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PREFACE

The object of thig theslis as its title inqicates
is to try to explain the role played by the United Nations
during the Lebanese Crisis.

The writer of this thesls found it convenient to
include a chapter dealing with the theoretical and the actual
roles played by the three organs of the United Nations, namely,
the General Assembly, the Security Councll and the Secretary-
Gensral from the date of its establishment in 1945 until its
involvement in the Lebanese Crisis in May 1958,

Much has been written on the Lebanese Crisis itself.
Thus, the writer has not attempted to give a detalled higtory
of the background of the Crisis, but has only tried to review
in broad outline the causes of that Crisis. 1In writing
Chapter II of this thesls which deals with those causes, the
writer has avolded as much as possible the use of Arabic books
written by "Government" officials in Lebanon or by "Opposition"
leaders becéuse most of those books were written too near to
the heat of the Crisis and often expressed violently partisan
points of view. Instead the writer has depended heavily while
writing that chapter upon the official declarations and
statements made at the time by the leading personalities on

both sldes as they appeared in the more neutral Lebanese

newspapers particularly Al-Hayat.



A great obstacle faced the writer with regard to
the extraordinary session of the Arab League 1in the city of
Benghazl in Libya between May 31 and June 6, 1958. Since
the meetings of the Arab lLeague are gecret, no officilal record
of the Benghazl session was published. After much labor and
with the generous help of a dlstinguished personality, who
wishes to remain unnamed, the writer succeeded in obtaining
the minutes of the five meetlings of that sesslon, and tried
to analyse them in Chapter III of this thesis.

The writer has depended heavily on the United Nations
documents and publications while writing Chapters IV, V and VI.
She was fortunmate enough to get hold of most of the United
Nations documents concerning the activities of the Security
Council, the General Assembly and the United Natlions Observation
Group in Lebanon in the period between May and December 1958,

The term "the Middle East" was used for the purposes
of thils thesls to denote the Arab countries of the Eastern
Mediterranean including Egypt (the Mashrig).

All the Arah league documents, as well ag the extracts
from the Arabic booké and newspapers usgsed in this thesis were
translated by the wrilter.

The writer would like to express her thanks to
Mr. H. Wrigglns for being given the opportunity to use his
valuable report on "Medlation in Palestine" in Chapter I of
this thesis. ' '

Thilg thesls 1s only a emall contribution to the
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understanding of the complex situation which prevailed in
Lebanon in 1958. The writer, however, has tried to use the

avallable material as obJectlvely as possible for that end.
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CHAPTER I
THE ROLE OF THE UNITED NATIONS
IN MEDIATING BETWEEN
DISPUTING STATES

In order to understand the role played by the
United Nations during the Lebanese Crisis of 1958, it is
helpful to analyse 1its role, both theoretical and practical,
in mediating between disputing states from the date of its
establishment in 1945 to its involvement in the Lebanese
Crisis in May 1958.

The preamble of the United Nations Charter
stipulates that the peoples of the United Nations are
determined to work together in order "to maintain international

"l hus, the purposes of the United

peace and security.
Nations include the maintenance of international peace and
security through "the adjustment or settlement of international
disputes or situations which might lead to a breach of the
peace."® Article 2 stipulates that Members of the United
Nations will act in accordance with the following principles:
Article 2, paragraph 3 states "all Members shall settle their
international disputes by peaceful means..." According to
Article 2, paragraph 4 "all Members shall refrain in their

international relations from the threat or use of force

1
The United Nations, Charter, Preamble.

2
Ibid., Art. 1, para. 1.



against the territorilal integrity or political independence

of any state."®

We will attempt to analyse the role of the General
Assembly of the United Natlions, both theoretical and practical,
in mediating between disputing states.

The functions and powers of the General Assembly
are many. One of its main functions is the maintenance of
international peace and security. Article 11, paragraph 2
of the Charter stipulates "the General Assembly may discuss
any question relating to the maintenance of international
peace and securlty..., and, except as provided in Article 12,4
may make recommendations with regard to any such questions
to the state or states concerned or to the Security Council
or to both..." Article 11, paragraph 4, says "the powers of
the General Assembly set forth in this Article shall not

1imit the general scope of Article 10°,"6 Besides, "subject

3
Ibid., Art. 2, paras., 3 & 4.

4

Art, 12, para.l, of the U,N, Charter reads "While the
Security Council 1s exercising in respect of any dispute or
situation the functions assigned to it in the present Charter,
the General Assembly shall not meke any recommendation with regard
to that dispute or situation unless the Security Council so
requests,”

6Art.lO of the U.N., Charter reads "The General Assembly
may dlscuss any questions or any matters within the scope of the
present charter or relating to the powers and functions of any
organs provided in Article 12, may make recommendations to the
Members of the United Nations or to the Security Council or to
both on any such gquestions or matters."

6
The United Nations, Charter, Art. 11, paras. 2 & 4.



to the provisions of Article 12, the General Assembly may
recommend measures for the peaceful adjustment of any situation,
regardless of origin, which it deems likely to impair the
general welfare or friendly relations among nations...""’

What was the practical role played by the General
Agsembly in mediating between states?

The first task of the General Agssembly is that of
expressing general principles as set forth in Article 11,
paragraph 1 of the Charter. Under this authority, the General
Assembly has discussed general problems of "peace-making and
peace-keeping" and has adopted different resolutions.

