 1956, four days before the Tripartite
aggression on kEgypt, Jordan, Syria and Saudli Arabia signed a
military agreement placing an Egyptian in command of their
armies in case of war with lsrazel. Egypt's minister of
defense, General Abdul Hakim Amer, was appointed commander.so
Immediately, during the Suez war, the Syrians ordered part of
the army to enter Jordan, to reinforce the Syrian brigades
that were already stationed there. Moreover, Afif Al-Bizri,
the Syrian Chief of Staff (pro-communist) cabled president
stating that Syria was prepared to invade lsrael who was
already attacking Egypt. DNasser's answer was: "I think that
the plan (of the aggressors) is of a wider scope than the mere
aggression or attack on the Suez Canal, and thus may expose

8l In the meantime and

Jordan and Syria to the danger of war."
on Qctober 29, 1956, on the first day of the Tripartite aggres-
sion on Egypt, a Syrian delegation composed of the president

Shukri Al Kuwatli and his foreign minister Salah Al Deen Al Bitar

80
P. 465,

81‘Sea.la.h Al Deen Al,Bitar says that Nasser's calculations
were that it was more of a political crisis than a military one;
that is why he asked the Syrians not to intervene. An inter-
view with ex-Syrian &foreign minister Salah Al Deen Al Bitar,
Beirut, November 10, 1960, .

George Lenczwoski, The Middle East in World Affairs,
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and some others embarked on a visit to the Soviet Union.sz'

During the meeting of the Soviet and Syrian delegates
in the Soviet Union, Shukri Al Kuwatli, received a cable from
King hussein of Jordan in which he asked and empowered him to
speak on behalf of Jordan. A similar cable was received from
Nasser in which he described the Tripartite aggression on
Egypt and empowered Al Kuwatli to ask for help. Consequently,
and in the course of the meeting (between the Soviet and
Syrian delegates) Shukri Al Kuwatli handed the cables to the
Soviet delegation telling them that he is representing and
talking on behalf of Syria, Jordan, and Egypt. Then,

Al Kuwatli, asked for Soviet help to face the Iripartite
aggression. The Soviets answered that they were ready for
"complete and unlimited political support" and they will

give any other help "within their policy of preserving inter-
national peace." Afterwards, the Syrian delegation asked for
arms and volunteers. The Soviets said that they were ready
to give arms without any delay, but refused, frankly, to send

any volunteers. The reasons, it was assumed, was their know-

821bld., The Syrian parliamentary Foreign Relations
Committee, which was composed mainly of the traditional pro-
western conservative parties, tried to hinder the mission so
that it would not make any contacts with the Soviet Union.
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ledge of the American strong opposition to such a step of
sending volunteers to the Miaddle East. In spite of this
fact, the Soviets said that they were ready to send Soviet

military experts. Then Shuxri Al Kuwatli said:aj

"You (Soviets) are before two choices;

either to give all political and military

aid to Bgypt and Syria or to lose the friend-

ship of all the &abs."
But the Soviet side was reserved in the matter of partner-
ship in resisting the Pripartite military aggression Dby
military means; because thelir assumption or premise was
that they should act within the boundaries of the policy of

preserving world peace.84

Another immediate Syrian reaction in support of
Egypt, was that the Ba'atnist officers in the Syrian army
gave the orders to thelir men to dislodge and blow up the
0oil pipe lines without the knowledge of the then‘Syrian
government or premier and even without the knowledge of the
president, Al Kuwatli. Meanwhile, the popular demonstrations

spread all over Syria condemning the aggression and the west85

831pid.
841pia,

B5America was .excluded from this condemnation
because it opposed military aggression.
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wno collaborated and backed the aggressive designs of

Israel. 56

The successful march of the pro-kgyptian factions
in Syria in the year before Suez had been bitterly opposed
at home and abroad. The more their hold on the machinery
of government, the more their oppesition were driven to
think that only an armed rebellion could dislodge them and
get Syria on & different path. While the Soviet-Egyptian
advence was the dominant theme of Syrian history in 1956,
preparations for a counter-attack Dy opposition groups in

Syria and exiles outside the country, in cooperation with

Iraq, britain and the United States, were steadily continu-
ing. %7

Although the . .unsuccessful pro-Iragi plot in Syria
in October 1956 was overshadowed by the parallel crisis of
suez, it was instructive about the shifting relationships
between the Middle East and the western powers. The need to

resort to such desperate methods marked the "inability of the

western powers, in the mid-1950's, to establish a working

86An interview with Salah Al Deen Al Bitar, Beirut,
November 10, 1960,

8T1pid.
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relationship with the new generation of nationalist leaders".88

The aim of the Qctober 1956 pro-Iragi plot in
Syria was the control of Syria and the isolation of the
center of opposition in Egypt. But Nasser had "turned the

tables on the Baghdad Pact" and had secured Syria's allegiance,

establishing a strong base there with the Ba'ath partyo89

On November 2%, 1956, Abdul Hamid Sarraj, head

of the Syrian Deuxiéme Bureau, announced the uncovering of

the plot over Damascus :r:adio;90

"At a time when the Anglo-French-Israeli forces
of inquity and aggression were attacking Egypt, our
courageous brother country; at a time wihen all units
of the Syrian army were mobilized, proud to play theilr
part in the battle of national honouwr; o... The
Syrian military authorities discovered large quantities
of military weapons which were being suuggled into
Syria from a neighbouring couniry, that country was
Irages.s 1t is with a heavy uheart that we reveal
that this was a Government we hoped to see at our
side on the day of battle, even though it had taken
the wrong road of imperialist pacts.

"As fOTesss the Government of Nuri as-Sa'id in
Ilraq, which instigated these wretcues to plot against
us for the benefit of the enemy and of lsrael, we are
certain that the wronged and gallant people will setile
their account.... the hour of revenge has come",

881pid.

89 Ibid.
W patrick Seale, Struggle For Syria, p. 278,
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Later on, Abdul Hamid Sarraj, who was interviewed
by Patrick Seale, interpreted the coup in a broader strategy;

he said:91

nThe 1956 plot against Syria seemed specifically
aimed at preventing us from intervening in the
Suez war and swinging Syria into the orbit of the
Baghdad Pact in the confusion which would follow
the attack on Egypt".
The conspirators shared togetuer their pro-lragi
sympathies, tTheir leanings towards the west, their conserva-

tism, their distaste for the extremes of ISIr::.tj.t:szCi.i:—;mog2

As a conseqﬁenoe, the failure of the plot strongly
reinforced the pro-Egyptian factions in Syria by eliminating
from the scene tneir most dangerous opponents. Meanwhile,
the communists and Batatnists in Syria began daily increas-
ing in power and influence. Thus, the collapse of the
western-Iragi counter attack decisively altered the balance
of forces inside the couniry, leaving Syria still more ex-

posed to the violent pressures of 1957.93

901 pid,

921n interview with Salan Al Deen Al Bitar, Beiruft,
November 10, 1960.

931pid.



CHAPTER VI

THE PHASE OF 1957 - 1958

A, KING SAUD'S VISLIT T0 AMERICA IN 1957 = A Shift in

Saud's Bolicy .

By the visit of King Saud of Saudi Arabia to
Washington on January 30, 1957, a major change occurred in
the shift of the balance of power between the two Arab
camps, in their rivalry over the leadership of the Arab
world. Saudi Arabia, fighting on the side of Egypt since
the end of 1954, moved to the side of Iraq. The shift
created new groups; two camps emerged, one coﬁposing Egypt
and Syria, and the other composing lrag, Jordan, Saudi Arabia.
The first camp officially favoured non~-commitment to either
East or West, but, practically, worked and cooperated with
the Soviet Union; while the second camp (officially, Irag;
and, semi~officially, Saudi Arabia) committed themselves to
the west. Jordan was not tied offiecially to the west by
Pacts or tréaties, but practically was on the side of the
west against the communist bloc. On March, 1957, when
Lebanon accepted the Eisenhower Doctrine, it became official-

1y on the western side, although practically, Lebanese policy
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had been pro-western for a long time,

After the Suez war, the Cairo regime launched a
violent political offensive in the Arab world. DBesides,
Nasser could always count on the local supporters of ardent
sympathizers in Beirut, Baghdad, Amman, Damascus, and other
Arab capitals. ILspecially he could rely on students and,
more particularly, on the Ba'ath party, whose objectives
conicided with his own. The.Ba'ath influence grew in Jordan
and Syria in 1956 = 1957,-and fér a time the foreign ministers
of Syria and Jordan were members of the Ba'ath.l The offen-
sive propaganda of Nasser was directed to fhe Hashémite
regimes of Iraq and Jordam, This attack, however, was not
limited to these two Kingdoms but was broadened to include
monarchies in general. This led Saudi Arabia to reappraise
her traditional policy and embarx; consequently, on a rap-—
prochement with Baghdad, fearful of the revolutionary dynamism

of Cairo.2

The ex—American president, Dwight Eisenhower,

naintains that his invitation to King Saud in 1957 had

lGeorge Lenczowski, The Middle Bast in World Affairs,
Pe D523, ‘ _

27pid.
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serious and important objectives which he was determined
to pursue. The first aim was related to the fact of
seeking means'to lessen the mutual prejudices and hatreds
between the Arabs and Israel. IKisenhower's hope was to

bring about a Modus Vivendi out of which genuine coopera-—

tion might develop. He believed that, if the nations of

the Middle East work together, they could form a permenant
bulwark against communist encroachment. But if the states

of the Middle Bast spend their time and effort fighting each
othér, they wouldbea "hunting ground for communist oppres—
sion with disastrous results for the Free World. The second
aim is related to another issue. Eisenhower also believed
that, at the time, as the Suez experience showed, Nasser was
nop only trying to improve his position by working with the
Soviets, 'he was striving to get himself recognized in the
Arab world as its political leader - the virtual head of an
enormous hbslem confederation which, he hoped, would unite
behind him to "achieve his further ambitions." Consequently,
America was de%ermined to check Nasser's moveﬁent in this
direction. Hence, they wanted to explore the possibilities
of "building'up King Saud as a counter weight to Nasser. The
Kiné was a logical choice in this regard; he at least profes—

éed anti-communism, and he enjoyed, on religious grounds, &
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high standing among all Arab nations."3

During the talks between Saud and Eisenhower, Saud
touched 6n several tepics, the most important of which was
his demana for arms to Saudi Arabia in case of an aggression
by Israel or British aggression in Burtaimi. Eisenhower
sugéested to Saud that the best militaiy policy for any
nation that had critical problems of economic development,
was to "seek only such arms as would assure the maintenance
of inteinal order and freedom from subversive activities,
together with a small reserve that would give it reasonable
protection against raiding attacks against its borders".
Then he argued that, a nation to meet a major military-threat,
should depend largely upon its alliance with other free nations
of the world . Eisenhower also maintained that the United
Nations was set up to preserve weak nations from unjustified
aggression and that Saudi Arabia could always depend on help

in such a ca.se.4

The talk of Eisenhower to Saud shows that, by the
beginning of 1957, the United States and the west as a whole,

5Dwi§ht D. Eisenhower, Waging Peace, (London:
Heineman, .1966), ppe. 115 = 116, =y :

41pid.
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no more considered communism as the direct and imminent
threat to the Middle Bast; but it was another danger, that

of liberal Arab Nationalism and its ideology under the
leadership of Nasser's Egypt . Arab Nationalism became

the main threat to western interests in the Middle East.
Hence the United States and the west embarked on means of
6urbing and isolating the increasingly emerging influence and
power of Arab Nationalism under Nasser's leadership which
was destined to replace western deminance in the Arab Middle

East.

Although Camille Chamoun, by that time, had seen
eye to eye with Eisenhower and the west, regarding the
growing influence and consequently the danger of Arabism,
he gives an acgount of the talks between Saud and Eisenhower
while focuses om a secondary issue in the talks. Chamoun
maintains that the closer the relations between Moscow and
Nasser became, the more did Saud tend to lay the foundation
of a solid friendship with the United States, to which he
hoped to invite all the Arab countries. Before his departure
to Washington, he was already convinced of the wisdom of this

policy. A%t his return, he became its apostle and its defender.,?

2Camille Chamoun, Crise Au Moyen-Orient, (in French),
Pe 357.
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However, Saud himself told Eisenhower what ne said in

his meeting with other Arab leaders at Cairo. Saud told
them: "I am with you in Arab cooperation and in opposition
to Iéraéi, but I will not go one step with you in working
witﬁ the Soviet'Union - I shall have nothing to do with
the Soviets".° '

During an interview that Saud accorded to the
Lebanese ambassador in Cairo, on February 26, 1957, he
expressed his point of view with frankness. Saud said that
he returned from America animated with a feeling of grate-—
fulness towards Dulles and Eisenhower for the elucidation
eand assurances they gave him. When, upon his return, he
met with his Jordanian, Egyptian and Syrian brothers, he
told them fraﬁkly that he held towards America a great
friendship based on mutual affection and respect.7 Saud
also said:

"] am an Arab Moslem King concerned with the
preservation of the principles of religion and the
defense of the Arab interests at the cost of my
bloed, &and that of my peqQple. As a guardian of

Holy Lands, I conaider communism, with its destruc-
tive ideology, as our enemy. I will fight it as

6Dwight L. Eisenhower, Waging Peace, p. 119, also an
inggrview with Salah Al Deen Al Bitar, Beirut, November 10,
1966,

1Gamille Chamoun, Crise Au Moyen Orient, p. 357.
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well as those who are its partisans."a

Then Saud continued to tell the Lebanese ambas—
sador what he to}d Eisenhower. He said that he enumerated
the falts or geps in American policy; namely the refusal
of America to arm kgypt while it supplied Israel with the
arms it neeaed. This obliged Nasser to turn to the com-—
munists. Also, the withdrawal of the offer to the Aswan
High Dam. Last but not least America had frozen § 40 million
for Egypt after the nationalization of the Suez Canal company,
and refused to buy cotton from Egypt as well as to provide hei
with the necessary wheet for the consumption of the Egyptian

people. King Saud added:g

"l informed Eisenhower of these complaints
and I have reasons to think that America is ready
to dissipate them, if it is certain about the
future of its relations with Egypt. Concerning
the attitude of esident Nasser in relation to
the Eisenhower Doctrine, you can tell President
Chamoun that Egypt has neither aeccepted nor rejected
the Doctrine and that it will decide its position
if its demands are met, first among which is the
retreat of the Israeli troops from the territories
they occupy in Egypt."

Then Saud, unexpectedly changing his subject and

81pids and an interview with Salah Al Deen Al Bitar,
Beirut, November 10, 1966.

9¢amille Chamoun, Crise Au Moyen Qrient, p. 358.
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His tone, said: during the meeting (held between Nasser,
Hussein, Chukri Al-Kuwatli and Saud, after the latter's
visit to America) in Cairo, some of the persons present
wanted to make a statement in the joint communique which
was to be issued the second day, about our unanimous accord
over foreign policy. Saud opposed this formally, saylng:
"My brothers, our ways are different; you are going to the
Bast and I am going to the west; I have given my word to

America and I will not g0 back on the promise"lo

On February 8, 1957, after the negotiations which
lasted a week with president Eisenhower and his Secretary
of State Dulles, a communiqué was dispatched to the press.

It contained the accord reached between the two countries.ll

From l1llth to 17th May, 1957, King Saud paid a state
visit to Baghdad to work a reconciliation between the itwo
dynasties. At the end of his talks in Iraq, & joint com-
muniqué was issued, in which the opinioh was expressed that

no Arab country should interfere in the affairs of any other.

101pid,, also an interview with Salah Al Deen Al Bitar,
Beirut, November 10, 1966.

llEor the communiqué between the two countiries see
Muhammed Khalil, edi., The Arab States and the Arab League,
PP° 919 = 920 °
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This phase was generally interpreted as a reference to
Bgypt's efforts to stir up civil disorders in the other

Arab countries.12

Thus @ new phase opened in Saudi Arabia's Arab
policy. This new phase was a rapprochement with the
Hashemite monarchies of Iraq and Jordan, during which an

informal bloc, called the 'King's Alliance'! came into being.13

B o THE BISENHOWER DOCTRINE.

After the Suez war, America and the Soviet Union found
themselves facing each other in the Middle East. A decade
earlier America had been called upon to back up 14 Greece
and Turkey against Soviet pressure. By 1957 she found herself
the sole champion of western interests in tne Middle East. In
the meantime, the Soviet Union had managed her way into tue
area, in the same period, by recognizing and enlisting Arab

nationalism as an ally against the west. "Both powers now sougit,

12John Bagot Glubb, Britain And the Arabs, p. 341.

133eorge Lenczowski, The Middle East in World Affairs,
Pe 567 »

L4 ppat policy was called the Truman Doctrine in 1947.
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in similar manners, to consolidate and legitimize their new

positions of strength.“l5

The American approach was the Eisenhower Doctrine,
which gave notice to the world that the United States had
assumed new responsibilities. The reason behind the Doctrine
was the Soviet goals. Eisenhower maintains that the Soviet
objective, was, in plain fact, "power politics: to seize the
0oil, to cut the canul and pipelines of the Middle BEast, and
thus seriously to weaken western civilization.“16 But if the
Doctrine branded International communism as the sole enemy,
the policy of America was sometimes hard to put in practice,
since it was difficult "to indentify this amimal in the jungle
of Arab politics".17 Indeed, the Soviet-American confrontation
did not remain for a long time on a two-power basis. Other
contemporary factors were acting at the sametime and hence
mingled and determined the stage on which the confrontation
was to be fougnt. Of all these factors, Egypt's bid for

Arab hegemony under its new brand of Arab Nationalism was

perhaps the most important.

lEPatrick Seale, Struggle For Syria, pe 283.

lsDwight D. Eisenhower, Waging Peace, pp. L77-178.

lTPatrick Seale, Struggle For Syria, p. 284.
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After the Suez war in October 1956, the influence
of the Baghdad Pact collapsed creating a "vacuun" as anti-
cipated by Eisenhower. Thus the Eisennower Doctrine came
to strengtnen the Bagndad Pact and to fill that “vacuum"*® .
Although the doctrine was formally addressed to the whole of the
Middle Bast, tnis declaration was aimed at the Arab World

dus to Soviet infiltration.l?

On January 5, 1957, President bBisenhower announced
before a joint session of congress an unprecedented pre-state

of the Union speech.

As Bisenhower pointed, America's basic objective in
international affairs remained peace, but the risk to peace

was dangerously felt in the Middle kast; the risk being the
possibility of communist aggression, direct and indirect.ao
Actually, the president proposed, and sought the authoriza-

tion of Congress for, three types of action:zl

laﬂdnan Menderes "Opening Statement", The Baghdad Pact,
public records of the Ankara Conference Series, January, 1958,

Pe 15- '

7 lgGeorge Lenczowski, The Middle kast in World Affairs,
pe 076,

20ynited States Department of State, United States Policy
in the Middle East, August 1957, DP. 224.

21.Ts‘or the full text of the Eisenhower Doctrine see
Muhammed Khalil, edi., The Arab League and the Arab States,

PPe 909-915.
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"l—- To assist the Middle East to develop
its economic strength.

2- To undertake programs of military assis-
tance; and

%= 'To include the employment of The armed
forces of the United States to secure and. protect

the territorial integrity and political independernce

of such nations requesting such aid against overt

armed aggression from any nation controlled by inter—
natiomal communism®!. 'The proposed legislation?t,
said the declaration in a later paragraph, ‘'is
primarly designed to deal with the possibility of
communist aggression, direct and indirect."

The purpose of the Eisenhower Doctrine did not deal
directly with the problems of the Middle East; but was mainly
directed towards the threat of communist infiltration which
would aggravate these problems. The problems were such as
Palestine, relations with Israel and the Arab States, the
future of the Arab refugees. Hence, Eisenhower maintained
that "the United Nations is actively concerning itself with
these matters and the United States is supporting the United
J)Iaﬁcj.ons.""g2

of all the Arab countries that were expeceted to
adhere to the new American policy, Lebanon was the only one

that accepted the Eisenhower Doctrine. S0, Lebanon subjected

224ynited States Department of State, United States
Poliecy in the Middle East, August 1957, ©Pe 224.
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itself to the storm of Arab protest that raged around the
doctrine. Already quarrelling with Nasser's Lgypt over 1its
diplomatic relations with Britain and France, Lebanon found
itself severely shaken wnen the Egyptian president over.

whelmingly attacxed the Doctrine.

The KEisenhower Doctrine was debated two months before
its adoption by the press and radio of the Arab world. The
major lines or trends of the public opinion towards the

Doctrine were overwhelmingly against it.23

Iraq, like other Baghdad Pact members in the Middle
East, had backed the Doctrine. The British-oriented Nuri
as-Sa'id, did not attempt to adnere to the Docirine. Such an
attitude did not worry Washington, however, since lrag wes
considered a pro-western state that would be willihg to co-
operate in any move against international communism in case

of need.

Syria and Egypt stood against the Doctrine and had
won over to their side Joxrdon. Their common anti-Doctrine

stand had been rormalized in the communigues of January 19

zsﬂrskan Humbaraci, Middle Bast Indictment, Po 245.
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arxid February 25, 1957, which committed them to a neutralist

24 The factors behind this common front were not at

policye.
all the same. Egypt and Syria had come to the conclusion that
i solution was to be found to the Palestine problem and if

I sxrael was to be deterred from expanding into Arab territory,
tlie Arab states must not align themselves with the western

bloc. They must follow an independent neutralist policy

seeking support where they could find it.

Ultimately, King Saud did not adopt the Eisenhower
Doctrine, although he supported the principles behind it in
pxactice. This was due to the national sentiment in Saudi
Axabia wihich was running with the tide of Arab Nationalism,

now fully under the leadersnip of Nasser.25

As for King Hussein, he personally favored tne Eisen-
hower Doctrine, but he was in a difficult situatiom. The
reason was that he was met with strong opposition at home
as well as the oppa@sition felt by Syria and Egypt to the

Doctrine. The underlying factor for ausseint's hardships at

24‘Muhammed Khalil, edi., M"Ireaty of Solidarity between
J ©ordan, Syria, Saudi Arabia and Bgypt", The Arab States and
+ e Arab League, vol. 11, pp. 287=-288. L1t seems that the
policy of Saudli Arabia was in a state of Iflux.

25 )rslan Humbaraci, Middle Bast Indictment,
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home was that two-thirds of his 1,000,000 subjects were
Palestinians, some 600,000 of whom were refugees. These
refugees - blaming the west and Israel for their miseries -
carried pitter memories. nence,'they listened eagerly and
approvingly to the propaganda broadcasts of Cairo and
Damascus. Consequently, King hussein found himself early

in 1957 limited by the neutralist sentiments of his Palestin-
ian subjecots as well as by the Nationalist left-wing govern-—
ment of his premier Suleiman Nabulsi. Nabulsi had rejected
the "vacuum theory" based upon the Eisenhower Doctrine.
Hussein had no choice. His answer had to be no.

There was only one Arab government left in the
Midalé?éz welcome and subscribe to the Eisenhower Doctrine -
that of Lebanon. When Lebanon hailed the Doctrine, long
before it had become law, it created a debate about
its merits and the advisability of Lebanese adherence. Many
voices were raised against it among the home opposition and
Moslem leadership. At the same time, there were voices raised

26

in its defense. And from outside the country, the Syro-

26An interview with vice-Speaker of the Lebaneme
Parliament, Adeeb Firzli, Beirut, November 15, 196b6.
Mr., Firzli himself violently attacked, in Parliament, the
Baghdad Pact due to its close ties with the west, had
voted for the Doctrine because of its loose ties.
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Egyptian campaign agains € the Do ctrine was gathering
momentum.27 But Chamounn still, mmaking his calculations,
decided to comni® his counitry to the new policy. Chamoun,
himself narrates the stoxry of hi = acceptance of the Doctrine
in the following Jlines. The arri val of James Richard, the
representative of the president of the U.S., was preceeded
by an exchange of messages and di plomatic conversations
which aimed zt probing the views of the American Administration,
mainly about two principad piints . These points the Lebanese
governument asked To be cleared up, as much for its own sake
as to prevent tue attacks of its opponents were the follow-

ing:28

"1 — Jfconomic help, military assistance
and the guarantee of the U.S. in case of aggres-
sion ggainst lebano: thelir extent and the circum-
stances which would nake +them applicable,

2 — JWhether the help or guarantee were
unconditional oxr whether they submitted to
conditions incompatible with its aims, sovereignty
and bonds with Axrab countxries."

The results were conclusi.ve. The relations which

were to be established be tween Le banon and America, asserted

the State Department, wowuld not Ad.mvole any obligations of

21114,

280anille Chamoun s (rise Au lMoyen-Orient, p. 361.
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assisting America in case of war with another country,

nor the engagement of lLebanon to take line with America
in the solution of problems concerning the Middle East.
They will be solely based on the principles of the Charter
of the United Nations, and on the desire of America to see
the peoples of this ares maintaining their independence

against any aggression, whether direct of indirect.29

Camille Chamoun continues to say that there was
left a double unknown: the real attitude of Nasser vis-4-vis
the doctrine of Eisenhower and that of the Lebanese public
opinion. Chamoun maintains that although Nasser did not
influence the Lebanese decision in the final analysis, yet
he preferred, that since he was concerned about avoiding a
breach with BEgypt, to probe into the attitude of Nasser in
‘case Lebanon subscribed to the Doctrine. The relations

between Lebanon and Egypt were passing through a new period

of difficulty. In an article in the weekly Al Hawadith,
issued in Beirut; Chamoun had expressed the opinion that,
given the war between kast and West ideologies, the Arab
countries should meke their choice; that they could not

remain neutral in face of communist aggressive ideology or

2I1pid.
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would succumb to it and that Lebanon, not being communist

and not wanting to ever become, had already chnosen its way .
The "Megalomania of Nasser"™ could not ignore an opinion so
different from his, nor he content by analyzing it or
refuting it. However, on February 20, 1957, Chamoun received
the Egyptian ambassador, who after commenting on the announce-
ment of nis policy relative to the orientation of the Lebanese
policy towards the west and underlining the fact that our

two countries were going to follow different paths, finally
defined the position of Egypt vis-&-vis Eisenhower Doctrine.
Nasser, the kgyptian ambassador said, would be disposed To
receive the representative of the U.S. president (Richards)
under condition that the Lsraeli troops would have been
already evacuated from the sector of Gaza and the positions

-of AqabaQBO

These same words were almost at the same date re-
ported by King Saud to the Lebanese ambassador in Caliro.
Hence, Chamoun became almost sure that Nasser would accept
the visit of Richards and would discuss with him the terms of
a possible accord. The position of the American administra-
tion toward the retreat of the lsraeli troops was known.

However, the attitude of the Egyptian press remained hostile

0Ipid. , p. 362.
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to any pessibility of accord w.th the United States; the
future, Chamoun says, was to prove that the coandition of

the retreat of lIsraeli troops was just a pretext.Bl

Chamoun continues saying that, on the other hand,
Lebanese ﬁubmic opinion was divided. Some, blindly obeying
the Egyptian injunctions, were opposed to the Eisenhower
Doctrine. In their ranks were, apart from a corrupt press,
the ex—-prime ninister and minister and ministers victims of
the November 1956 erisis and their friends - embittered
politicians like Hamid Franjieh, Sheikh Beshrah el-Khoury
supported by the surviving memobers of the Qonstitutional
Party. These exposedcthe good deeds of NHasser's regime for
they saw in it a force capable of satisfying their ambitions.
The other camp was forued of the majority of the Lebanese.
For these, American help constituted a new contribution to
the Lebanese economy; the guarantee of the United States
against aggression, whether direct or indirect, was an

assurance capable of shielding Lebancn esgainst the dangers of

communism and Ma.zs;serium.j2

On Marech 16, 1957, on the occasion of Mr. Richard's

31ibid., p. 363.

321pid., p. 264.
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visit to Beirut, a joint Lebanese-American communigué

based on the wisenhower Doctrine was lssued. It called

for the extension of American economic and military aid to
Lebanon to fortify it against the advances of intermational
communism; it authorized Lebanon to request the assistance
of American armed forces to repel a communist aggression.
However the assistance would not be automatic. For, in
accordance with section 2 of the doctrine,33 it would be

up to the ?resident of the United States to determine whether
or not Lebanon was really being threatened by armed aggres—
sion from a country controliled by international communism,
and to decide on the use or withholding of American armed

foreces in accordance with this determination.34

Nasser was convinced that the Eisenhower Doectrine
was nothing but an extension of the Baghdad Pact. The only
difference is that the Doctrine does not have close ties
among the members, but nevertheless it was designed to enlist

the Arab States into a military alliance with the west.

335&1&h AL Deen Al Bitar says that this section of
thgsnoctrine was the worst of all , Beirut, November 10,
1966.

34yunammed Knalii, "U.S. Lebanese joint communiqué
Regarding ambassador James P. Richards mission to the Middle
East", The Arab League and tne Arab States, p. 922.
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Moreover, he saw Lebanon's acceptance of the Doetrine as
strengthening the position of Iragq under Nurit's leader-
ship. If Nuri could extend his hegemony over Syria,
Jordan,-and Lebanon, he would effeetively isolate Egypt
from the Arab world. This, thought Nasser, was also the
ebjective of the western powers. Hence, Nasser decided

that Lebanon must abandon the Eisenhower Doctrine.35

But, although Lebanon was the only Arab country
to accept the Doctrine, there were other Arab countries
who in practice encouraged it and followed its paths. In
February, 1957, at the same time of Saud'!s visit to America,
Abdul-Illan visited the United States — on a decision from
the moslem members of the Baghdad Pact in November 1956 -
where he met the Saudi monarch. As a result of their meeting
a rapproachement was engineered between the Saudi and
Hashemite dynasties, under American auspices.36 The aim
was to enlist them for the new show of American policy in
the Middle Bast symbolized by the Bisenhower Doctrine.
Immediately, after Saud's visit to Washington, he began to

354n interview with Salah Al Deen Al Bitar, Beirut,
November 10, 1966.

36

Waldemar Gallman, Iraq Under General Nuri, p.




show concern and sensitivity to communism and to the leftist
trend in Syria and the role kgypt was playing. It seems

that by 1957, Liberal Arab Netionalism under Nasser's leader—
ship had become the imminent and major threat to the Saudi _
regime, which was the most conservative and autocratic, as
well es the main threat to western influence and interests
in the Arab world. Hence, hostility to the Baghdad Paet by
the Saudis had turned, by now, to mere indifference. In this
mood, Saud agreed not to attack the pact publicly any more.
On the other hand, Nuri as-Satid, was deterwined to "break
up the kgyptian-Syrian-Saudi joint command". This process,
he thought, can only be done gradually by getting Saudi Arabia
into a more or less formal pro-Bisenhower Doctrine .al@nt
or baoking.37 e

On May, 1957 King Saud made a visit to Irag. At
the end of the talks between Saud and the Iraqi officials,
a communiqué was issued on May 19, 1957. The communigué
showed acecord and full agreement on the problem of Palestine,
the interests of the Arab-Moslem world, the moslem rights in
the Gulf of Agaba wnich-waa described as a "closed Arab Gulf

connected with the Holy places of Isiam". Finally, the dangers

511pia.
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threatening the "Araeb Nation" were identified as "Zionizm"

subversive prineiples and imperialiam“38

Nuri as-Satid wanted to mention communism as one
of the dangers threatening the Arab Nation. This was block-
ed by the pro-kgyptian, anti-lragi foreign minister of King
Saud, Yusif Yasin. The most Irag could get was the single

statenent of 'subversive principles'.39

A similar communiqué wes issued after King Saud's
visit to Jordan on April 29, 1957. The two Kings, Saud and
Hussein of Jordan, agreed that 'No Arab state should inter-
fere in the internal affeirs of any other Arab state'. The
significance of these agreement or communigués was their
support of a policy of non-interference in internal ;}faars.

This was a sign which had the appearance that it was directed

against Egypt.4l

Relations continued to worsen between the two Arab

38phe Arab World, May 20, 1957 y pp. 1-2, 7.