Another importent role played by the General Assembly
"is its function as an organ of political settlement, of peace-

"8 Tnis role was not designed for

making eand of peace-saving.
the General Assembly by the framers of the Charter. The
Security Council, besides being given full power #n the field
of enforcement, was also given by Article 12 of the Charter,
priority over the General Assembly in the case of any "dispute
or situation" which might threaten international peace and
security.g Although according to Article 35, states are given

the freedom to bring "disputes or situations" before either the

7
Ibid., Art.14.

8
Herbert George Nicholas, The United Nations as a

gslitéfal Institution (London: Oxford University Fress,1059),

*) ,
ibid., p. 108,



Assembly or the Councll, the expectations in 1945 especlally
those of the Great Powers were that serious and urgent cases
should be presented to the Security Council while the rest
would go to the General Assembly. Because the veto power
has been used more than necessary from the beginning, the
Security Council could not solve even simple cases such as
the Iranian (January 19, 1946: the first dispute brought to
the Security Council, concerning the presence of the Soviet

10), or the Syrian and Lebanese complaints

troops in Iran
(February 4, 1946: complaint by Syria and Lebenon on the
presence of French and British troops brought to the Security

11). Thus in 1947 issues such

Council by Syria and Lebanon
as the Greek (Balkan) question or the Korean Independence
guestion were brought to the General Assembly because of the
fear that in the Security Council they would "run foul of

the veto". This process was accelerated by the establishment
of the Interim Committee or the Little Assembly. Although

it 4id not functlon well, yet the idea of holding a special
session and (as in 1951-1952) of continuous Assembly sessions
to contend with certain crises has gradually developed so that
it 1s now an unusual year in which the Assembly's activities

are limited to the duration of its autumn aession.l2

10
Waldo Chamberlin, A Chronology of the United
Nations 1941-1958 (New York: Oceana Publications, Inc.,
1959), p. 10.

11
Ibid., p. 10.

12
Nicholas, op.ecit., pp. 106-107.



Mr, Hammarskjold is quoted as having said "the
Charter read as a whole, does not endow the United Nations
with any of the attributes of a superstate or of a body
active outside the framework of decisions of member

nl3 Thus, according to Mr, Hammarskjold, the

governments,
United Nations 1s "rather an instrument of negotiation
among and, to some extent for governments., If member
governments fall to use this instrument, that is their
responsibility"1l4 and not that of the United Nations.

In 1956 and 1957 many resolutions were passed
by the General Assembly with regard to the Crises which
arose 1in the Middle East and in Hungary. In both cases it
passed resolutions reguesting the troops concerned to withdraw
from the territories to which they had been sent, But all
of those resolutions were recommendations. They could not
be enforced 1f the states to whom they were addressed did not
want to implement them.l5 Those resolutions were not legally
binding but they reflected the feeling of the majority of
world public opinion and thus had an effect on the invading
powers who, in the case of the Anglo-French forces in the
Suez war, withdrew the last of thelr troops in February 1957.

In the case of Hungary, however, the Soviet Union refused

13
Sir Leslle Munro, United Nations: Hope for a
Divided World (New York: Holt, Rhinehart & Winston Inc.,
1960), P. 33.

14
Ibid., p. 34

15
ibld., p. 35



to comply with the resolutlions of the General Assembly and

kept 1its troops in Hungary.l6

We will now try to analyse the role of the Security
Councll, both theoretlcal and practlcal, 1n medlating between
disputing states. Article 24, paragraph 1 of the United
Natlons Charter stlpulates that Members of the United Natlons
"confer on the Security Council primary responsibllity for
the maintenance of lnternational peace and security..."17
Chapter VI of the United Nations Charter entitled "Pacific
Settlement of Disputes" covers Articles 33-38.18

What was the role played by-the Security Council
in medlating between states?

"Of all the organs of the United Nations, none has
shown a gréater discrepancy between promise and performance
than the Security Council." The fallure of the Security
Councll to work as expectad 1s due to the absence of the
condltions necessary for peace and aecurity.lg The Charter
permits both, the General Assembly and the Security Council,
to contribute to the paciflc settlement of disputes. Here
the General Assembly was given a "wide power of ingulry and

debate" while the Securlity Council was considered the maln

16

Ibid., p. 37.
17

The Unlted Natlions, Charter, Art. 24, para. 1.
18

See Appendix I.

1L
gNlcholas. op.cit., pp. 63-64.



operating organ. Thus,Chapter VI of the Charter entitled
"Pacific Settlement of Disputes" refers more to the Security
Council in this connection than to the General Assembly.
According to Article 12 of the Charter the Security Coundil
is given priority in role because the General Assembly 1is
forbidden to deal with issues with which the Security Council
is dealing. "The Security Council as a settler of disputes
can only recommend."

Article 33 of the Charter mentions a number of
methods for the disputing states to follow in trying to
solve their disputes by peaceful means, such as "negotiatilon,
inguiry, mediation, conciliation, arbltration, judicilal
settlement, resort to original agencles or arrangements, or
other peaceful means of their own choice,"

The technigues which the Security Council has used
for the purpose of the pacific settlement of disputes have
varied with the cases, Mr, Nicholas classified those
technigues under the followlng headings: "investigation,
interposition, conciliation, recommendation, and appeal."

He defined investigation as "the process of fact-finding and
of arriving at some acceptable substratum of evidence, which
is the almost essential precondition of any recommendation

which the Council may wish to make,"20

Generally, the
Security Council may appoint a committee of its members,
or a commission of the representatives of those members such

as in the case of the United Nations Commission of Investigation

20
‘ Ibid. 3 pp- 75"'770



Concerning Greek Frontier Incidents (established by the
Security Council on December 19, 1946°1)., The commission
may be "sent to the scene of the dispute to collect its
evidence,.,"2?
We shall discuss the role played by the Balkan's
Commission mentioned above as an example of investigation.
On December 3, 1946, the Acting Chairman of the Delegation
of Greece to the United Natlons sent a letter to the
Secretary~General stating "a situation existed which was
leading to frictlon between Greece and its neighbors," due
to the assistance offered by the latter to the violent
guerllla warfare being fought in northern Greece against

23 That situation,

the territorial integrity of Greece,
if not dealt with immediately, might endanger the maintenance
of international peace and security. The Greek Government
asked the Security Council to apply Articles 34 and 35 of

the Charter and to send a committee to investigate the
sltuation on the spot. Thus, on December 19, 1946,a resolution
was passed by the Security Council establishing a Commission
of Investigation Concerning Greek Frontier Incidents. This
commission was established under Article 34 of the Charter

to investigate the facts regarding "the alleged border
violations" along the frontier separating Greece and its

21
Chamberlin, op,ecit., p. 13.

22
Nicholas, op,cit., p. 77.

23
The United Nations, Qfficial Records of the
ecial Session of the Gene Assembly (Supplement No,JLA/366,
July 16, 1946 - July 15, 1947), p. 16.
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three nelighbors, Albania, Bulgaria and Yugoslavia. The
comnission was to be composed of a representative of each
of the members of the Security Council. It was given wide
powers to carry on investigation in any part of Greece,
Bulgaria, Albanlia and Yugoslavia that it deemed necessary.
It was also given the authority to ask for the assistance of the
Government officlals and nationals of those countries. When
the committee completed 1ts investigation on the spot, its
members moved to Geneva where it held sixteen meetings. its
report (S/360) was adopted on May 23, 1947.°% After much
discussion the Unlted States amended draft resolution was
adopted by the Security Council by nine votes with two
abstentions. It resolved that, awaiting a new decision of
the Security Council, the commission established by the
Council's resolution of December 19, 1946,would maintain
in the area concerned an additional group made up of a
representative of each member of- the commission "to continue
to fulfll such functions as the commission may prescribe
in accordance with its terms of reference."2® During the
discussion of this dispute the Representative of Greece
declared that if the investigatlion authorised by the Council
showed that peace was endangered, 1t was the duty of every
Council member to ensure the adoption of suiltable measures

by the Security Councll.26

24

Ibigo, ppo 20"21-
26

Iblgl, p. 28.
26

Ibid., p. 35,
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Another technique used by the Security Council
for the pacific settlement of disputes is "interposition".
When a situation is critical, when the problem is how to
stop a situation from deteriorating, it 1s helpful if the
Security Councll can intercede between the disputing parties
"the physical presence of some of its own representatives,"
Sometimes this 1s combined with the business of fact collecting
and reporting. In a critical situation their presence is
very useful as a deterrent. Generally those committees or
comnissions will be officially entrusted with superintending
the conduct of a truce or an armistlice agreement such as
the Security Council Truce Commnission for Palestine (established

27)

on April 21, 1948 y or the United Natlions Observatlion Group

established as a result of the Security Council resolution
of June 11, 1958 which, although its function was that of
trying to ensure that there was no infiltration of arms or
men, yet indirectly, had a deterrent effect on any disputant
who might have resorted to force.28

Conciliation, or mediation, 1is another method used
by the Security Council for the purpose of the pacific
settlement of disputes. The role which was played in the past
by the neutral state, whose detached position made it acceptable
to disputing states, 1s played now by the Security Council,
The duty of conciliation may be entrusted to an individual or

to a committee. One example 1s that of the Security Council

27
Chamberlin, op.cit., p. 16.

28
Nicholas, op,cit., p. 78.
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Committee of Good Offices on the Indonesian Question
(established on August 25, 194729), which consisted of

two members each appointed by one of the two disputing
states, Holland and Indonesia, Another example is that of
the United Nations Commission on India and Pakistan
(established on January 20, 1948°°) but its three members
were appointed by the Security Gc)uncil.:”1 Sometimes, an
individual may be appointed as & negotiator or conciliator
over a committee especially if he is "a man of repute and
discretion.” Such were Sir Owen Dixon, who was appointed

by the Securlity Councll as the United Nations Representative

32)’

for India and Pakistan (on April 12, 1949 and Dr. Frank

Graham, who was appointed in the same position (on March 30,

1951°9),

and whose services were utilized by the Security
Council in connection with the Kasghmir Dispute.34

We shall now attempt to analyse the role of the
United Nations Mediators in the Palestine Problem (May 1947)
as an example of the role which could be played by such
mediation efforts for the pacific settlement of disputes.

In his study of this subject Mr. Wriggins hoped

29
Chamberlin, op,cit., p. 15.

30
Ibid., p. 16.

31
Nicholas, op,cit., p. 78.

32
Chamberlin, op.cit., p. 20.

33
Ibid., p. 23.

34
Nicholas, op,cit., p. 79.
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"to formulate certain hypotheses" regarding the role played
by the Mediators in Palestine, Count Folk Bernadotte and
his successor, Dr, Bunch., According to Mr. Wriggins, the
Mediators' aim "was to encourage the adoption of conciliatory
policies" by the statesmen representing the disputing states,
Mr. Wriggins also hoped to explain the political circumstances
behind the acceptance by the Middle Eastern statesmen of the
First and the Second United Nations Truces. Another purpose
was to help us evaluate "the probable contribution of the
Mediator to such decisions.” In an effort to investigate the
mediation effort in any conflict situation, it may be helpful
to clarify the extent to which the Mediator can "alter (a)
the incompatible values being pursued or (b) either party's
capacity to forego agreemen‘b."3

Many problems confronted the Mediator in Palestine,
the most significant being, that the Arabs and the Jews had
incompatible aims and policles, the most important of which was
the existence or the non-existence of the Jewish State,°°
Because both protagonists, the Arabs and the Jews, depended
on the benevolent policies of certain forelgn powers; Britain
in the case of the Arabs and the United States in the case
of the Jews; their relative capacity to forbear agreement
"depended on policies followed by their foreign supporters

no7

both private and governmental, The incompatibility

35
H, Wriggins, Mediation in Palestine, A Study of the
of the Role of the Mediator(s) and International Poliey Making,
(Yale Graduate School of International Relations: May 6, 1950),
pp. 1-11:

38

371h1d .s Dod.

Ibid., pp. 7-8.
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of the alms of both protagonists made fighting 1nesca.pable.38

An understanding of the above-mentioned factors is
necessary for the estimation of the Mediation efforts of the
United Nations. Soon after the United Natlions partition decision
in November 1947, guerilla warfare started in Palestine. By
the end of March the Jews had developed their own offensive,
therefore, the Arabs recognized the need for the intervention
of the regular Arab armies if that Jewish offensive was to be
stopped and the Jewish State prevented from being established.%®
On May 14, 1948 the Egyptian troops entered Palestine to
liberate 1t from the Jewish Invador, and other Arab regiments
entered the country from the north and the east for the same
purpose.40 At the beginning initlative in fighting was held
by the Arabs. Count Bernadotte's efforts to formulate a truce
between the Arabs and the Jews were influenced by many factors
such as the lntensity of the aims of both parties, their
complete dependence upon external Great Powers, and by the
consequences of the military operations which his preliminary.
efforts were directed to stop.4l On May 29, 1948 the fourth
appeal by the Security Councll was accepted by both protagonists.
On June 11 the First United Nations Truce for four weeks went
into effect. Why did the Arab Governments accept the First
Truce? Did the United Nations Mediator contribute to their