39Waldemar Gallman, Iraq Under General Nuri, pp. 153=154.

4R.I.I..A., Survey of International Affairs, (London:
Oxford University Press, 1902), p. 175. By mid-June 1957,
Bgypt's military attache's had been expelled from Tunisia,
Libyae, Bthiopia, lrag and Lebanon. In the meantime, Jordan,
Saudi Arabie and Sudan had protested at Cairo Press and
radio eritieism. :
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camps. Another mecting was engineered between King Saud
and King Hussein in early June 1957. The communique

issued on June 13, 1957, strangely enough, merely reaffirm-
ed the two Kings' Mbelief in positive neutralism and their
determination to abide by the terms of the Arab League
charter and the Arab solidarity agreement, and comdemned
all foreign pacts no matter what their forms or sources

may be". Nevertheless, two opposite reactions were noted
to this communique. Some regarded it as a setback to
American policy; but in kgypt and Syria, the conclusion was
the very opposite. 4lthough the wording.df the communigqué
was similar to those used by the Arab liberation front, yet
it was immediately dencunced as a deliberate attempt to
'deceive! Arab opinion and the two kings es the 'tools of
America'. The result was that the Saudi ambassador was
withdrawn from Demascus; kgypt and Syria declined to pay
Jordan their contribution under the Arab Solidarity Agree-
ment.41 The result was that the Arab public opinion clearly
recognized the 'taecit breakdown of the Arab front that

occurred in the Jordan crisis'.42

“1vid., pp. 176-177.

421pia., p. 177.
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C. THs SITUATION INSIDE SYRIA (IN MID-1957)

President Nasser was eager to expliot the political
triumph in the Suez war throughout the Arab world. Hence,
he could not agree to ally the Arab states against a
power which had been his main support since 1955 arms deal.
Also, Nasser could not aceept American dominance such as
was implicit in the Eiserhower Doctrinme. In particular, he
could not eccept American pressure on Syria, which might
weaken his own hold on that country. "Had Syria then slipped

from Abd al-Nasser's grasp, Suez would have been a dei‘eat."43

By 1957 Syria became once more the central point
for rivalries between the great powers and at the sametime

the arena of Lgypt's struggle for loecal supremacy.

Syria was, in fact, the first Middlie Bast state to
attack the kisenhower Doetrine. On January 10, less than a
weck after Bisenhower's message to Congress, the Syrian
Government issued a statewent rejecting the theory of the
"vacuumn®. At the same time it disputed the view that

economie intercsts gave any power a right to intervene in the

43patrick Seale, Struggle For Syria, p. 285.
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area, and denied thet communism presented any immediate
threat to the Arab world. The Syrians claimed that "Zionism
and communism were the main dangers to which the Arabs re-

mained exposed."44

Io Syria and wgypt, the Bisenhower Doctrine appeared
as an American means to interfere in Araeb Affairs in the
name of enti-communism, hence threatening to compete with
Syria and wmgypt in taking from them the initistive in local
Arab affairs for which they had fought since 1955.

Moreover, evenis inside Syria were increasing the
apprehensions of America. Since the Syrian elections of
1954, the Ba'athist-leftist elements in the army were
mounting in power and influence. By 1957 the Ba'athist and
some communist officers had dominated the army; the Govern-—

ment, consequently was controlked by these leftist elements.45

Three events, other than the general trend in Syria,
in quieck succession precipitated the crisis and gave Syria a

colouring of becoming communist-—-dominated sateliite. On

¢4For the full text of the Syrian's government
announcement see the Arab World, January 11, 1957, p.l .

“Syalter Z. Lagueur, The Middle East in Trensition,
(Londons: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1958), pP. 320-350.
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August 6, 1957, the Syrian Defense minister, Khalid

al'Azem, signed a wide ranging economie¢ and technical
agrecment with the Soviet Union in Moscow.46 On August 13,
1957, Damascus Radio suddenly announced that it had uncovered
a plot by the United States to overthrow the Syrian govern-
ment and replace it with a pro-western regime.47 This was
followed by the retirment of the moderate commander-in-chief,
Nigam al-lin, and his replacement on August 17, 1957, by
Afif al-Bizri, an officer of suspected Soviet sympathies.

A dozen other officers were purged at the sametime.48 But
Abdul-Hamid Sarraj, the most influential officer at the

49

time said:

"Bizri's appointment had nothing to do
with his supposed communist leanings (which
in any case only emerged later) nor with Khalid
al Azem's visgit to Moscow. It was simply that

4GR,I.I.A.. Sir Reader Bullard, edi., The Middle
Bast, (London: OQxford University Press, 19587, p. 466.

47An interview with ex-Syrian deputy Abdul Kareem
Dandashi, Beirut, December 15, 1965. Dandashi eonfessed to
the author that he was the only eivilian who acted as a
liasion between the American gmbassy in Damascus and the plot-
ting Syrian pro-western army aeificers.

48Gordon H. Torrey, Syrian Politics and the Military,
(Ohie: Ohio State University Press, 1964), DPp. 301-3062.

Most of these officers were right-wing pro-western officers.

49Patrick Seale, Struggle Foxr Syria, P. 295.
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we had demanded from Nizam al-Din the dismissal

of a number of senior officers implicated in

Lbrahim al~Husayn's attempted coup (Ameriecan

plot). Nigam al-Din refused. We then

engincered his dismissal and his repliacement

by Bizri who seemed a non-controversial

figure; he had no personal follewing in the

and was connected with none of the major

factions then feuding inside the general staff.

His appointment was therefore acceptable to

everyone",

Henee, it was both a contest between riwal groups
of offieers, envolving at the same time, an ideological
struggle between the left-wing officers (mainly'the Baathists
and some communists) and the right-wing officers (pro-western
elements). This implies that the American apprehensions
about Syria as inereasingly becoming a communist satellite

were largely untrue.

On August 19, 1957 it was reported that Mr. Dulles
had held "erisis talks with Eisenhower and the British
ambassador". It was thought that a new satellite (Syria)
had emerged in the Middle Bast. But in such a situation
the Americans could not apply the Eisenhower Doetrine short
of perpetrating an armed aggression. So, it remained for
Syria's neighbours to assess the situation and determine

their poliey. The New York Times said on August 22, that

"it is legitimate dipjlomaey for the United States to emcourage
all the anti-communist countries in the Middle Bast to use



what pressure they can to restrain Syria“.bo

But Nuri as-Sa'id, fearful of the Ba'athist-communist
trend dominating Syria, recognized that a 'solution' could
only come from ihe 'outside' and that it should come soon.

On February 13, 1957 Huri-as-Sa'id bluntly told the then
American ambassador in Iraq that,sl
"1f the green light were given him by us

(America) and the British he could 'clean up' the

situation quickly and effeectively. !'This would not

he aggression for we (Arabs) are all brothers. We

lragis would simply be liberating friendly and

responsible elements in Syria.t"

In Syria, Khalid al-Azem deelared that Syria's poliey,
"in spiteof American provoecations, would still be based on
positive neutrality". But he went on, 'we are at the euter
edge of that policy; do not foree us to go beyond it.! Waghing-
ton was not deterred by this warning, it continued to press

ahead with its efforts to "mobilize Syria's neighbours against

the menace in their midst."??

D LOY HENDERSON'S MISSION

On August 24, 1957, Mr. Loy W. Henderson, deputy under-
Secretary, of State left Washington for Turkey to mobilize the

50 cuoted in Ibid.

5l'laldemar Gallmen, Irag under General Nuri, p. 165.

22 patriek Seale, Struggle For Syria, p. 296,
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efforts of Syria's neighbours against the contemplated
menace from Syria. In Ankara he conferred with the prime
Minister, Menderes, and with the Kings of Jordan and Iraq
who had journeyed there to meet him. Henderson then flew

to Lebanin to see president Chamoun before returning to
Turkey foxr further talks with Menderes, Crown prince Abdul-
Illah of Iraq, and the Iraqi @Ghief of Staff. He did not go
to Syria or make contact with the Syrian authorLties,53

Ihe movements of Henderson aroused a great storm of
idigniation and bitter comments. Mo s cow charged that the
United Siztes was preparing the grounds for direet interven-—
tion against Syria, Qairo aceused Henderson - an 'expert in
coups d'etat' - of planning the isolation and siege of Syria.
After America failed to 'subvert' Syria from inside (through
the American plot), "she was now ineciting Syria's neighbours
against her. The plan, Cairo alleged, was to proveke a elash
which would justify the application of the Bisenhower Doctrine."54

Concerning Arab interference in Syria, Eisenhower
mainteins that Whereas "ecarly information had indieated the
possibility of promptIragi military action, with the Turks

55 1pid,

; % Gordon H. Torrey, Syrisn polities and the Military,
P 363.
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Abstaining, there were now hints of & reversal of this
arrangemnent", The deterrent to Iraqi action was the threat

t0 her oil income that would result from Syrian interruption

of the pipelines erossing the country.55 King Hussein,
BAisenhower continues to say, unexpectedly left on vacation

to ltaly, thus giving a clear indication that Jordan, "contrary
to what the Americanshad been led te believe a few days earlier,
did not want to join in a move against Syria". The Americans
were next astonished to find that King Saud, rather than ad-
dressing himself to the dangers of a "communist Syria" in the
Middle Best, was still preoceupied with "Israel, the Gulf of
Ageba, and the slowness of American arms deliveries te his
government." Saud*s attitude was given to Eisenhower in a
message from president Chamoun where he said that Saud was
afraid of Radio (aire which, if it attacked him, could easily

provoke trouble and might even stir up a revolution.56

Loy Henderson, himself, reported back in Washington
on September 4, 1957; a presidential press release expressed
the alarm of Syria's neighbours regarding the 'apparently
growing Soviet—comnunist domimnation of Syria and the large

build-up of Soviet 3loe arms' there. As a consequence,

55 puright Bisenhower, Waging Pease, p. 200,

56 3pid., p. 201.
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hisenhower authorized an arms airiift to Jordan and Iraq.57
Morsover, Henderson reported a surprising amount of rivalry
among the Arabs. 4All-in-all, Henderson conecluded, "the
capability and the rcadiness of the Arabs to take military
aetion in the event of broader difficulties with Syria secemed
to be slignt."58 In the meantime, Syria sent a formal guestion
to all the Arab States asking them if they felt any danger
from her. The response of all the Arab States, ineluding

the Iragi, was no.s9 Even the "unprediotable King Seud,"
after the Arab Summit meeting neld in Damascus by mig-
September 1957 (hetweeﬁ King Saud, lraqgi premier, Ali Jawdat,
and Syrian president Kuwatly), declared publiely that he

would "deplore any aggression ageinst any Arab country,

including Syria.“60

E - THE SYRTAN-TURKISH CRISLS (OF SkPTEHBER 1957).

The Turkish attitude had been indeed provocative, so

that what had been a direct Syriean- American contest took

2T gowdon Torrey, Syrian politics and the Military, p.364

o8 This report, by Henderson, was given to the American
State Department. Dwgight kisenhower, Waging Peace, p. 202.

59 Official Procee 8 of the Higher Military Court
in Baghdad, 1358, vol, 1, P '

60 Duright Eisenhower, Waging Peace, p. 202.
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on the Iform of a more Lloecalized Syrian-Turkish one, with the
Soviet union znd the United States each backing one of the

contestants,

Apparently, it was thought, that a show of military

strengtih along the Syrian border would strengthen anti-
communist Syrian elements and force the Syrian regime to
diminish their anti-western propaganda. Consequently, the
Turkish army held manceuvers in mid-September.Gl Immediately,
Bulganin, the Soviet premier, aecused Turkey on September 13,
1957, of "eoncentrating troops on Syriats borders" for what
he callied a "United States - planned attauk.“ﬁz Bulganin
warned, "that an armed conflict over Syria, would not not

be limited to that area alone." Dulles (American Secretary of
State) retorted in the United Nations General Assembly on
September 19, with the charge that it was Turkey who was in
danger—-threatened in the North by Soviet Military Power and

in the South by the "Major build-up of Soviet arms in Syria“.b3
In the meantime, Loy Henderson, after his visit to Turkey had

reported to Eisenhower that "Turkey was still determined to

61 An interview with Salah Al-Deen Al-Bitar, Beirut,
November 10, 1966. (Al-Bitar was Syria's Foreign Minis ter at
the time of the erisis).

62 1pia.

3 United Nations General Asseémbly Officials Records,
Twelfth Sesaion, Plenary Meeting (New Torﬁ: 1957), P. 21
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eliminate the Syrian regime." .,... "Menderes was diposed to
act even if this meant that he might be going counter to U.S.
advice and cbjectives." 64 The Soviet army news paper, Red
Star, of September 10, 1957, claimed to *unviel a diabolical
American plot' to invade Syria. It was, the paper affirmed,
a five-stage operation whereby the Americans prepared to re-—
enact the Anglo-~French aggression sgainst ngypt:
"]~ Israel would make provecazive troop movements
on ner frontiers with Syria;
"2- Turkey would then concentrate forces on
Syria's northern border evoking the possibility

of 8 Syrian - Israeli clash;

"5- Irag would in turn concenvrate troops on
the pretext of coming to Syria's aid;

"4—~ Iraqi and Turkish sireraft would raid
Syrian frontier pests claiming thas Syria had
violated their frontiers;
"5~ These two powers would then march in on Syria,
appealing at the aamg time for American help to repel
Syrian aggression," ©5
On October 20, the Saudi Arasbian and Lebanese radios
announced that Saud had offered to mediate the dispute betwe-
en Syria and Turkey and that the two countries had accepted
the proffer. Damascus Radio immediately declared that Syria

had not aeccepted mediation. Then the General Assembly

o4 Dkight Bisenhower, Waging Peace, p. 202.

65 patrick Seale, Struggle For Syria, p. 302.
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suspended debate on the Syrian-Turkish crisis and awaited
the outcome of Saud's efforts. On COetober 23, a Syrian
spokesman stated that there was no need for mediation

since all that was necessary to solve the problem was for
Turkey to withdraw her trcops from the vieinity of the Syrian

border.66

Meanwhile, King Saud attempted, in his diplomatie
efforts, at getting those Arab countries most hostile to
Syria and moderating their views. First he began his
campaign by a visit to president QGhamoun of Lebanon on
September 7, 1957, attenpting to heal the breach between
Lebanon and Syria. Soon on September 10, Jordan rallied
tc Saud's poliey where her premier, Samir al-Rifa'i, gave
assurances that his country had no intentions of interfer-
ing in Syria; Syria, he said, 'is independent and entitled
%0 do what she likes in her own interests'!! on the 21st,
the Saudi Under-Secretary for Foreign Affairs said in Cair
that his government did not believe that Syria represented
a threat to any of her Arab neighbours or to Turkey. On
the 25th King Saud himself arrived in Damascus where he
denouneced any attempt at aggression against Syriz and

emphasized the solidarity of the Arab peoples. kven Ali

66 Gorden Torrey, Syrien Politics and the Military,
pp. 366-367. '
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Jawdat al-Ayubi, the Iraqi premier, announced en the 26th,
after his talks with president Kuwatli, thet Syrie and lrag

had arrived at 'compleie understanding.'67

By eaxrly October King Saud had emerged as the leader
of a movement of holding the Arabs together against all outside
attractions., By this time Washington herseclf was beginning
to gquestion the wisdom of her panie concerning Syria. After
a meeting in New York between the Syrian Foreign Minister and
Me, Dulles, president Bisenhower deelared on Cctober 3, 1957,
that the Syrian situation 'seems to be solidifying to some
extent'. Then he added that the 'original alasrm of countries
like Lebanon, Jordan and lIraq and, to some extent Saudi
Arabia, seecms to hawve been quietened by what they have

la&rned.'ss

All of Saud's maenoeuvers had, in fact, been designed
to seize the initiative from Nasser and isclate him., During
Saud's mediation between Syria, Lebanon, Jordan, Irag, and
Washington, Egypt had not been consulted and had taken no
part., DBut Naosser is net to tolerate any challenge to his

‘ 5}
Arab Leadership whether from a big power or an Arab rival. 9

o7 patrick Sedle, Struggle For Syria, pp. 302-303.