38

Ibid.’ p. 11.
39

The Economist, May 15, 1948.
40

Wriggins, op.eit., p. 12.
4]

Wriggins, op.cit., p. 13.
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declslon? The May 29 Resolutlon of the Security Council
ordered "the cessation of hostilitles" and forbade the
1mportation of armed men or weapons into any Mlddle Eastern
state. The Medlator was given instructions to assist the
United Nations Truce Commlssion to supervise the enforcement
of the above conditions during the cease-fire period in order
to find a peaceful solutlon of the problem.42 The above
resolutlon was proposed by the British delegate to the United
Nations and was accompanied by an indirect ultimatum that if
the Arab Governments did not accept the Truce they would be
submitted to an arms embargo by Britain while the Jews would
be glven the freedom to increase their military supplies.43
Jordan, the center of the Arab campaign, was threatened with
the cessation of the British subsidy. Nevertheless, the role
played by the Mediator was important. When Count Bernadotte
asked for instructions from the Security Council he received
orders to apply the followlng principles: "No military
advantage should accrue to elther side," and that he was to
"bring about a cessation of hostilities in Palestine without
ﬁrejudlce to the rights, claims and positions of either Arabs

or Jews. "4

Yet immigration limitations and arms embargo would
be meaniﬁgless 1f both protagonists were not sure that an

effective supervislon agency would guarantee the enforcement

42
The United Nations, Security Council:; Official Records
(Third Year, Supplement for May 1948, 8/801), pp. 103=104%.

43 :
Manchester Guardian, May 28, 1948 cited in ergginé,
op.cit., p. 15.

44
The New York Tlimes, June 6, 1948,
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of the previous agreement. Not one party could provide
supervision and be considered adequately disinterested.

Only a man like Count Bernadotte, with such great
diplomatic skill, could adjust the United Nations conditions
and those of each protagonist to meet the extraordinary
requests of both until an agreement on technical matters
could be reached. Neither protagonist could ignore his
suggestlon because he had the support of both @Great Powers
upon whose assistance both parties were dependent. The
Medlator acted "as a go-between for the hostile parties in
a particularly complex decision-making context."4® The Jews
welcomed the First Truce because the Arab Armies could not
invade the newly established Jewlsh State during that period.
Count Bernadotte started his efforts to mediate the struggle
between the Arabs and the Jews as soon as the fighting was
stopped by the Truce. He started talks with a Sub-Committee
of the Political Committee of the Arab League in Cairo, and
with the Minlster for Foregin Affairs of Israel in Tel Aviv.
It was evident that the time was not suitable for agreement
on baslec 1issues, Both protagonists "made it quite clear that
they expected to receive E‘rom the Media.t.oﬂ an indication of
@ié ideas as to a basis of possible settlement."%® The
Medlator presented a "tentative suggestion" which carefully
combined some aspects of both parties' aims. To a certain

extent the proposals were deviations from the November 19, 1947

45
Wriggins, op,cit., pp. 16-18,

6
The Unlted Natlons, Officlal Records of the Third
Sesslon of the General Assembly, II, September 1948,
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Resolutlon of the General Assembly. Count Bernadotte said:
the primary task of the Mediator is to initiate propeosals
calculated to harmonize conflicting interests and claims.
In the very nature of the case, therefore, the Mediator
must atrive to encourage compr2$1se rather than strict
adherence to legal principles.

Both parties rejected the proposals suggested by the
Medlator as a basis for discussion and stuck to their original
poaitions.48 While the Jews welcomed the prolongation of the
Trucs, due to the reasons mentioned above, the Arabs refused
1t.4g Thus, hostilities were renewed on July 9, 1948,

On July 15, the Security Council passed another
fesolution on Palestine ordering the belligerent states to
stop fighting. The Medlator was asked to supervise the
application of the Truce which was to remain until a "peaceful
adjustment" had been reached by means of continued conversations
through the Mediator. Any party failling to comply with that
resolutlon would be subjected to measures under Chapter VII
of the United Nations Charter.°® The shift of the military
balance in the Middle East to the advantage of the Jews was
one factor which induced the Arabs to accept the Second Truce.41

What functions did the Mediator perform with regard

to the Palestinlan mediation effort?

Ibido ’ po 8.

48
8/883, July 10, 1948. Arab position.
8/870, July 7, 1948, Jewish position.

49
S/876, July 9, 1948. Arab position.
8/882, July 9, 1948. Jewish position.

50
8/908, July 15, 1948,

51
The Economist, July 24, 1948,
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In the case of the First Truce he worked much to
make both parties accept the Truce. Another function was that
of supervising it., For the Mediator and his staff assured
both parties of the strict application of the terms of the
Truce. The Medlator seemed to be in a position to precipitate
the application of economiec sanctions by the Securlty Council
members against the party which repudiated the provisions of
the Truce, or which threatened to walk out on any further
efforts at negotiation., This applied to the Arabs during
the First Truce as well as the Jews during the Second Truce,
though much less in fact as far as the Jews were concerned.

In the case of the Second Truce. For the Arabs,
the Mediator and his successor represented a means of
negotiating with the Jews wilthout their having to recognize
Isreel., As for the Jews, they represented the only means of
negotiating with the Arabs who had refused to negotiate directly.52
in fact, during each Truce period, the Mediator had provided
the Jews with time to increase their fighting strength.

The fourth technique used by the Security Council for
the pacific settlement of disputes is recommendation. In some
cases a dispute cannot be solved simply by persuading the
potagonists to behave or compromise, some changes in the
status quo may be indispensable, such as in Palestine and in
the Suez Canal disputes. In such cases the Security Council
may recommend certaln principles or courses of actlon to the
parties to a dispute, or even set up a machinery for

implementing them itself, For example, in the case of the Suez

52
Wriggins, op.cit., p. 34.
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Canal dispute (1956) the Security Council passed a resolution
stating "any settlement should meet various requirements, such
as freedom of users from any discrimination, respect for the
sovereignty of Egypt, and the allocation of a fair proportion
of the dues to development."53 There are other harder tasks
for the Counclil than the framing of such recommendations.
Besides being in harmony with the Charter's standards of justice
and the principles of international law, and because their
application depends primarily on the parties' willingness to
apply them, they must be framed in a practical form.
The fifth technigue of the Security Council is "appeal".
When other methods have failed and in an effort to help fact-
finding, reinforce a truce, or hasten negotiatlons, the Security
Council may appeal directly to the disputants to stop improper
behavior. The appeals vary according to the different situations
causing them. An example of this was the Security Council's
resolution of March 28, 1955, relating to the Palestine question.54
The effectiveness of such resolutions depends upon
the degree of effectiveness that the disputants are ready to
give them, Here the Security Council has no power of enforcement.
The closest the Security Council had tried to enforce such a
recommendation was its important resolution of July 15, 1948
provcked by the truce violations in Palestine. That was the
single occasion on which the Security Council had found that

the ignoring of one of the recommendations under Chapter VI

53
Nicholas, op,cit., p. 79.

54
The United Natlions, Securlty Councll: Officlal Records
(Tenth Year, Supplement for January, February and varch 1955,

8/3379, March 28, 1955), p. 16.
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"pegceful Settlement of Disputes" led 1t to the application
of Chapter VII "Actlon with Regard to Threats of the Peace,
Breach of the Peace and Acts of Aggresslion" where 1its powers
of enforcement come 1lnto play.55

The role of the veto has often been misinterpreted.
Since discussion 1s regarded as a procedural rather than a
gsubstantive matter, to which the veto 1s applied, therefors,
i1t 1s not subject to the veto. Thus, the Securlty Councll is
free to discuss any lssue that seven out of 1ts eleven members
vote to place on the agenda. But when a resolution ls suggested
at the end of the debate, the veto can be applisd. In that case
the ma jority of seven should include the vote of the permanent
members although a Great Power cannot apply the veto to the
peaceful settlement of a digspute to which it is a party. Due
to the veto, the General Assembly rather than the Security
Council has had the major role 1ln the handllng of issues llke

Hungary and the Suez Canal and as early as the Korean problem.56

At thls point it may perhaps be relevant to dlscuss
the role of the Secretary-General of the Unlted Nations, both
theoretical and practical, in medlating between disputing states.
According to Artlicle 99 of the Unilted Nations Charter
"the Secretary-General may bring to the attention of the Security
Councll any matter whlch in his oplnion may threaten the

55
Nicholas, op.cit., pp. 80-82.

56
Ibid., p. 86.
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maintenance of international peace and security."57 When
he realizes that peace 1s threatened, the Secretéry-General
may take the initiative 1in the General Assembly as well as
the Securlty Councll.58
Secretary-General Trygve Lle used his initlative
in mediating the Berlin Problem of 1948.
On September 29, 1948, the Unlted States, France
and Britaln appealed to the Security Councll of the United
Nations on the basis that the Soviet Blockade of Berlin had
threatened international peace. Thus, Mr. Lie began
medlating between the dlsputlng parties. He drew up a
memorandum containing his conversations with the Soviet
and the American delegates and others in the followlng weeks
of intensive efforts to break up the Berlln Blockade.59 On
November 3, 1948, the General Assembly adopted an "appeal
to the Great Powers to review efforts to compose difficulties
and establish lasting peace."60 Ten days later, Dr. Evatt
and Mr. Lle sent a letter to'the chiefs of state of France,
the Unlted States, the Soviet Union, and Britain. In that
letter they advised the disputants to hold lmmedlate
conversations. They said that the Great Powers should support
Dr. Bramuglia's, President of the Security Councll, efforts
at mediating the Berlin dispute. They added that they were

5T

The United Nations, Charter, Art. 99.
58

Munro, op.clit., p. 108.
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Trygve Lie, In the Cause of Peace (New York: The
MacMillan Company, 1954), pp. 200-202.
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ready to assist the Great Powers in solving the problem.
On November 16, Moscow answered the letter thus accepting
the call for "immediate conversation.”" On the other hand,
the three Western Powers insisted on the 1ifting of the
blockade before starting negotiations.

Upon receiving the replies of the Four Powers,
Mr, Lie and Dr, Evatt renewed their appeal to them to support
Dr. Bramuglia's efforts. Thus, their letter succeeded only
in expressing "reaffirmation of the willingness of the parties
to the Berlin dispute to accept Security Councill Mediation."61
It was, however, a step forward. What were the causes for the
ending of the blockade? The three Western Powers carried on
the airlift successfully. Later on the Soviet Union expressed
its desire to end the blockade, That move was welcomed by the
Western Powers. Thus,the blockade was lifted because of the
propaganda and prestige effects of the triumphant airlift as
well as the force of public opinion whose influence was exercised
by the United Nations' consideration of the problem. The United
Nations used its agencles such as the General Assembly, the
Security Council and the Secretarliat as well as weapons of
diplomatic method such as mediation, fact-finding, private
negotiation and "expertise public airlng."62

In another case 1n 1950, when North Korea invaded
South Korea, Mr, Lle convened the Security Council., He made the
first statement in the meeting and ended it by saylng that it was

the duty of the Security Council to restore peace to Korea.