8 1pid., p. 304.

69 1pia.



- 251 =

Hence, on September 9, the kgyptian government stated
publiely that it would give Syria 'unconditional unlimited
support‘.7o Cn September 13 Egyptien troops landed unan-
nounced at Latakia to "take up battle positions in noexrthern
Syria side by side with their Syrian brothers."7l By this
move Nasser had broken the isolation with which Saud
threatened, demonstrating that "no crisis in the Middle

Bast could be settled without him.n12

In short, Patriek Sezle maintains that the net
effect of America's harsh intervention in the Arab woxld
in 1957 was to confirm the Soviet Union and Egypt as Syria's
twin protectors in the faee of western hestility. This had
been the role since the battle over the Bathdad paet din
1955, but in the years following the Suez war they secured

something like offieial status in Syrian publie 1ii‘e..73

B- THE CHANGE OF THE STATUS-QUO IN THE ARAB BAST.

At the last meeting of the Baghdad Paet Council in

10 Gorden Torrey, Syrian Politics and the Military, p.363.
71

Patrick Seale, Strugzle For Syria, p. 305.

12 1pia,

15 1pia., p. 306.
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its last session in Ankara on January 27, 1958, reports were
received that Syria and wgypt were ®© unite. The Iraqi delega-
tion naturally siowed particular concern, and 'no member of
the delegation was more visibly disturbed then Nuri as-satid) (4
On February 1, 1958, the formal declzaration of the

United Arab Republic was announced. It was composed of Syria

as the morthern region and Bgypt 2s the southern region. The
immediate response of Jordan and Irag, in ebvious mistrust and

to counter weight the United Arab Republic under Nasser's leader-
ship, was to join together in a Federation on February 14,1958,
naned the Arab Union. The Treaty of Federation stipulated that
neither partner would be committed by the other's prior alliances

nor would the Union abrogate alliances of either partner.75

G~ THE LBBANESE CRISIS OF 1958

To understand the Lebanese crisis of 1958 and its
relation to the Baghdad Pact contreversy, it is relevant to
describe the Lebanese internal politico-confessional social
structure., This structure mainly determines the general

lines of Lebanese policies.

14 Waldemar Gallman, Irag under General Nuri, p.84

15 Middle Eastern Affairs, Vol. IX, (March, 1958),
pp. 111-113.
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The confessional system in Lebanese politics is
generally traced back to the establishment of the Mutasar-

rifyya (governerate), under the Turkish rule in 1861.76

Socially, two wajor politico-confessional groups make
up the Lebanese society. The ehristiesns (Maronites, Greek
Orthodox, Catholics, Protestents, and other minor sects)
constitute the First group. The Mosleuws (Sunnites, Shia'ites,

Druzes) constitute the Second group.

There are considerable dififerences in the politics,
culture, and the religions or sects of these two groups.
Hence, each group maintainsd different policies and attitudes

towards the issues which faced Lebanon.

Under the French mandate, each of these two groups
sought a different foreign policy. However, in order to
attain Lebanege independence the Cnristians and Moslems joined
their ranks and efforts. This christian-moslem cooperation

came to be called (Al-Mithaq Al-Watani) or the National Pact
of 1943.

The principles of the National Pact were agreed upon

between the christian president, Bishera al-Khouri, (Maronite)

76Leila Meo, Improbable Nation, (Bloomington: Indiana
University Press, 1965), p. 21l.
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and his moslem (Sunnite) premicr, Riyad as-Solh, with of
the consent of the christian and moslem leadership. The

two communigies committed themselves to the following

11

prineiples:

"l - First, the christians gave up the
idea of an isolated Lebanon and accepted an
independent and sovereign Lebanon within the
Arad world. The Moslems in return, gave up the
idea of giving back to Syria the territories which
had been annexed to Lebanon; and also the aim of
uniting Lebancn with the Arab World.

"2 - Secondly, the christians gave up the
idea of foreign protection, either by way of
occupation, military outposts or the concluding
of treaties with the western powers..., In return,
the moslems agrecd to stop working to maxke the
Lebanon subuit to Syrian infiuence or Arab influence."
This Pact did not help to avoid fuiure differences

and wisunderstanding between the two groups. Hence, a
complex of fear in each group was created that the other
had accepted independence for a transitional period. The
First group (the christians) were afraid that some day when
the Arab states become stronger, the Second group (the

moslems) might resort to their previcus polieies and attitudes,

namely to seek the Union of Lebanon with the Arab states. The

77Bisharah al-Khoury, Lebanese Faets, (in Arabic),
(Beirut: The Jesuit Press, 1961), p. 21. See also George
Dib, "Riadh Solh's Speech in the Lebanese Assembly: Oet.
1943", Middie Bast Forum, vol. XXXIV, (Ne. 1, 1959), p. 6




- 255 -

Second group (moslems) were afraid that some day the First

group might seek western help and alliance. But the Charter
of the Arab League and the Arab Collective Security Pact (of
which Lebanon is a member) acted as a guaraniee for Lebanese

18

integrity and independence against Arab and foreign states.

The Palestine catastrophe and the subsequent deeline
of the Arab League, created & vacuum among the Lebanese,
which made some secek foreign alliances and some seek collabora-

tion and allisnce with one of the feuding Arab hloca.79

H - THE CAUSES OF THE LEBANKSE CRISIS

The crisis was not the result of a single set of
factors. It was generated by a multiplicity of factors.
All of these factors emanated from one major and fundamental
cause. The cause had been the differenees in cultural and
political orientation that exist among various segmats of
Lebanese society. The evidence available indicated that the
claim of the opposition that the causes of the crisis were

internal and the count®r-claim by the Chamoun adwuinistration

78An interview with Pierre Jumayyil, President of
the Kataeb (Pnalenges) party and ex-minister. Beirut,
December li, 1965.

191pia.
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that the causes were external, are both, in a sense, true.
However, for the purposes of this research, the writer will
enumerate only the general and basic factors that ultimately

led to the armed clesh in the Lebanon.

The direcct causes of the crisis can be divided into
three: Iinternal, regional and international. This division
is intended only for purposes of identification. In actual

practice, these factors were inter-related and interdependent.

1l - INTWRNAL CAUSHS.

The internal causes can be reduced into three basie
elements: 11— moslem dissatisfaction, 2~ the 1957 Lebanese
elections, and 3- the attempt of president Chamoun to suceceed

himself.

a - The Moslem Digsatisfaction.

The moslems in Lebanon complain and claim that
their grievances inciude the whole field of political, social
and economic life. Thus the moslems, for instance, would
like to see the constitutieon amended to provide for an in-
crease in the powers of the premier and a corresponding decrease
in the powers of the president. Also, the moslems complained
that the best and most influential positions in the eivil

service and the army are in the hands .of the christians. They
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also complain about the educational opportunities open to
their children. The moslems want a vast expansion in state
school facilities, to equalize opportunities for theix child-

ren, particulerly in moslem rural areas.

These inequalities are not of recent origin, but
have existed for many years. However, they were aggravated

and brought to the forefront under the Chamoun adwministration.

b - The 1957 Lebanese klections

The term of the sitting chamber was due to
expire in June, 1957. On May 12, 1957 the election campaign
started. The United National Front (the opposition) first
appeared on the political scene in April 19Y57. Twenty-three
political leaders®Y (nainly moslems) had on April 1 submit-
ted a memorandum to president Chamoun which called for the

following:al

"l, The next chamber should consist of eighty-
eight members, not sixty-six as the president was
reported to want .

"2. The present cabinet should resign in favor
of a "neutral cabinet to supervise the forihcoming

8OSeven deputies of them had already resigned in April
because the government accepted the kisenhower Doctrine on
Mareh 16, 1957. These deputies were: Hamid Franjiyah, Sabri
Hamadah, Rashid Karami, Abdallah Yafi, Ahmad and his son Kamil
al-As'ad, and Abdallah al-Hajj.

8lpaninm Qubain, Crisis in Lebanon, (Washington: The
Middle mast Institute, 1961), p. 49.
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parlismentary elections (due in June).
'3, The immediate cancelling of the state of

emergency and of press censorship, both imposed in
November 1956t during the Suez crisis.

"4. The present cabinet should not enter into
agreements with any foreign power until after the
election of the new chamber."
The memorandun warned that if the president did not
conply with these demands, the signatories would "feel compel-

led to take 'practical steps' as dictatecd by the interests of

the coun'bry."52

The policies and aims of the United National Front

(opposition) were clear from the platform they submitted to

the people. The platform included the following main points:83

"]l. The constitution siould not be amended to
enable president Chamoun to stand for re-—sleection.

"2, Lebanon should be neutral in any dispute
between foreign powers.

"3,  Lebanon should refuse to house foreign
military bases or to join foreign military pacts,
such as the Baghdad Pact.

"4, Any aid tending to restrict Lebanon's sovereignty
or to influence her foreign policy shculd be rejected.

821pia.
831bid.. Pp. 53-54.



- 239 -

"5. Lebanon should pursue a policy of close,
impartial end effective cooperation with other Arab
states.,

"o. The existing government snould make way
for = caretaker government to surpervisc the elections.™
There were many riots and demonstrations by the
opposition to fullfil their demands which reached their
climax on May 30, 1957. Many persons were wounded among the

demonsirators (opposition) and few were killed.%4

The elections were held on four successive Sundays,
beginning on June Y. The results were a sweeping victory
for the government. 1ts candidates won over two-thirds of
the seats of the new chamber, while the opposition came out

with only eight seats.85

The opposition claim that they have some evidences
which show that the elections were rigged.86 Although this

was not & new phenomenon in the eleetions, yet one of its

841pid., pp. 54-55.

85An interview with Satb Salam, ex-premier of
Lebanon and one of the opposition lesders, Beirut, 19-1-b6b6.

86Saéb Salam (who failed in this election) told the
author of some instances in which irregularities occurred in
the election which resulted in the failure of the opposition.
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results was that the major political figures in the country
failed to enter parliamant.BT Those who failed had from

then on to express their ideas and policies through extra-
parliamentary means, because they were ousted from position

of power, It was not far when circumstarces were prepared

for the opposition to regain by force what they think that
Chamoun had taken from them in the eleections. Pierre Jumayyil,
a govermment supporter, who himself was elected, in reply

to the question "Does your party believe in the legality of
the parliament of 66 and its representative character?" he
said: ".... the perliament which has just been given to us,
represents in my opinion, onliy ten percent of the population
of the country - a2t the moment the real parliament is in the
Btreet."88 As a oonéequence, the United National Front refused
to recognize the election results, and demanded that new elec—
tions should be held.89 Immediately following the elections,
there wes some relaxation of tension. But this relaxation was
for a very short period of time. Soon, bombings, c¢lan feuds,

sabotage, gun-running and clashes betweern armed bands and

87Most of the deputies who resigmned from the previous
parliament falled in the new elections.

88ponim Qubain, Crisis in Lebanen, p. 58.

89An interview with Saeb Salam! Beirut,'19-1-66.
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gendarnes in mountain areas began to occur. This increased
as well as its damage to lLife and property. This state of
affairs continued until the orisis began on & large scale in

May 1958.7°

It is necessary to remember that during these months
when terrorism and arms smuggling were inereasing in Lebanon,
tension was inereasing inside Syria. Syria was going through
a series of "plovs" culminating in the "American plot" and the

crisis of Turkish troop concentration.

At the same time relations between Syria and Lebanon
were bad. Syria regarded that the Lebanese government was
"gold cut™ to the west. Also the Syrians believed that Beirut
became the main base for all conspiracies against their
security and independence. Qonversely, the Lebanese authori-
ties believed that Syria was behind the spread of terrorism

due to the aetivities of its Deuxiéme Bureau.gl

¢ -~ Presidential Sucecession

The Lebanese constitution speeifically prohibits

901piq.

91,5 interview with Salah Al Deen Al-Bitar, Beirut,
November 10, 1966. Al-Bitar confessed that the smuggling of
arms, noney, and some of the troubles were instigated by in-
dividual officers of the Syrian army probably without the know-
ledge of the Syrian government.
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a president from succeeding himself. The United National
Front feared that Chamoun night suceeed himself. This fear
had existed before the 1957 parliamentary elections. Al-
though this guestion was not discussed openly, yet it was

one of the main background issues in the campaign.92

President Chamoun never explicitly stated in publie
that ke would amend the constitution and run feor the presiden—
¢y another time. However, the sources of wesrern ambassadors
in Beirut "elaim that they were informed by Chamoun himself
of his determination to amend the constitution to make

possible his re-election."93

In the beginning of the year 1958, the rumor that
Chamoun was working for the amendment of the constitution

to succeed hinself, had become widespread.

However, in January 1958 the Third For0994 decided
to meet and interview Chamoun to clarifiy the issue of his

attempt to sucecced himself, After the interview, the delega-

92,1 interview with Saeb Salam, Beirut, 19-1-66.
93EahLm Qubain, Crigis in Lebanon, p. 65.

94The Third Force was a neutral political powexr
formed in Lebanon as a Middle of the rcad between the policies
of the government and those of the oppesition.
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tion of the Third Force held 2 press conference on January
27, 1958, where they announced "that they were now fully
convinced that the president was determined te run for
another term in contravention of the constitution." After
the statement of the Third Force, the "battle of renewal

came out into the open.“95

On Marech 27, 1958, some 85 leading political
personalities and publie figures met at the home of Henri
Farfun in Beirut, organized themselves into a congress, and
elected Far'un as president, Abdalllah Yafi as vice-president,
and Kamal Junblét zs secretary. They made several resolu-
tions and issued a manifestoe in which they affirmed their
dedication te the continued existence of Lebancn as an in-
dependent state and to the Naticnal Pact. Out of many accusations
and warnings they told Chamoun that if he made any attempt
to amend the constitution to enable him to renew his term
of office, this "will justify the people in impesing their
will by 21l means at their disposal“.96

On Apxril 10, the suspicions of the oppesition were

confirmed. Om that day, George 'Agl - a deputy and an ardent

gsFahim Qubain, Crisgis in Lebanon, p. 05,

96M.3. Agwani, edi., The Lebanese Crisis, 1958,
(London: Asia publishing House, 1965), p. 4l.
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supporter of Chamoun -~ announced that he would soon propose
an amendment to the constitution in the chamber to enable

97

Chamoun to stand for re—election.

On the same day, April 10, some 300 moslem leaders,
ineluding prime ministers, speakers of the chamber, opposition
deputies, and religious leaders, attended a Ramadan dinner
party givea by the Mufti of Lebanon. They did not invite,
as the practice used to be, any moslem member of the govern-—
ment. After the party they issued a statement in which they
deelared their opposition to any attempi to amend the constitu-
tion. The statement said that the "rulers had spread dis-
gension among the Lebanese people and stimulated hateful
feuds to carry out their plan to amend the constitution so

as to allow the re-election of the president."98

On April 24, George 'Agl announced again that he would
introduce the motion for amending the constitution the

following week.99

By the end of April the aects of violence and

97y n-jaher, April 10, 11, 1957.
gabeila Meo, lLmprobable Nation, pp. 133-134.

99an-Nahar, April 24, 27 =nd May 2, 1957.
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sabotage had become inecreasingly violent as well as a

deily occurrenee. However, the first minor clashes occur-
red from April 10, between the followers of the Druze leader,
Kamal Junblat, and the gendarmes in the Shuf area. A4is a
conseguence, four opposition leaders told General Chehab
(then army commender), "that the c¢lash was a political event
resulting from the governments intention to ehange the
constitution to enable Chamoun to run again. They emphasized
that the army should be kept out of the controversy. This
indicates that the decision for armed aetion had been taken

by the oppositicn."loo

2 - REGIONAL CAUSES

The rise of the revolutionary sgyptian junta of
1952, with its new ideology, brought a new element iﬁto
inter—Arab relations. This created tension on two levels:
on the first level, it created tension zmong inter-Arab
relations in view of their foreign and defense policies. On
the second, it created tensions and splits among the popula-
tions of each country in view of the foreign, peolitieal,

social and economic¢ policies and issues.

loolbid., gee also Fahim Qubain, Qrisis in Lebanon,
Pp. 6O7-68.
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a = Islamic Policy of bgypte.