61
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When Mr, Dag Hammarskjold assumed office, he had authority
&8 well as precedent for taking initiative, but he was cautious,
The first turning point in his attitude occurred in 1955 when
the General Assembly, upon the recommendation of the United
States, requested the Secretary-General to go to Peking to
eénsure the release of American Prisoners of War captured by
the Chinese 1n Korea. That mission was a great Jjob to entrust
to one person. His influence grew steadily but never as quickly
as during and after the Suez Crisis. He and the experts he
had chosen were entrusted with the task of clearing the Qanal.
He played the major role in creating the United Nations Emergency
Force (U.N.E.F.), although he was helped by an advisory committee
establlished by the General Assembly. The UNEF wag subject to
hls control, although he remained working in this respect, in the
name of the General Assembly.63 The establishment of the UNEF by
the General Assembly in one week was one of the most important
achlevements in the history of international organization, Many
factors had contributed to that measure, one of which was the
crisis situation which called for quick action. Furthermore,
the Secretary-General's support and guidance of the resolutions
was slignificant to their passage and necessary to their
application,

Mr, Hammarskjold had negotiated with big and small
powers throughout the Suez Crisis like a foreign minister would
have done for his country. During the period of the establishment

of the UNEF he was "an innovator." Since the Assembly's

63
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resolutlons of November second and fifth were vague, the
Secretary-General made significant decisions that committed
the United Nations to policies it had not dealt with before.
He had to determine whether the UNEF should be withdrawn from
the Canal zone after the withdrawal of Anglo-French forces.
His decision depended on the November = seventh resolution of
the General Assembly which had provided that the UNEF could
function in Egypt only with the latter's approval, and would
help maintain peace during and following the evacuation of
non-Egyptian troops. Mr, Hammarskjold decided that since the
Anglo-French withdrawal would leave only the UNEF as "non-
Egyptian" forces, "the latter should concern itself with the
Israelis." That decision had left the Canal under the complete

control of the Egyptiana.64

The Secretary-General's primary
alm in establishing the UNEF, according to his 1957 Annual
Report to the General Assembly, was "the re-establishment of
full compliance with theE194Q]Armist1ca Agreements represented
a stage that had to be passed in order to make progress possible
on the main issues,"®®

The reason for the ineffective political stand taken
by the Secretary-General during the Hungarian Crisis of 19586

was due to the nature of the situation. In spite of the fact

64
Richard I, Miller,
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Pp. 1l26-=127,

65
A/PV.666, March 1, 1957, pp. 1275-1276.
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that he was given as much freedom of action by the General
Assembly as was given to him during the Suez Crisis, yet he

could not function as promptly and effectively as he had done
before. The Hungarian Government did not allow him to visit

the country. Besides, the United Nations could not force either
of the two world blocs to perform any act against their national
interests., 1In the case of the Hungarian Crisis, the Soviet Union
had to choose between "bad propaganda and good geo-politics.

It chose the 1atter."66 Thus, we can say that Hammarskjold did
not fall in preparing a political adjustment in the case of
Hungary, but he did not have "a reasonable chance for success."87

During the Lebanese and the Jordan Crises of 1968,
Mr, Hammarskjold took initiative both in the Security Counecil
and in the General Assembly. When he announced to the Security

Council that he wanted to increase the number of observers in

Lebanon, no member objectad.68
66
67
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CHAPTER 1II

A GENERAL BACKGROUND OF THE LEBANESE CRISIS OF 1958
WITH SPECIAL REFERENCE TO EVENTS BETWEEN
DECEMBER 1956 AND MAY 1958

The Nationalization of the Suez Canal Company

The fall of the Yafl Government on November 16, 1956,
marked the ilmmedliate starting polnt of the Lebanese Crisis of
1958, though it may be further traced back to the nationalization
of the Suez Canal Company by Presldent Nasser of Egypt on July 21,
1956. %

After Presldent Nasser natlonallized the Suez Canal
Company the Lebanese Presldent declared on August 4, 1956, in
his annual speech at the celebration of the Lady of the Hills
at his home village of Deir E1l Kamar, his approval of the act
of the Egyptlan Presldent. He sald that Presldent Nasser had
the right to nationalize the Canal Company in order to provide
money for the bullding of the Aswan Dam after the United States
and Britain had withdrawn their loans to finance it. He warned
the West agalnst "losing for the present and the future and
probably for ever what trust it still enjoys in this area and
every hope of cooperating with ite peoples even those with whom
it 1s bound by treaties and other agreements."®

8
The Department of State, The Suez Canal Problem,

July 26 - September 22, 1956 (Department of State Publlcation
5395 Released October 1956), pp. 29-30, -

2
The Arab World, August 4, 1956.
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On September 30, 1956, Lebanon called for a conference
of the Four Arab States bordering on Israel in order to coordinate
defence plans agalnst posaible aggression. On October 31, 1956,
after the Israell attack on Egypt, Lebanon declared a state of

emergency .-

The Yafl Government Crisis

All the Arab heads of States were invited, on November 2,
1956, by the Lebanese President to an urgent meeting.4

The Conference of the Arab Heads of States was held
In Beirut between November 13 and 15, 1956. In a statement
lssued on November 15, the partlcipants5 declared that they
unanimously agreed on the need for the application of the United
Nations' resolution, demanding the unconditional withdrawal of
enemy troops from Egypt and the Gaza strip. They also demanded
"the immedlate and unconditional withdrawal of the Israeli
forces to the armistice lines." The statement added that if
Britain, France and Israel resumed hostilities with Egypt, they
would be held jointly responsible for "collaborating to continue
thelr aggression." 1In that case all the Arab States represented

at the conferenceawoﬁld "lmmediately take effective measures of

"Lebanon: Comment and Chronology, September 1 -
December 31, 1956," The Middle East Journal, XI (Winter 1957), 82.

4
Ibid.

5
The participating Arab States were: Iraqg, Jordan,
Lebanon, Libya, Saudi Arabia and Syria.
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legltimate defence" 1n accordance with Article 41 of the United
Nations Charter and Article 2 of the Arab League Joint Defence

6 The statement dld not mention the severance of

Treaty.
diplomatic relations with Britain and France.' Yet, it wae
actually over this lssue that the Lebanese Cabinet of Abdallah
Yafl, which had assumed power in March 1956, fell on November 16
of that year.

In explaining the reasons for the resignation of his
Government, Dr. Yafil sald that his Government had agreed with
Chamoun on the severance of diplomatic relations with Britain
and France lmmedlately after the Tripartite aggresslon on Egypt.
They also had agreed to invite the Arab heads of States for
further discusslion of the matter. Therefore, when, according
to Yafi, Chamoun changed his mind during the Conference, the
Prime Minister felt that he should resign.®

Mr. Emlle Bustani, Lebanese member of Parliament and
a close assoclats of President Chamoun at the time, conflrmed

Yafi's version of the story. Bustanl stated that, before the

Uonférence mentloned above was held, Chamoun had sald in the

6

Art. 2 of the Arab League Jolnt Defence Tresaty stlpulates
"The Contracting States shall consider that an armed aggression
commltted against any one or more of them, or against their
forces, to be an aggression against them all. For this reason,
and 1n accordance with the right of legitimate self-defence, both
individual and collective, they undertake to hasten to the aid of
the State or States agalnst whom an aggression is committed.,."
citsd 1n Muhammad Khalil, The Arab States and the Arab Lsague
(Belrut: Published by Khayats, 92-94, Rue Bliss, 1962), II, 102.

7
Keeslngs Contemporary Archives 1955-1956, p. 15236.

8
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presence of Yafl, Salam and Bustanl himself that diplomatic
relations should be severed.9

According to Mr. Saeb Salam, Minister of State 1n the
Yafl Government in 1956, the declsion on the severance of diplomatic
relations taken by Chamoun and his Cabinet was communicated to the
Arab States by the President and by Salam himself .10

Mr. Bustanl explalned that Premier Yafl had sald that
Salam had promlsed the Syrlans to sever diplomatic relations
when the latter visited Damascus after President Chamoun had
expressed hils agreement to the principle of severance. This
was on November 14, 1956. Mr. Bustanl, however, criticized
Mr. Salam's actlion because the latter made the promise to the
Syrlans without prlor consultation with the Lebanese Government..ll
Mr. Salam's own answer to this point 1s that President Chamoun
had himself asked him to communicate his suggestion of the
severance of diplomatic relations " to an Arab Government, 2 13

As Mr. Salam saw it, Yafi had not sprung the resignation
of his Government on Chamoun. Only when Yafl was placed in a

critical sltuation and felt that Chamoun did not serliously desire

9
"Bustanl's Article,"Al-Jaryda,April 24, 1957.

10
See Chamoun-Ghaleb meeting below.

11
"Bustanl's Article," op.cit.

12
8yrla, according to Bustanl.

13
l-lia. at’ May lo] 19570
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to sever diplomatic relations, did he tell the President that
he could not continue in office until the Arab Heads of States'
Conference was over. It was at thls point that President Chamoun
asked Mr, Adel Osseyran, the Speaker of the Lebanese Parliament,
to tell Yafi to present the resignation of his Government.l4
According to Bustani, a meeting was held between
President Chamoun and Ambassador Ghaleb of Egypt, attended by
Bustanl himself, following the Lebanese President's invitation
for the Conference of the Arab Heads of States on November 2,
1956. The Egyptian President had not answered the invitation
because of the breakdown of communication during the hostilities.
During that meeting, however, President Chamoun apparently told
Ambassador Ghaleb that he was waiting for the Egyptlan answer
to the invitation. Ghaleb allegedly asked Chamoun if there was
an intentlon, on the part of the Lebanese Government, to sever
diplomatic relations with Britain and France  and promised to
communicate the message to President Nasser, when possible.
Chamoun, according to Bustani, answered "Yes and even more than
that." When Ghaleb asked whether unanimity between the members
of the Conference of the Arab Heads of States would be a
condition for the severance of relations, Chamoun allegedly
answered, "No, not in the case of Lebanon."1l® The above mentioned

conversation was confirmed by Dr. Ya.fi.l6

14

"Bustani's Article," op.cit.
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Ibid.,
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Following the declaration of the cease-fire by Britain
and France on November 6, 1956, a meeting was held in Presldent
Chamoun's office and attended by Yafi, Salam and Bustani. Yafl
declared that he was in an embarrassing position because he
could not himself express his opinion in the Conference of the
Arab Heads of States regarding the severance of relations.
President Chamoun replied that the Lebanese posltlon must be in
harmony with that of the majority of the Arab States. Yafi
allegedly sald that the Syrlans were exerting pressure upon his
Government to sever diplomatic relations.17 Yafi denies this
strongly and states that nobody had exerted pressure on him to
'sever relations. He points out that, as far as he was concerned,
the question had already been declided upon with Chamoun before
the invitation to the Arab heads of States to meet in Beirut
was sen‘b.18

When the Arab heads of States finally met in conference
at the UNESCO Building in Beirut, they discussed the question of
the severance of relations. Some of the attending member states
had already broken relations with both Britain and France (Egypt,
Syria and Saudi Arabia) others (Jordan and Irag) had broken
relations with France only. Furthermore, Saudl Arabila had stopped
supplying both aggressors with oll and had stopped the flow of
o1l to Bahrain in order to prevent it being sold to Britain. On
November 13, 1956,a Sub-Committee of the Conference of the Arab

Heads of States was formed. The Syrian delegate in this committee

17
"Bustani's Article," op.cit.

18
Interview with Dr, Abdallah Yafl.
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argued that the severance of relations meant the severance of
both diplomatic and economic relations while the Iraql delegate
insisted that it meant the severance of diplomatic relatlions only.
The Jordanian delegate expressed the willingness of his country
to sever relations with Britain if Arab ald could replace
British economic aid to Jordan., The Iragl delegate sald that

he and the rest of the Iragi delegation were only advisers and
could not adopt any decision without consulting the Iraql
Parliament. He added that the blowing up of oil pipelines in
Syria had already cost Irag a fortune and that 30% of the budget
of Irag came from oil revenues, He argued that 1if Iraq severed
i1ts economic relations with Britain, it would be in need of
economic aid like Jordan. Furthermore, continued the Iragl
delegate, the situation had changed and the resolutions of the
United Nations were being carried out., He added that the Arab
States could exert greater pressure on Britain if they did not
gever relations with it.

The Libyan delegate sald that hils Government could not
sever relations with Britain and France because Libya had concluded
e treaty of friendship with Britaln according to which Britain
wes given military bases in return for a sum of money equal to
half the budget of Libya. Besides, Libya had concluded an
economic treaty with France. In return, the latter had agreedtothe
evacuation of its forces from Libya on November 30, 1956.