When ngypt, in 1952, embarked on an islamie
as well as an Arab policy,lol she created confusion and
fear in the minds of a section of the Lebanese namely the
First group (christiens). This was due to the interaction
end interrelation between the Arab and Iskamic policies.lo2
&mile Bustani maintsins that since kgypt is trying to lead
the Islamic peoples, the attempts of the Second group (mos-
lems) to force Lebanon to maintain a pro-sgyptian policy,
meant the subservience of the christians to z control and
direction of a moslem naiure. No doubt, the christians
resist such a situation by all means. Bgypt - in their

view ~ is a foreigner in relation to Lebanese internal issues,
as mueh as America or Britain are foreigners. If the Second
group (moslems) felt justified to seek help from Egypt or
Syria for example =~ on internal issues - The first group

felt that acecording to this interpretation, it has the

right to seek help from the west to re-adjust the internal

aituation.103

lOIGamal Abdul Nasser, Egypti's Liberation, The
EhiLoqgﬁhy of the Reveolution, ashlngton- Public Affairs
Press, 1959), P. 49.

lozngypt had changed her attltude towards its
ILslamic Policy since 1955.

103gni1e Bustani, Lebanon and the Future, (in Arsbie),
A Pamphlet, ( - , n.p., August 27, 1958), P. 21.



b -~ The Baghdzd Paect

Vith the signature of the Baghdad Pact on
February 24, 1955, a new element of controversy was in-
jected into the Arabd Bast which exerted great pressure and

impaet on the interna. situation of each of the Arab states.

Although Lebancon formally and finally rejected the
Baghdad Pact, there was a period of indeecision. This perioed

reflected the official and public division on the pact.lo4

Since 1943 Lebanon begen to follew - acecording to

its National Pact - a poliey of cooperation and neutrality
emong the Arab states. By 1955 Egypt end Iraq were deeply
divided against each other. Hsnce, the Lebanese governpent
wondered which to follow. Nevertheless, it became evident

{10 the Chamoun regime that Egypt, with the support of Saudi
Arabia, was trying to isolate Iraq from the Arab world or to
force it to renounce the Baghdad Pact. The Chamoun regime did
not wish to see Iraq isolated, for its isolation would upset

the balence of power inside Lebanon. Consequently, this would

lo‘kn interview with ex—Lebanese president, Camille
Ghamoun, at the time of the issue, At Sa'adyyat, Oetober 28,
1966.
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subjeet lepanon to the dictates of CaLro.lO5

No doubt that the great diserepancy between the two
politico-confessional groups, was the factor behind the
Lebanese policy in officially ard nominally rejecting the
Baghdad Pact - to please the moslem group = and in practically

supporting the Iragi bloe - %o please the christian group.

The other development which sharpened the conflict
betwesn Bgypt and the other Arab countries, namely Lebanon,
was over the foreign policy they were to pursue. In the
spring of 1955 Nasser embarked on his policy of neutralism
or non-alignment with either of the communist or western
Bloes. By the Fall of that year Nasssr received the Czech
arms deal. This meant, of course, that the west no longer
held a veto over the supply of arms to the Middle Bast. It
alse meant that the Soviet Union had now entered on the scene
of the Midile Bast politics. Hence, it became increasingly by
urgent to Lrag and the west to get Syria, Jordan, and
Lebanon to join the Baghdad Paet. They increased their
cempaign to achieve this end. Bgypt responded by pressing

106

on all three a policy of positive neutralism, thus creating

1051pi4.

loanmile Bustani, Lebanon and the Future, p. 34.
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g division of Lloyalty in the official and popular level

in 81l the Arab countries.

¢ ~ The Policy of Dynamie Arab Nationalisn

When Nasser assuned the leadership of dymamic
Arad Nationslism the First group of Lebanese began 1o ac—
guire 2 negative attitude towards Bzypt. This form of
nationelisn, by definition, had the cheracteristic of dis-
ruppting the Arab status -~ guo, trying to impose - through
its aggressive propaganda -~ its Iorm of Areb Nationalism. With
the emergence of the United Arab Republie (U.A.R.) in 1958,
end when Nasser became nearer to the Lebanese borders, and
when the second group (noslems) showed great enthusiasm
towardis Nasser and the U.A.R.; the fear of the First group
on the Lebanese sovereignty and independence, reached its
elima:, The more the Second group increased its enthusiasm
and disposition towards Nasser, the more the First group
ineressed its isolationism snd its negative attitude, thus

becoming more attacked to its western friendships.lo7

d - The Bisennower Doctrine

Although Lebanon rejeeted the Baghdad Pact,

1074, interview with Pierre Jumayyil Beirut,
December 11, 1965.
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yet made the nistake of subscribing to the Eisenhower
Doctrine (which Nasser described as the continuation or
replacenent of the Baghded Pact after its finzl collapse
efter the Suez war) and the conseguent prineiple "Ameriecan
protection of Lebanon" individually. The Amegrican protec-
tion was against possible communist aggression. Since
Syria and kgypt were cooperating with the Soviet Union, and
singe Ameries, at the time, wam against Syria and kgypt,
Lebanon found itself in guarrel with them. Hence, the
Seccond group (mainly moslems) thought that Lebanon had
diverted from the National Pact and accepied foreign protec-—
tiom. Thus they felt justified to divert from the National
Pact and seck a closer allegiance with the Syro-sgyptian

policies.loa

3 - THEE INIZERNATIONAL CAUSKS

The internationsl factors for the Lebanese orisis
lie in the triangular rivalry between the west, the Basty
and Areb Nationaiism under Nasser's leadershi) for predominance
in the Arab world. Hence, in = sense, the Lebanese crisis
of 1958 reflected the siruggle of two blocs on an Arab level

and anothex two blocs on an international level.

108, i ierview with Sieb Salam, Beirus, 19-1-1966.
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Lebanon, by the summer of 1958, became the real
armed stage for clashes on the upper level as the one between
the U.A.R. and Iraq. Since the U.A.R, was supporting the
Lebanese opposition in arms, men, and money, the pro-govern—
ment forees sought the help of Iraq in the shape of money and
arms. REach of the Arab blocs was showing its forces political-
1y in supporting one of the fighting groups in Lebanon, Thus
the scene as a whole being as follows: the Lebanese opposition
was backed and nourished by the U.A.R.; the latter was backed
by the communists and the Soviet Union. On the other hand,
the pro-government group were backed by Irag and the Baghdad
Pact powers, and these in turn were backed by the west. Hence,
a complexity of local, regional and international forces,
policies and factors were interacting at the same time which

ultimately led to the armed clash in the Lebanon.

S50, the suceess or failure of one of the warring
groups in Lebanon implied the suecess or failure of the strug-
gling blocs on the Arab and international levels. After nearly
six months the warring groups stopped fighting declaring the
result as "No winner, No loser". And so ended the erisis in

September 1958, by the election of General Fuad Chehab accept-

able te all groups.



CHAPTER VII

LDECLINE OF THE BAGHDAD PACT

On July 14, 1958, the government of Iraq was over-
thrown, and a Republican government was installed, under the
leadership of Brigader Abdul Kareem Kassem. The Baghdad Pact
headquarters were sealed and occupied by Kassem's troops.
Nuri as-Sa'id, Abdul Illah, King Faisal and most of his royal
family were killed. Thus ended, practically , the membership
of Irag in the Baghdad Pact. Offieially, it was not until
mid March, 1959, that Iraq withdrew from the Baghdad Pact,
after which it was re-named, the Central Treaty Organization

(cento) whose permenant seat is in Ankara.

On July 28, 1958, at the 5th ministerial ecouncil
session of the Baghdad Pact in London, - Iraq was not present-
a deeclaration, subsequently known as the London declaration,
was made. In this declaration, the members of the Baghdad
Pact affirmed their determination to maintain their collective

security and to resist aggression, direct and indirect.l

lThe Baghdad Paect Se¢retariat, The Baghdad Pact
Organization, (Ankara: Baghdad Pact Public Relations
Division, March 5, 1959), p. 3
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The remaining members of the Baghdad Pact,

after the revolution of Iraq in July 14, 1958, felt it use-
less if America does not back their Pact to strengthen it.
Thus America signed separate bilateral agreements in Ankara
on March 5, 1959, between the United States on one hand and
Iran, Pakistan and Turkey on the other. These agreements
brought America into firm association with the Baghdad Pzct
members; but still remained without being, officially, a

. . 2
member in it,

A, THE CAUSES OF THE DECLINE OF THE BAGHDAD PACT.

In the following sections an attempt will be made
1o reproduce what the Iraqis thought about their pre-1958
regime; not the opinion of the very rich nor of the very
poor, but the opinion of the middle class only. Although
in certain incidents, the case has not been the same as the
middle class lragis thought about it, the fact remains, that
it is very important to consider what they have thought about

their regime and their ruling group.

In another section an attempt will be made to give

major examples of each of the various factors that collaborated

21pig,
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for the final destruction of the monarehy. Both, what the
middle class Iragis thought about their regime, and the
various and major factors that occurred in Iraq, constitute
the overall cause for the ultimate collapse of the regime

as well as the Baghdad Pact.

1. Their opinion of the monerchy.

The Iragi monarchy was often called "feudal", an
accusation that has been brought against various monarchies.3
In such systems, the king exists with the support and alliance
of 2 landed oligarchy which in turn takes advantage of the
poor and miserable peasantry. The oligarches do not, how-
ever develop the wealth of the land beyond the satisfaction
of their own personal needs. The Hashemite dynasty had indeed
no indigenous roots in Irag. They were brought (by the
British) from the Hijaz; and given Iraq as consolation prize.
Hence the Lragis felt that their own monarchy was alien and
imported.4 The Regent prince Abdul-Illah, who came to the
fore after the death of King Ghazi, the son of King Faisal I,
dominated Iragqi history and the history of his family for

two decades — not by strength of his character, but by

3Carac‘tacus, Revolution In Irag ;, (London: Victor
Gollanecz Ltd., 1959), P. 1i.

41pid., p. 2
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virtue of his position and his ambitions.5 To the people-
he seemed to be totally without concern or thought for public
welfare, unscrupulous and ambitious for himself and the
fortunes of his family, subject to no law, whether of poli-
tical or of private behaviour . This man was the "friend"
of Britain, associated with western and especially with
British life.,6

Politically, it was Abdul-Illah who made the police
state of Nuri as-Sa'id possible. When he was frightened by
the revolt of Rashid Ali in 1941, he built up the monarchy
into a strong machine which made every new government under
his control. It was he who handed the direet control in-
creasingly to Nuri, and reshuffled the eabinets to suit him .
He bore full responsibility for what Nuri did, but Nuri as-Sa'id
however hated, was never despised as Abdul-Illah was.7 Ultimate-
ly, it was Abdul-Illah's ambition to he king in Damascus, an
ambition with which Nuri had full sympathy, that brought them

both down.8

The young King Faisal II was dominated by his uncle,

the Regent, and inexperienced in government; people became

5An interview with Mr. Hashim Jawad, ex-lraqi foreign
ministry, Beirut, 1l-4-65.

Caractacus, Revoliition in Irag ’ Pe 24.

7An interview with Salah Al Deen Al Bitar, November
lo’ 19660

BAn interview with Mr. Hashim Jawad, Beirut, 11-4-1965.
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indifferent to him,9

Meanwhile the royal domains were spreading, land
around Baghdad, in particular, was constantly annexed to in-
crease the wealth of the royal family. These lands were given
out of government holdings; those in Harthiyah, on the out—

shirts of Baghdad, alone represent a "calculated value of

sixty million pounds“.lo

This then was how the Iragi monarchy appeared to

its subjects:ll

"Alien in its origin, established by British
power and copying British manner, but constitutional
in the British sense only to those who see in legal
eyes that were closed to the realities of power
politics.... The constitutional pretence made the
constitutional change inevitable",

2. Their Opinion of the Regime

To the Iragis, their state seemed to be a police

state. Above this police state, a regime of corruption was

12

upheld. The corruption seemed to begin at the royal family.

91bid.

lOCaraotaous, Revolution in Iraq, p. 29.

1l1pia.

: lzBrigader Abdul Kareem Kassem, The principles of the
14th July, 1958 Revolution in the Speeches of the Leader
(lraq: Government pu 958
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The ministers and their sons and a few business men of
exceptional wealth, who controlled more paironage than some
of the ministers, were also included as bart of the corrupt
regime. The line of corruption included or passed through
the members of parliament and some officials to all the

lower echelons.13

Besides corruption, there was unequal distribution
of wealth, which no attempt was made to remedy. The Develop=—
ment Board was set up to spend the money &acoruing to the
State, (the Board was financed in the main from 70 per cent
of the oil royalties) in whatever ways would best increase

the natural wealth of the country.l4

In faet this Development Board did good work,
particularly in the construction of various damming projects.
Yet it was never trusted, beeause the increase of wealth
seemed to benefit chiefly or oniy the rich. These was no
creation of industry on a scale sufficient %o enploy large

members of the poor people. The Board did good negative work

13For a full pieture of the nature of corruption,
see caractocus, Revolution in Irag, pp. 30-35, also Fadhel
Jamali, From the Realily of Iragi politics, (in Arabic), p. 98.

l40araetacus, Revolution in Iraqg, p. 35.
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in stopping the floods, but it did not work for the victims
of the country's changing structure. Worst of all, in Iraqi
eyes, was the failure of the Board to promote industry. The
money was not spent either on large-scale industrisl projects
or on the mechanization of agriculture. The money that was
spent on health schemes and social services was not very

large.l5

Politically the regime was based upon a parliament
chosen by a compliecated voting system which made it easy to
rig elections. The constituencies were "shared, it was said,
between the outgoing cabinet, the Palace, and the British
Embagsy for the new parliament. Most constituencies returned
their Member unopposed. The nomination of the members was
left to either the Palace or cabinet to consent it". That is
why in reviewing the political development of Iraq since in-
dependence, the governmment is characterized by the lack of

16 The various government changes made in order to

stability.
achieve reform were perhaps natural and some of them necessary.
Yet, these changes have not been produced by peaceful methods

as provided by the constitution. These changes were engineered

15I.bid., P-36. The foregoing eight sections were based
on lLbid.

18y.iid Khadduri, Independent Irag 19;2 - 1958, 2nd ed,
(London: Oxford University Press, 1960), pp. O- ; and
Hashim Jawad, Beirut, 11=4-065.
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by loeal forces and practices which were not compatible

with a democratic system of government. According to the
constitution ecabinets change either as a result of defeat

in a general election or by a vote of lack of confidence in
parliament. Hewever, in practice, parliament never voted
against any cabinet which caused its fall. While the control
of the eleetions always assured the victory of the cabinets.

As a result undesirable cabinets have been forced to resign
either by dismissal (mainly by an expression of the sovereign's
displeasure) or by manoeuvers, threats and rebellions enginemz-
ed by an opposition group or groups.l7 In the fifty-—odd
cabinets formed since 1921, not a single one was changed by
truly constitutional change. The exceptions were when the
premier resigned in conseguence of a conflict arising within
his cabinet. The unconstitutional (or extra-constitutional)

methods18 that have been used to change Governments in Iraq

lTInterview with Mr. Hashim Jawad, Beirut, 11-4-1965.
For a2 complete pieture of the failure, misuses, handicaps and
behaviour o the parliamentary system in the Arab world,
see Hazaa' Al-Majali, My memeirs, (in Arabic), pp. 190 -
191, and Nasir al-Deen An-Neshashibi, What Happened in

185or the details of the Iraqi Bxecutive and its
domination:, direction, and misuse and undermining of the
supremacy of the constitution, see Mohammed Mahdi Kubba,

Memoirs About the cere of Events, (Beirut: Dar
A%—taSia‘ , 1905), DDe 166-173; pp. 251-254.
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"], Political manoeuvers in which one or
more opposition gjroups tried to embarrass the
cabinet by certain tactical assaults such as
agitation in the press, Palace intrigue, or an
incident which caused dissension within the
cabinet and forced the premier to resign. The
five governmental changes from 1932 to 1934 were
in the main produced by these methods.

"2, Tribal uprising incited by the opposi-
tion in areas where there were tribal shaykhs un-
friendly to the cabinet. Three governmental
changes were thus made during 1934 - 5.

"3, Military coups d'état which were produced
by the attempt of the opposition to alienate the
loyalty of leading army officers from the Govern-
ment and threatened to raise (or actually raised)

a rebellion which forced the cabinet to resign.
Seven governments were overthrown by military
coups from 1936 to 1941, and one in 1958.

"4, Popular uprisings produced by stirikes
and stireet demonstrations. A strike may suddenly
begin by a trifling incident, but when the students
and mob, incited by opposition parties, rushed to
the street the demonstrations became exceedingly
difficult to control., The Government, shouted
down by familiar slogans, had to choose between
a bloody battle with the mob and resignation.
Three popular uprisings have taken place: two of
them caused the fall of two cabinets in 1948 and
1952, and one proved to be abortive in 1956."

PP-

19yg j id Khadduri, Independent Lrag 1932-1958,
364 — 365., The foregoing section was based on Ibid,
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The principal governmental changes that have
been produced by violent means since 1932 were those of
1934, 1936, 1938, 1940-1, 1948, 1952, and 1958. It is to
be noted that these coups have recurred in a cyclical form,
each cycle maturing in a twe = or four - year period.20
After eaech coup a Government was formed. " The discredited
elements of the previous cabinet would soon reappear, gather
momentum, and, making use of certain favourable circumstances
or resorting to the usual unconstitutional methods, return

21

to power: In the 1958 revolution the former regime completely

collapsed.

The bulk of the parliament consisted of the "sheikhs;
a caricature of a landed gentry, these were the “feudélists"
g0 hated by the middle class". One scandal of which people
spoke was the use of the Kut‘Barrage waters. It was said
that a work which had cost millions of pounds Qas wanted to
benefit the estates of three men, one of whom boasted that

22
his personal estate was the size of Switzerland. Townspeople

2OIbid., The Tribal and military coups d'état before
the Second World War recurred in a two-year cycle; those after
the war in a four-year cycle. The military coup d'état of
1958 took place two years after the abortive coup of 1956.

livid., p. 365 .

220&ractacus, Revolution in Iraq, p. 36.
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believed that primitive conditions were deliberately
preserved in the countryside. For example, "Tribal law",

as opposed to the "Baghdad penal code", obtaiﬁed in the-
desert. Moreover fhe chief ﬁreation af the British, and
the"last achievement of the mandate, was the Land Settle-—
ment Law, by which, at the discretion of Land'court officials,
Land which had formerly belonged jointly to the txribe, could
now be registered as the private property of the sheikhs" At
the same time, the landlords were given the right to imprison
tenants for debt. Thus the sheikhs rapidly founded a"gquasi-
feudalism that had hever before existed.' Their vast posses-
sions ensured for them an "adequate income to absentee land-
lords drinking Whisky in Baghdad hotels". The same process
drove the peasents also to emigrate to éaghdad, for the opposite
reason, their poverty. In every unbuilf—up cornexr of Baghdad
these miserable people lived in mud huts, called sarifahs.
These unfortunate creatures were the constituents of the
famous "Baghdad nob". In 1958 a very slight rise in "the
standar& of living éould be observed, but still the miserable
slum conditions in whieh nearly all lived remained practieally

unchangedl‘z3

230aractacus, Revolution In Irag, p. 37; see also
Waldemar Gallman, lrag under General Nuri, pp. 113-118.
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%. The Police State.

The man upon whom this whole system depended was
Nuri as—Sé'id. Formerly a Turkish officer, he seemed, like
so many Arab politicians of the older generation, to belong
to the ottoman age and Eupire. DNuri, himself, was not thouhgt
to be corrupt. It was claimed that, unlike his colleagues, he
was not a rich man. He was tae corruptor rather than the
corrupted. It was in power that he was most interested, and
he enjoyed to play the political game for its own sake. He
liked to manipulate the fates of Nations, but not to plan the

government of his own country.24

Nuri as-Sa'id never deviated from his traditional policy,
of friendship to ﬁritain, in any Arab or non-Arab metter.
He was deeply convinced - not only because of his self interest,
but more out of conviction and exertion of his judgment and
mind - that the existence of Iraq as an independent rich
state, depends solely on the friendship of Britain.25 What
is known about Nuri as-Sa'id, is that whenever he assumed

power, he concentrated moét of his efferts on certain specific

24y ierview with Hashim Jawad, Beirut, 11-4-1965.

25Nasir Al-Deen An-Nashashibi, What Happened in
the Middle Bast, pp. 46-47.
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internal matters such as making new elections, building

a dam for water, debating the budget of the Developuent

Board, or debating the possibility of amending the Law of
Elections, or struggling a political opposition neglecting
Foreign Affairs. But whenever he resigned from governmat,

he would go to London, Constantinople, Kaxrachi etc.... for
sketching plans or embarking on secret negotiations; acting
or behaving as if he were the real premier of the Iragi govern-—
ment. It was when Nuri as-Sa'id was outside governmemf, that
he drew the nucleus of the Baghdad Pact, that he negotiated
with the oil companies, that he wrote to the offieials in
Britain and America about his proposals for solving the
Palestine problem, that he accompanied the then Iraqi premier,
Salih Jaber, and participated with him, in the negotiations

of the Treaty of Portamouth.Zb

Nuri as-Sa'id believed that the existence of Iraq
depended upon British protection; but he did not know that the
British did not back the Iragi elaim, that Mosul and Kirkuk
should remain Iraqi, becaﬁse of their love to Irag, but because
of their desire that Iragi oil should remain in their hands.

Nuri, also, did net know the nature of the twentieth century,

261154,
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and the nature of wars and the periods thereafter, that
had inspired the British to amend their Treaty with lrag,
not because of their love to Irag, but in consonnance with

the new circums’cances.27

Nuri as-Sa'id did not know, in spite of his genius,
these facts. But may be he did not wish to know about them;
since he lived all his life in one political line beginning
in Baghdad and ending in London, and he could not or did not
want to change that line in the remaining few years of his
life. He built his fame on British backing; who can secure
for him fame other than the British?zsﬂe knew the keys to
British politics; who can help him to know other keys than
of British politics? That is why when Dynamic Arab Nationalism
began its offensive on the remnants of Britdsh influence and
domination in the Arab world, the British in collaboration with
Nuri as-Sa'id established the Baghdad Pact as a means, mainly,
to stop and hinder that tide in pursuance of preserving British
influence, and as a consequence, of Nuri's, in the Arab East.
The struggle was fierce, but it ended in the killing of tae
strong pro-British leader, and the withdraﬁal of Iraq from the

Baghdad Pact.

¢11pid., p. 60.

281pid., p. 61.
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Nuri as-S5a'id, like any Arab nationalist, saw the
Arab world as one and real, and its divisions as mere political
conveniences; but he saw still in terms of the old Turkish
empire, inhabited solely by princes and their viziers. His
power over his ministers was so strong to the degree of making
them accept any policy he decides upon.29 Even Abdul-Illah
Backer, one of the main supports of the regime, said that the
policy of Iraq was decided between Nuri as-Sa'id and Abdul-Illah,
a policy which the other prime ministers did not dare to
deviate from.30 Other ministers assured the Baghdad Revolu-
tionary Court that documents written out by them in their own
hands were entirely Nuri's composition. When he was in the
room they seem to have héd no will of their own, although in
his absence they might criticize him and even decide on some

quite different course of action.Bl

It is no exaggeration to say of Nuri that, while he
worked wifh zeal in the field of international relations, he

had nothing but contempt for his own people. Simply, Nuri as-

29Ibid., and Caractacus, Revolution in Irag, P. 43.

30Oi‘ficial proceedings of the Higher Military Court
in Baghdad, volume IV, 1958, p. 1292,

3lyasir Al Deen An-Nashashibi, What Happened in the
Middle East, pp. 61-62.
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32 This is shown by

Sa'id was not of the twentieth century.
his failure to understand the appeal of Naaéer. To the end
he believed that only a few hundred students and eccentrics
opposed him. He had no idea that public opinion could be
signifigant, or that, even in the quarter-—century that he
dominated Iraq, the public reaction had become much wider,
stronger and more important. He would have been at hbme in
the "Turkey of Abdul Hamid to which his own education tied

him;aand the roots of that Turkey went back to days when it

did not occur to sultans that their subjects held opinions."33

The Iragi army had"by 1954 became the main bulwark
of the governﬁent in office against seizure of powexr by the
opposition® Nuri no doubt had a lot to do with this relation-
ship between army and government. The American Embassy in Irag
prepared a study of the lragi army's role and position. The
result had been that whiie the army played little part in
politics, ite officers and wmen shared the opinions and emotions
of the civdlian population from which they were drawn. They,
too, were Arab nationalists, anii-Israel, and anti-British.
The Dislike of the Americans was somewhat mitigated by their

arms aid. The American Embassy, consequently, concluded that

32Caractacus, Revolution in Irag, p. 43.

53Ibid., pp. 44-45.



- 288 -

a"situation which stirred deeply any oi these emotions might
cause the army, like any other group, to react so violently,
that even loyalty to the crown would De abandoned.” This was

proven correct when Kassem's coup destroyed the monarchy.34

The regime under the Iragi monarchy refused to
differentiate between the communist opposition, agitation and
the Iragi Arab nationalists who opposed the regime purely be-
cause of the internal and Foreign policies it followed. In
the eyes of the regime almost all varieties of opposition‘were
denounced as communist; even if they were students demonstrating
against the 1956 Tripartite aggression on Egypt, workers strik-
ing for higher salaries, deputies who failed in elections,
national leaders asking for reforms.35 Instead of combating the
demands of opposition by embarking on quick reforms in the
social, economic, and political spheres, the old rege under
the monarch& labelled these demands as comwunist agitation, and
attempted to solve these problems not by offering nation wide
planning for quick development to wipe out the miseries of the
people, but by strengthening the arms equipment of the police

to stop such agitations.

34yaldenar Gallman, Lrag under General Nuri,
ppo 91"'92. e

' 35Abed Ar-Rahman Al Bazzaz, Pages of the Recent Past,
(in Arabie), (Beirut: Dar Al Elem Lelmalayeen, 1360), P. 16.
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Nuri as-Sa'id himself, after the Suez crisis and
in the beginning of-1957, put a plea +to the American Ambas-—
sador to equip the Iragi police with the best and most modern
arms. ie maintained that the police had done a commendable
job in containing demonstrations and maintaining public order
during the tense weeks of the (Suez) crisis. They managed
somehow to do this in spite of their inadequate equipment.
Nuri continued to say that next time things might not turn
so well. To be on the safe side the police should have more
modern radio equipment, transport equipmeht, and small arms.
He hoped that the United States would "foot the bill".‘ That
ﬁaa not asking too much. After all, Nuri shrewdly péinted out,
it*had been in the interests of the United States that internal
order had been maintained during the Suez crisis. A similar

situation might well recur?®

Usually in the case of students, teachers and junior
government officials the price for having engaged in "communist
and peace partisan" activities was expulsion from schéol and
loss of jobs. The‘extent of police and court action was re-
vealed by the gdvernment from time to time by the publication

of 1ists of those involved.>?

36Ua.ldemar Gallman, Irag Under General Nuri, p. 95.

37Ibi(ii,, P. 93., The foregoing three sections were based
on Ibid.



When Nuri as-Sa'id returned to office in 1954,
one of the conditions un&er which he had agreed to return
to power was that he be given a free hand by the palace to
revoke press licensesBa, since, in the months that preceded
his return, the newspapers Wwere characterized by an increasingly
critical attitude towards the regime. Through the press ordinance
he was given the means to act. At the time Nuri took office,
about seventy newspapers were being published. Nuri,resorted
to drastic suppression of the press, and he re-licensed half
a dozen of these newspapers, on the understanding that they
would exercise self-control. But the power 1o act at any
time remained in his hands, and this eventually shocked the
liberally-inclined, even among his supporters. A deputy from
Erbil, Jamal Omar Madhmi, who was regarded as a Nuri man, had
in early January, 1956 criticized the press ordinance before
the finandial Affairs Committee of the Chambers He charged

that, by retaining the powers of this decree in his hands,

3BShiek Mohammed Rida As-Shabibi, ex-opposition
leader, told the Higher Military Court in 1958, that these
measures were adopted by Nuri to be able to suppress the
public opposition and ratify the Baghdad Pact with his .
clique against the will of the majority of the Iragi public
opinion that was represented in the parties, pressure groups,
and who expressed their ideas in the Newspapers; see the
official proceedings of the Higher Military Court in Baghdad,

volume IIL, 1958, DP» 41035.
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Furi as-Sa'id would be"exercising a constant veiled censor-
ship. Not only should it be revoked but the prohibition of
the importation of various foreign periodicals should also

pe 1liftead

Nuri's answer, given before the same committee, was
that the ordinance had been issued to meet growing complaints
of the public against the "confusion" that prevailed in the
press. The press had been penetratet:l by elements which used
it as a tool for propagating subversive ideas aimed especially
at the younger generation. There were also certain persons
who converted the press into nieans for extracting money through

blackmail. The previous legislation was inadequate for Y

curbing thesé practices. The authority to act unmder the ,
press ordinance was ex‘tendéd beyond newspapers to leaflets;'g‘.‘-
OGn February 8, 1956, twelve persons were arrested for having
distributed leaflets attributed to the "Liberation Party" in
such widely separated cities as Baghdad; Mosul and Basra; The

leaflets were strongly critical of the Baghdad Pact and also

urged internal reform based on "the principles of Islann,40

On June 21, 1957, about 10 days after the resigna-

39yaldemar Gallman, Irag Under General Nuri, p. 98.

40rpia.



tion of Nuri's cabinet and the accession of Ali Jawdat to
the premiership, all newspapers, as if acting on prearranged
signal, brecke out with criticism and advice. The general

line was that

"all papers pleaded for greater freedom in
the political life at home. All expressed the
wish that something be done to restore Arab Unity
abroad. Tne independent Al-Bilad newspaper of
Baghdad had the sharpest tones; while it readily
éncouraged Jawdat's proposed efforts to improve
inter-Arab relations, it showed a pessinistic
attitude about the chances of improving things
internally. It wrote: "Deterioration at home
is attributed to the absence of a democratic way
of life. At present it is impossible to exercise
the major civil rights guaranteed by the constitu-
tion. One of the most important of these is the
freedom to organize political parties."

By the time Nuri as-Sa'id was out of office, the
familiar pattern was repeated. His successors would remwove
the restraint; this would be followed by an ever freer ex—

pression, and then a return to repression.42

B. SPECIFIC CASES THAT CONTRIBUTED TO THE DOWNFALL QF THE REGIME.

In the following section, the author will trace
specific major incidents, factors and situations which worked

together for the downfall of the regime and finally the

4llbid., P. 99, The foregoing four sections were based
on lbid., see also Brigader Abdul Kareem Kassem, Principles of
the 14%h July, 1958, Revolution in the Speeches of the Zalim
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withdrawal from the Baghdad Pact.

In reality the Revolution of July l4th, 1958, was
"an indigenous Iraqgi movement, with roots extending deep
into Iraqi soil, fed by discontents and grievances that
existed long before president Nasser or the spread of com-
munism and Ba'athism." We will try to examine these roots

very briefly .

From reviewing history from ancient times, we
recognize that it is very rare for a ruling class to survive
defeat in war, because the weaknesses and corruptions are
"laid bare by defeat, leading to the loss of whatever

loyalty it had previously among the ruled."43

Mr. Khldun al-Husry maintains that the Iraqi
people had suffered defeat not in one, but in three wars -
the Anglo-Iragi war of 1941, the Palestine war of 1948, and
the Suez war of 1956. In two of these wars, that of 1941 and
1956, their rulers were openly on the side of their enemies. 44

In order to understand the Revolution of July 1958, it is

43Kaldun S. al-Husry, "The Iragi Revolution of July 14,
1958", Middle East Forum, Late Autumn 1964, p. 25.

44Ibid.; also For details of description how the
Iraqi parties and people viewed that their rulers sided with
their enemies and against their population, see Mohammed

Mahdi Kubba, My Memoirs about the Core of Events, pp. 417-419.
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essential to know these facts as well as the Baghdad Pact
and its effects as a final cause for the collapse of the

regime.

The Anglo-Iragi war of 1941 left the deepest
wounds in the bearts and minds of the people. This war
was simply an "Iragi bid for Independence". To the Iragi
people that war was"indeed their war of independence, since
they believed that siding with and backing Germany would save
Palestine from being lost to the Jews under the guidance of
the British." Abdul-Illah and Nuri as—Sa'id were to fight
this war on the side of the British and to enter Baghdad after
the collapse of Iragi armed resistence"protected by British
bayonetsr45 That war wes to be followed by what is generally
known in Irag as “the second British occupation", the first
being thaf of 1917. The Iragi people were deeply touched by
that war and by "the secoﬁd British occupation" that followed.
Following the defeat of 1941, concentration camps in Irag
were filled with those who supported "that war against the
British and their Lragqi protegés, the one great corporate

action of modern Iraq“.46

45ohammed Mahdi Kubba, Memoirs About the Core of
Events, pp. 97-99; also see John Bagot Glubb, bBritain And The
Arabs, (London: Hodder and Stoughton, 1959), p. 308,

468tewart, Desmond and Haylock, John, New Babylon, A
Portrait of Irag, (London: Collins, 1956), De (1.
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The Iraqi publiec opinion had with great enthusiasm
supported the cause of the Arabs of Palestine since the
twenties. (For example, the visit to Baghdad in 1928 of Sir
Alfred Monde, a leader of British Zionism, caused violent
anti-Zionist demonstrations in which 20,000 people took
part.)47. In fact one of the main causes of the war of
1948 had been the disagreement with British policy in Palestine. 48
The Iragi people considered the then ruling class as respon-

sible for the humiliation in Palestine.

Nuri as-Sa'id believed that the end justifies the
means.49 On this basis he faced the Palestine problem. "He
was in favor of the Arabs accepting the 1939 White Paper.

When they rejected it he thought that they had lost an op-
portunity. Later he felt that the Arabs should have accepted
the Bevin plan or the minority plan of the United Nations
Commission of Inquiry which advised cantonization of Palestine.
Having missed that ehance also, he took the stand, accepted

by the Arab League and the Bandung Conference, namely, that

47Abdul Razzak al-Hassani, The History of Iragi Cabinets,
(in Arabie), (Saidon: Irfan, 19535,'voI. 1L, pp. I40—%4I.

4842jid Khedduri, Independent Irag, A Study in Iraqi
politics from 1932 - 1938, p. 235.

4910rda Bird Wood, Nuri as-Sa'id, A Study In Areb
Leadership, (London: Cassell, 1959), p. 552.
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the U.Ne. resolutions on Palestine should be implemented.

To him politics meant realism and the art of the possible.“50

Inspite of all the harm to the Arab National cause
that the British and the west had done since 1916, Nuri
never wevered in his belief in, and friendship to, the
west. On the first of October 1956, Nuri was interviewed
by the Times of London. Lord Birdwood, the close friend

of Nuri as-Sa'id, had summarized and interpreted the gist

of the interview in the following:Sl

"We are with you, west (especially Britain). But
you must do something about Israel, and do it quick,
or the initiative Nuri has managed to snatch over
Nasser in the last few weeks (which has United Iraq
behind him) will vanish and then anything way happen.
Nuri is the only living Arab who hold Iragq and the
others to the west and if you want to get relations
on a sound basis you must do it while he is in the
saddle, You have your chance. If you take it, then
our genuine common interests with you over oil and
the Canal and Nasser can be put on firm basis, If
you dontt, if you leave Nuri beating the air, the
outloock is black indeed".

Nuri as-Sa'id was too good hearted; he did not
realize that the British and the west who created lLsrael

are not ready even to restore part of the Arab rights in

20y ohammed Fadhel Jamali, Review of Irag Under General
Nuri, by Waldemer Gallman, Middle East Forum, Autumn 1964,
P. 22

51y ord Bird wood, Nuri as-Satid...., p. 241.
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Palestine. Worse than this, only 28 days after this inter-
view of Nuri, Britain, France, and Israel collaborated to

destroy one of the Arab states - Egypt.

l. The Baghdad Pact.

In between the Palestine war and the Suez war of
1956, the adherence of Iraq to the Baghdad Pact on February
24, 1955, againgt the will of the majority of the Iragis,

was one of the main factors for the 1958 revolution.

Nuri as-Sa'id, in an address to the Iragi Senate
in 1955, announced that "99.75 per cent" of the Iraqi people
supported the Baghdad Pact. In fact, however, the overwhelm-—
ing majority of Iraqgis were clearly and bitterly opposed to
it. The American Ambassador to Iraq, himself in favor of the
pact, admits that "the pact did not have the backing of the
Iraqi people“.52 The people resented the fact that the
Baghdad Pact isolated and estranged Irag from the rest of
the Arab world53 and aligned it with non-Arab powers that
had never been popular with Iraqis. Turkey, the ex-overlord,

was not liked; its aggressivé intentions, an example of which

52Waldemar Gallman, lIraq Under ueneral Nuri, pp. 85, 86.

23gnile Bustani, Marsh Arabesque, pp. 106-107.
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was the claim it "advocated for Mosul®4 after the first
world war, were suspect; and its annexation of Alexandretta
was strongly resented". An earlier attempt by Nuri as-Sa'id
in 1946, to conclude a treaty of friendship with Turkey had
run into considerable opposition. Gallman himself tells us
of eggs thrown at the Turkish delegation when it arrived in
Iraq to negotiate the Baghdad Pact and of street demonstra-
tions in the holy city of Najaf that foreced the government

to cancel the Turkish president's visit tnere.55

Iraq's relations with Iran had always been strained
by the dispute over the Shatt ai—Arab water way and by frequent
frontier incidents. The attitude of Pakistan over Palestine
was fully appreciated. However, the Iragis reserved their
admiration for non-aligned India, for its great leader Nehru,

and for the ideology or policy of the Bandung Conference.

The politically conscious Iragis criticized the
Baghdad Pact, furthermore, for involving Iraq in the power

struggles of the two world blocs and for preventing her from

54This same argument was used by Nuri as-Sa'id to
Justify the conclusion of the treaty with Turkey on the
basis that, as a partner, Turkey would have no more agsres=
sive designs on the Arabs but on the contrary would help

them.

55Haldemar Gallman, Iraq Under General Nuri, pp. 32, 56.



- 299 -

pursuing a truly independent foreign policy based ex-
clusively on Iraq's national interest. It was zlso

feared that the pact diverted Iraq's eyes from the real
enemy — Israel. That there were some grounds for this

fear cannot be denied. As Anthony Nutting was to write:
"Ambassador Abba Eban (Israeli Ambassador) admitted to me
two years ago at the U.N. , that the Baghdad Pact is in no
sense a threat to Isral, rather the contrary, in so far as
it averts the Arab'gaze from the struggles within the Middle
East and directs it towards the far greater menace from

without.»?®

Nuri as-Sa'id always argued that the danger of
"International Comnunism" was greater than that of Zionism,s7
but, finally, he had to admit it was difficult to sell this
idea to the people. Jamali made a fantastiec attempt to
correlate Zionism Bnd communism. Thus he was to declare in

parliament: "we must not differentiate between the two,

56Anthony Nutting, I Saw For Myself, (London:
Qxford University Press, 1958), p. 39.

57Waldemar Gallman says that "Nuri's private observations
on Israel usually were based on the premise that he accepted
the permenancy of the State of Israel. There was never any
talk of 'uprooting it'" Waldemar CGallman, Irag Under General
Nuri, p. 168. But Fadhel Jamali dismisses this idea as a
misunderstanding and misjudgment of Nuri. Nuri was like any
other Arab Nationalist, anti-Israeli, Mohammed Fadhel Jamali,
Review of Iraq Under General Nuri, by Waldemar Gallman, Middle
East Forum, Autumn 1904, p. 22.
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because Zionism is the daughter of communism and communism
is the mother of Zionism."58 It was also argued that the
Baghdad Pact gained friends for the Arab point of view on
Israel. This, however, was not convinecing, as Britain dis-
sociated herself from the Iragi-Turkish exchange of letters
on the implementation of thr U.N. resolutions concerning
Palestine,59 while Turkey itself continued its cordial rela-
tions with Israel. Ultimately, even Fadhel Jamali admitted

that

nIn fact it was proven that the Baghdad Pact
did not deserve all that importance and attention
that it was accorded; specially “when it became eglear
that the Big powers may help the non-members of the
pact more than the members. An example would be
the American aid to Egypt and India, which was much
greater than the aid given to Iraq and Pakistan,
ihe members of the Baghdad Pact. Hence, there
remaineg no distinct features for the Baghdad
Pact." 00

2. The Suez Crisis

When Nasser nationalized the Suez Canal Company,

Nuri as-Sa'id and the Iragi ruling class found in this act

58Speech delivered in January, 1956, in Fadhel
Jameli, From The Reality of Iragi Politics, (in Arabie),

p. b4.

5910rd Birdwood, Nuri as-$a'id...., pp. 251-252.

. 60pzghel Jamali, Memoirs And Lessons, (in Arabiec),
pPp. 64-65.




- 301 -

their golden opportunity and urged the immediate bringing
down of Nasser. On July 26, 1956, when news of nationaliza-
tion was brought to Eden, King Faisal, Crown Prince Abdul-
Illah, and Nuri as-Sa'id were dining with Eden. Eden writes:
"I told guests (the news). They saw elearly that here was
an event which changed all perspectives, and understood at

once how much would depend upon the resolution with which

bl

the act of defiance was met" Lord Birdwood, Nuri's friend

and admiring biographer, is even more explicit. He writes:

"On the evening of 26th July, he (the King)
and +the Pasha took dinner with the Prime Minister
and Mr. Selwyn Lloyd, and learnt of colonel HNasser's
seizure of the Suez Canal; it may be assumed that
their views and the terms in which they were ex-
Pressed were not very different from those of their
hosts. Certainly the Pasha in the following days
lef¥ mo room for doubt in the minds of his friends
in LiondoN..ss

"In many intexrests it is wise to refrain
from moralizing amnd keep silence on many aspects
of a desperate oceassion. It is, however,
legitimate to infer this much. Within the Foreign
0ffice there had been a growing recognition that
somehow and at sometime Nasser would have to be
restricted, isolated and brought down, perhaps
by his own people through his own follies. More
particularly aftexr his personal reaction to the
Baghdad Pact did a mere understanding become a
set policy. It seems only sensible to assume that
Irag® s Prime Minister would have been kept informed
of each development and intention as it emerged,"

61Anthon BEden, The Memoirs of Sir Anthony Eden,
(full cirecle), (London: Cassell, 1960], p. 424.

62Lord Birdwobd, Nuri as-Sa'id...., DP. 240.
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attacked. And what about Jamali himself ? Was he also
surprised? Jamali tells us in the same book that in

August 1956, Nuri told him in Rome of Britain's intentions

to attack Egypt and asked him to return to Baghdad for
discussions of problems that might arise inside Irag when
that attack was mounted; he says that he had in fact returned
to Baghdad when he received an urgent cable from Nuri and
found that Tawfik al Swaidi had also been recalled by

Nuri from London to take part in the same discussions.66

Regarding the role that Israel was or was not to
play in any British attack on Egypt, we can not yet determine
Nuri's ideas on this matter. Those persons who were Nuri's
friends, and who admit his knowledge beforehand of the
attack on Egypt, when it came, tell that he was really
shocked by Israel's participation. Lord Birdwood states
that Nuri categorically advised the British against the
involvement of Israel in any attack on Egypt.67 But Eden
tells us that early in 1956 Nuri "suggested that 'we should

make it clear to Egypt that, if she persisted (in opposing

66Fadhel Jamali, Memoirs and Lessons, (in Arabic),
ppr. T7-78.

67Lord Birdwood, Nuri as-Sa'id...., pp. 240-24l.
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the Baghdad Pact), we should no longer consider the
protection offered by the Tripartite Declaration as

68

applying to Egypt.'" At present we do not know more

than that.

In brief, the conception of the majority of the
politically oriented Iragis, that the regime was a puppet
to the west and mainly Britain; the corruption and despotism
of the ruling odligarchy; the pseudo-democracy; the slow
economic progress; the loss of the three wars of 1941, 1958,
and 1956; and the isolation of Iraq from the Arab States
through the adherence to the Baghdad Pact: these then were
the main internal factors that collectively interacted and
worked for the final collapse of the momarchy and the fina}

withdrawal of Iraq from the Baghdad Pact.

No doubt, Nasser!s propaganda for his "new form"
of Arab nationalism was one of the main faectors that helped
and encouraged, at least morally, the potentially internal
factors to gather momentum for exploding the regime. This

is not to blame Cairo Radio for the 1958 Revolution in Iraq.

saknthony Eden, Memoirs, p. 345. The Paranthesis
in this quotation are Eden's.
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Cairo simply said aloud what the majority of the Iragis
could only say in private, among friends in whom they had

confidence.

Another outside fastor which could be recalled,
as a subsidiary, in morally encouraging the internal
revolutionary forces in Irag, was the success of Soviet propa-
ganda in the Middle East, because it appeared to identify
its aims with those of the Arab world. Since the 1950's,
the Soviet Union began to support the claims of the Arabs
for complete independence and sovereignty. The paramount
aim of the Arabs was to oust the established western rule
and influence from the Arab world. This aim coincided with
that of the Soviet Union. Hence, the Soviets began to help
"and’ support (politically, military, and economically) the
Arabs in their strugzgle to achieve full and complete

independence from western domination.
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CONCLUSIONS AND EVALUATIONS

The Baghdad Pact failed because its need was
seen only through the eyes of the west, and it was planned
according to western concepts without regard to the concepts,

needs, aims and sensibilities of the Middle East itself.

To the mejority of Arabs, the most serious short-
coming of the pact lay in its avowed purpose of stopping
only Soviet aggression. The Arab people had never experienced
Soviet aggression, and knew the "bad things" about comuunism
only from western sources. They had, however, known recurring
aggression by western Imperialism; the establishment of Israel
being the latest example. The enemy of the Arabs was Istael,
not the Soviet Union. In effect, the west was asking the
Arabs to fight the West's enemy - the Soviet Union; but it

was unwilling to fight the Arabs' enemy - Israel.

The threat of the Soviet Union and International
Communism hed become so great in the minds of western of-
ficials (mainly American) that all other issues appeared
insignificant. The security of the "Free World" had become
uppermost in the minds of western poiicy-mékersAand found

expression in the grand alliances and military pacts of the
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Western Allies. Especially after the Korean war had started,
military pacts became the ultimate means of halting Soviet
advances. The opposition to the Soviet Union, however, was
neither a sufficient guide nor a basis for a coherant foreign
policy, especially in the Middle Bast, where Zionism and not

communism was the enemy.

One of the negative results that the Baghdad Pact
had created is the entrance of the Seviet Union into Middle
Eastern politics when it was the aim of the pact to prevent
such a situation. Thus, as a result of the Baghdad Pact and
the western follies that followed, the Soviet Union gained
influence and prestige in the Middle East while the West's

influence (mainly Britain and France) decreased considerably .

The Soviet Union succeeded (y iniiltratﬁzinto the
western sphere of influence (Arab Middle East) because the
west made the mistake of trying to oppose a non-military
threat by military means. The Soviet Union penetrated the
Middle East not by soldiers'or military pacts, but by statesmen,
economists, diplomats, sociologists, agents end skilful pro-
pagandists. It was @ "cold war" not a "hot war" between the
East and weat; Above éll, the éoviets Ead a poiicy. In

contrast, the west (mainly America) had too many or none in
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certain cases, hence lacking a coherent policy. By &
careful assessment of the direction and strength of Arab
nationalism, the Soviets were able to establish common
causes with it. The west could not find common causes
with Arab nationalism in its dynamic form and thus em-
barked on fighting it, probably because the west was
determined to back and preserve the state of Israel - the
Arabs! enemy — which it created in the heart of the Arab

world;

It is mainly fear of Israel and the policy of
liberatioﬁ which has made Nasser a hero and which admitted
the Soviet Union to the Middle East. The Arab despair of
western help in restraining Israeli expansion has driven
many Arebs to acecept the lea&ership of Nasser and to col-
laborate with the Soviet Union, in spite of the general

Arab distaste for communism.

The first step to halt the crumbling dewn of the
western défensive projects is for the west to define its
wants and its objectives in the world instead of just stop-
ping the Soviet Union or China from getting what they want.
The west must change ner focus on anti-communism, to positive
éctions, and must look positivey for common interests and

objectives in the Middle Bast. If the needs are for Unity
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and the treand, socially and politiecally, is Dynamic Arab
Nationalism, then the west and speecially the United States

should work with it, not against it.

The Baghdad Pact was similar to many of the
policies of the west in that it attacked the symptoms, not
the disease; but the Baghdad Pect, in doing so, emphasized

not only the existence but the danger of the disease.

The west failed to realize that, while she might
Lave been dealing with only one Arab government (Iraq), the
results of any action would be felt throughout thé entire

Arzb world.

The Baghdad Pact had a great and deep effect on
the Arabd étates. It created a "cold war" among the Arab
States which was wéged by Egypt-and its éllies against Iraq
and the remaining members of the pact. It was a violenf
"cold war" which shook‘the Arab area. If ended on July 14,
i958 with‘the collapse of the Iragi regime and the rejection,
by the new Lragi revolutionary government, of the Baghdad Pact.
In other woids, the Unity of the Arab League was sérioualy
éisrupted by the Baghdad Pact oreating‘double allegiance
among the Arab peoples. One group favored the Baghdad Pact

and the governments that defended and justified it, and the



~ 310 -

other group opposed it, expressing loyalty to Egypt's Nasser

and his ideology of Dynamic Arab Nationalism . .

The Baghdad Pact proved to be one of the most
fateful égreements ever entered upon by an Arab State.
It proved fateful indeed for its main author, Nuri as-Sa'id,
ﬁho virtually signed his own death warrant when he put his
gignature to it on behalf of Irag. In isolating or segregat-
ing Iraq from the rest of &he Arab world, the pact spelled
turmoil within that world and ultimately in the Kingdom itself.
The climax of this turmeil resulted in the final éollapse of
fhe whole monarchical regime as well as the Baghdad Pact
itself. This is not to say that the pact had failed to
benefit its members, but the fact remained that it had ne
kind of future in the Arab world. It was not a product of
Arab Unity, but rather an outcome of Arab disunity, and as
such could not capture genuine Arab support . Time showed
that it had no future ih Irag, where a high level of arrogance,
corruption, despotism, pseudo-democracy, and failure to
estimate the strength of public opinion, on the part of the
régime, led to @ sudden revolt in which the King and the
Regent were publicly murdered and the Pact's‘original author

done to death in the street.
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APPENDIX I

TRIPARTITE DECLARATION REGARDING

SECURITY IN THE NEAR EAST

(May 25, 1950)

The Governments of the United Kingdom, France, and
the United States, having had oceasion during the recent
Foreign ministers meeting in London to review certain
guestions affecting the peace and stability of the Arab
states and of Israel, and particularly that of the
supply of arms. and war material to these states, have
resolved to make the following stateuwents.,

L. The three Governments recozgnize that the
Areb states and Israel all need to maintain a certain level
of armed forces for the purposes of assuring their internal
security and their legitimate self-defense and to permit
them to play their part in the defense of the area as &2
whole. All applications for arms or war material for these
countries will be considered in the light of these principles.
In this commection the three Governments wish to recall and
reaffirm the terms of the statements made by their representa-
tives=on the Security Council on August 4, 1949, in which
they declared their opposition to the development of an arms
race between the Arab states and lLsrael.

2. The three Governments declare that assurances
have been received from all the states in guestion,to which
they permit arms to be supplied from their countries, that
the purchasing state does not intend to undertake any act
of aggression against any other state. OSimilar assurances
will be requested from any other state in the area to which
they permit arms to be supplied in the future.

3, The three Governpents take this opportunity
of deelaring their deep interest in and their desire to promote
the establishment and maintenance of peace and stability in
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the area and their unalterable oppoesition to the use of force
or threat of force between any of the states in the area.

The three Governments, should they find that any of these
states was preparing to violate frontiers or armistice

lines, would, consistently with their obligations as

members of the United llations, immediately take aetion,

both within and outside the United Nations, to prevent

such violaticn.

APPENDIX II
THE BAGHDAD PACT

Pact of Mutual Co-operation Between
Irag And Turkey.

Whereas the friendly and brotherly relations existing
between Iraq and Turkey are in constant progress, and in
order to complement the contents of the Treaty of Friendship
end good neighbourhcod concluded between His majesty the
King of Iraq and His Excellency the president of the Turkish
Republic signed in Ankara on the 29th of March, 1946, whiech
recognized the fact that peace and security between the two
countries is an integral part of the peace and security of
all the Nations of the world and in particular the Nations
of the Middle EBast, and that it is the basis for their

foreign policies;

Whereas Article 11 of the Treaty of Joint and Economic
Co—operation between the Arab League states provides that
no prevision of that Treaty shall in any way affect, or is
designed to affect any of the rights and obligations
aceruing to the contractiing parties from the United Nations

Charter;

And heving realized the great responsibilities borne
by them in their capacity as members of the United Nations
concerned with the maintenance of peace and security in
the Middle East region which necessitate taking the required
measures in accordance with Article 51 of the United Nztions

Charter;

They have been fully convinced of the necessity of
concluding a pact fulfilling these aims and for that purpose
have appointed as their plenipotentiaries:
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HIS MAJESTY KING FAISAL II KING OF IRAQ.
HIS EXCELLENCY AL FARIK NURI AS-SA'ID Prime Minister.

HIS EXCELLENCY BURHANUDDIN BASH-AYAN Acting Minister
for Foreign Affairs.

HIS EXCELLENCY @ELAL BAYAR President of the Turkish
Republic.

HIS EXCELLENCY ADNAN MENDERES Prime Minister.

HIS EXCELLENCY PROFESSOR FUAT KOPRULU Minister
of Foreign Affairs.

Whe having communicated their full powers, found to
be in good and due form, have agreed as follows:

Article 1

Consistent with Article 51 of the United Nations
Charter the High Contracting parties will co-operate for
their security and defense, Such measures as they agree to
take to give effect to this co-operation may form the
subjeect of special agreements with each other.

Article 2

In order to ensure the realization and effect
application of the co—operation provided for in Article I
above, the competent authorities of the High Contracting
Parties will determine the measures to be taken as soon as
the present pact enters into force. These measures will
become operative as soon as they have been approved by
the Govermments of the High Contracting Parties.

Article 3

The High Contracting parties undertake to refrain
from any interference whatsover in each other's internal
gffairs., They will settle any dispute between themselves
in a peaceful way in accordance with the United Nations
Charter.



Article 4

The High Contracting Parties declare that the
dispositions of the present pact are not in contradiction
with any of the internm=tional obligations contracted by
either of them eith any third state or stetes. They do
not derogate from, and cannot be interpreted as derogating
from, the szid intermational obligations. The High
Contracting Parties undertake not to enter any international
obligations incompatinle with the present pact.

Article 5

This pact shall be open for accession to any
member state of the Arxab League or any other state actively
concerned with the security and peace in this region and
which is fully recognized by both of the High Contracting
Parties. Accession shzall come into force from the date of
which the instrument of accession of the state concerned
is deposited with the ministry of Foreign Affairs of Iraq.

Any acceding state party to the present Pact may
conclude special agreements, in accordance with Article I,
with one or more states parties to the present pact. The
Competent authority of any acceding state may determine
measures in accordance with Article 2. These measures will
become operative as soon as they have been approved by the
Governments of the parties concerned.

Article 6

A permenant council at ministeriel level will be
set up to function within the framework of the purposes of
this ‘pact vwhen at least four powers become parties to the

pacts

The council will draw up its own rules of procedure.

Article 17

This pact remains in force for a period of five-year
periods. Any contracting party may withdraw from the pact
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by notifying the other parties in writing of its desire
to do so, six months pefore the expiration of any of
the sbove — mentioned periods, in which case the pact
remains valid for the other parties.

Article 8

This pact shall be ratified by the Contracting
Parties and ratifications shall be exchanged at Ankara
ag soon as possible. Thereafiter it shall come into
force from the date pf the exchange of ratifications.

In Witness whereof, the said plenipotentiaries
have signed the present pact in Arabic, Turkish and English
all three texts being equally authentic except in the case
of doubt when the English text shall prevail.

Jone in duplicate of Baghdad this second day of

Rajab 1374 Hijri corresponding to the twenty-fourth day
of February 1955.

NURI AS~SA'ID
For His Mzajesty the King of Irag.

BURHANUDDIN BASH-AYAN
For His Majesty the King of Iraq.

ADNAN MENDERES
For the President of the Turkish Republic.

FUAT KOPRULU
For the President of the Turkish Republic.
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APPENDIX III

EGYPTIAN-SYRIAN MUTUAL DEFENSE PACT
(Qctober 20, 1955)

Article 1

The two contracting countries affairm their keen
desire for lasting security and peace and their determina-
tion to settle all their international differences by
peaceful methods.

Article 2

The two contraciing countries consider any armed
atteck on the territory or forces of one of them as an
ettack on them both. Consequently, and in exercise of the
right of individual and collective self-defense, they
undertake to extend speedy assistance to the attacked
country snd to take immediately all measures and use all
means at their disposal, including armed force, to repel
the attack and restore security and peace.

In accordance with Article 6 of the Arab League
Charter and Article 51 of the United Nations Charter, the
League Council and the Security Council shall be immediately
informed of the attack and the measures taken to deal with

it.

The two conmtracting countries pledge that neither
of thenm shall conclude & unilateral peace settlement or any
kind of agreement with the aggressor without the consent of
that country.

Artigle 3

The two contracting countries shall, at the request
of either, consult with each other whenever serious tensions
develop in international relations. in a manner affecting the
security of the Arz=b area in the Middle East, or the territorial
integrity or independence or security of any or either country.
In the event of an imminent threat of war or a sudden inter-
national emergency of a menacing nature, the two contracting
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countries shall immediately take the preventive and
defensive measure required by the situation.

Article ¢

In the event of a sudden attack on the borders or
the forces of either of the contracting countries, they
shall immediately deterwine the measures needed to put
the provisions of this agreement into effect in addition
to the militaery measures taken to meet such an attack.

Article 5

For the fulfillment of the purposes of this agree-
ment, the two contracting countries have agreed to establish
the following erganizational machinery: A supreme council =
a war council - a joint command.

Article 6

(a) The Supreme Council shall be composed of the
Foreign and War Ministers of the two contracting countries.

(b) It shall be the offieial authority from which
the commender—in-chief of the Joint Command shall receive
all directives relating to military policy. It shall have
the power to appoint or dismiss the commander-in-chief.

(¢) At the suggestion of the War Council, it shall
organize the Joint Command, define its terms of reference and
its duties and make any amendments therein upon the recommenda-
tion of the war council. The Supreme Council shall have the
right to set up any committees or subsidiary or provisional
councils whenever such a step is deemed necessary.

(d) The Council shall be empowered to examine the
recommendations and decisions of the war council on matters
outside the jurisdiction of the chiefs of staff.

(e) The council shall issue rules of procedures faor
its meetings and for the functions of the War Counecil.

Article T

(e) The War Council shall be compesed of the chiefs
of staff of the two contracting countries.
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(b) It shell serve as the Supreme Councilt's advisory
body. Lt shall submit recommendations and directives in
cornection with military planning and all the duties assigned
to the joint command.

(c) The War Council shall make recomuendations
on war industries and on communications facilities reguired
for military purposes, including their coordination for the
benefit of the Armed Forces in the contracting countries.

(d) It shall prepare statistical and other data
on the military, netursl, industrial, agricultural, and
other resources and potentialities of the two emtracting
countries and on everything relgted 40 their joint war
effort. Lt shall suobmit tc the Supreme Council proposals
for the expliotation of these Tresources and potentialities for
the benefit of the war effort.

(e) The Wer Council shall study the programs
drewn up by the joint command for training, organizing,
arming, end equipping the forces at its disposal. It
ghall =2lsc = tudy the possibilities of applying them. to
the asrmies of the two contracting countries and shall- take
the necessary steps to carry them out. It shall submit
its findings to the Supreme Council for endorsement.

(£) This Council shall have & permanent military
body to mske all preperatory studies on the questions coming
up before it. The Council shall organize the functions of
this body by drawing up procedural rules for this purpose.
It shell also draw up its budget.

Article 8
(a) The Joint Command shall consist of:

1 The Commander—in-chief.
2 The General Staff
The Units detached for the security of the
command and the conduct of its activities.

This command shall be permanent, functioning in
peacetime and wartime.

(b) The commander-—in-chief shall command the forces
put at his disposal. He shall be responsible to the Supreme
Council. His duties shall be:
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(L) To draw up and implement the programs for
training, organizing, arming, and equiping the
forces placed &zt his disposal by the two contracting
countries so thet they may become & dependable
unified force; and to submit these programs To
the wWar Council for examination or to the Supreme
Council for emndorsement.

(2) To prepare and carry out joint defense plans
to meet all eventualities arising from any possible
armed attack on one of the two countries or on their
forces. For ihe preservation of these plans, he
shall rely on the decisions and the directives of
the Supreme Council .

(3) To deploy the forces put at his disposal
by the two contracting countries in peacetime and
wartime in sccordance with joint defense plans.

(4) To draw up the budget of the joint command
and to submit it to the War Council for consideration
prior to final endorsement by the Supreme Council.

(c) The eppointment or dismissal of the chief
Aides of the Commander-in-chief shall be undertaken by the
War Council in agreement with the commander-in-chief. As
for the rest of the command staff, appointments and dismissals
shall be undertaken by the commander—in-chief in agreement
with the chief of staff of the Army concerned.

Article 9

(a) The two contracting parties will place at the
disposal of the joint command in, peace and wartime, all
striking units including the troops concentrated on the
Palestine borders. The War Council, in conjunction with the
commander-in-chief, will fix the number of troops to be entrusteé
vwith each of the two tasks, the recommendations of the Council to
be considered =s finsl immediately on being epproved by the
Supreme Council.

(b) The War Council, on the recommendation of the
commander-in-chief, shall make a preceise list of the installa-
tions and bases necessary for the carrying out of plans and
will decide on priority.



Article 10

(a) 4 joint fuand in which the two contracting
parties will participate shall be established for the achieve-
ment of the following objectives:

(1) All expenditures incurred by the Joint Command
shall be egqually shared by the two contracting parties.
(2) With regard to the expenses for the
maintenance of military installations mentioned in
Article 9, paragraph (b), they shall be borne in
the proportion of 65% by the Egyptian Republiec
and 35% by the Syrian Republic,

(b) ZBEach of the two contracting states shall pay
all salaries and indemnities for the military and eivil
personnel to bte peconded for duty by it with the Joint
Command, the War Council, and other committees in conformity
with the financial regulations of each of them.

Article 11

None of the provisions of this paet shall in any
way affect or be intended to affect the rights and obligations
which may result from or which may acerue in conformity with
the provisions of the United Nations Charter or with the
respongibilities borne by the United Nations Security Council
for the maintenance of world peace and security.

Article 12

This treaty shall be for a term of 10 years automatically
renewable for further terms of 5 years. Each of the two
contracting parties may terminate the pact by notifying the
other party &t least one year before the expiration of any
of the above terms.

Article 13

This treaty shall be approved in conformity with the
constitutional rules in force in each of the two countries, the
instruments of ratification to be exchanged at the Syrian Foreign
Ministry in Damascus within a period not exceeding 30 days from
the date of the signing of the pact which will come into force
immediately on the exdéhange of documents.
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