The Syrian delegate requested Iraq to take stronger

19

The Conference of Arab Kings and Heads of States,
Meeting of November 13, 1958 (A Secret Document - 1n Arabic).
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measures than the temporary deprival of Britain from participating
in the meetings of the Four Islamic States who were members of
the Baghdad Pact, which was the extent to which Iraq was willing
to go in the political field. 1In reply, the Iragl delegate sald
that hls Government was ready to take more effectlve measures
when necessary. The Syrian delegate then sald that hils country
had concluded a treaty of mutual defence with Egypt and that if
the aggresgor forces refused to evacuate Egypt, Syria would be
obliged to particlpate in the battle with Egypt agalnst the
aggresgors. He demanded the application of Article 2 of the
Arab [eague Joint Defence Treaty, and concluded by sayling that,
if the discusslon at the meeting did not beneflt Egypt ilmmediately,
it would be useless. The 8yrlan delegate then apologlzed and
withdrew from the meeting with the rest of the Syrian delegation.2C
Mr. Kamal Jumblat, the leader of the Progressive
Sociallst Party, introduced a new point concerning Chamoun's
attitude towards the subject of the severance of relationas. 1In

his book entitled "The Truth about the lLebanese Revolt," Jumblat

sald that Chamoun had refused hie suggestion for puttiné an end
to the Crlsls by withdrawing the lebanese Ambassadors from Parls
and London.21 When asked to clarify this point to the writer,
Dr. Yafl said that he was not aware that this was Mr. Jumblat's

suggestion, but that the 1dea of the withdrawal of the two

20
Ibid., Meetling of November 14, 1956.

21 .

Kamal Jumblat, Hakikat Al-Thawra Al-Lubnaniyya Erhe
Trutr)l aboug the Lebanese Revolt] (Beirut: Dar Al-Nashr Al-Arabiyya,
1959), p. 6T.
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Ambagsadors had been considered after Chamoun had refused the
severance of diplomatic relations, Chamoun had, however,

22
allegedly rejected this i1dea also.

The Eisenhower Doctrine

When Premier Yafl submitted the resignation of his
Government to President Chamoun on November 168, 1956, the latter
designated Mr, Sami Solh as the next Premier,

With reference to the foreign policy of his Government
Premier Solh declared, in his ministerial statement, that Lebanon
would support Egypt fully in defending 1its sovereignty and would
work for the execution of the statement of the Conference of the
Arab Heads of States.gs

On January 5, 1957, President Eisenhower of the United
States dellivered a message before a jolnt session of the Senate
and the House of Representatives in which he expressed the
determination of the United States to support the sovereignty
and independence of all the Middle Eastern States, He made the
following specific proposals., First, that the United States
would assist any nation or group of nations in the Middle East
to develop economic strength in order to maintain their
independence. Secondly, the United States Government would
extend military assistance to any Middle Eastern nation: or

nations desiring such ald. Thirdly, such agsistance would include

22
Interview with Dr, Abdallah Yafi,

23
Al-Hayat, November 28, 19056,
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employment of the armed forces of the United States to
secure and protect the territorial integrity and political
independence of such nations, reguesting such aid, against
armed aggrg&sion from any nation controlled by International
Communism,

What was the reaction of the Lebanese Government to
the Eisenhower Doctrine as the above-mentioned proposals came
to be known?

On Januery 7, 1957, Dr. Charles Malik, the Lebanese
Minister of Foreign Affairs in Premier Solh's Government, declared
that hls country was desirous "to cooperate with the United
States to the fullest possible extent," within the limits of its
soverelgnty. He declared that he found in the Eisenhower Doctrine
"many guarantees of Lebanon's independence and sovereignty."
However, he added, Lebanon would harmonize its policies with
nelghboring Arab States. Communist denger, said Malik, had
infiltrated many parts of the Middle East.Z2?

Stressing hls support of the Eisenhower Doctrine,
Forelign Minister Malik said that he had assured the American
President of his desire to cooperate fully with him to enforce
his plan, namely, the Eisenhower Doctrine, which aimed at
confronting International Communism in the Middle East by

economic and military means.26

24
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The Lebanese President expressed his approval of the
Eisenhower Doctrine in his annual speech at Deir E1 Kamar on
August 4, 1957. President Chamoun welcomed American economilc
and military aid under the Elsenhower Doctrine because that
doctrine "did not provide for any special privileges..." to the
benefit of the United States. The President attacked in this
speech the alleged intervention of some Arab States in the
internal affairs of Lebanon.27

In a statement of policy on February 22, 1957, Premier
Solh declared, before the Lebanese Parllament, that his
Government would cooperate with the United States Government
because the Elsenhower Doctrine almed at offering economic and
military ald to any Middle Eastern country which demanded it
without any infringement upon its soverelgnty. He added that
the Lebanese Government was negotiating with the American
authorities regarding beneficial public projects such as starting
a popular houslng project, enlarging Beirut International Airport
and other development projects.28

In a message to President Chamoun, dated February 11,

1957, President Eisenhower welcomed the Lebanese Government's

"forthright and favorable reaction..." to the Eisenhower Doctrine.zgg

The Eisenhower Doctrine was viewed by the Opposiiiin

27
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28
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-

29
"Text of Eisenhower's Message to Chamoun,"
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in a different light. They welcomed American economic aid if
1t were unconditional. That view was shared by many Opposition
leaders such as Yafi,Sowho after hils resignation became a
prominent leader of the Opposition, and Jumblat.sl On the other
hand, Opposition leaders criticized American military aid which
some of them saw as an attempt at "filling the vacuum" resulting
from the contraction of Anglo-French influence in the Middle
East, a policy which meant the substitution of American for
Anglo-French influence. This was viewed by Yafl as a return to
the policy of military pacts which led only to the involvement
of small nations in the bipolar struggle and the cold war. The
so-called vacuum, if it existed, the Opposition claimed, should
be filled by the people of the Middle East supported by the
United Nations.sg Mr, Jumblat supported Dr. Yafi's concept and
felt that the Eisenhower Doctrine drew the Middle East into the
American sphere of influence which was agalinst the policy of
neutralism which Lebanon had followed so far.53 Thus, - the
Opposition favored the idea of the neutrality of Lebanon between
the two world blocs.

President Eisenhower sent Ambassador James P. Richards
on & tour of the Middle Eastern countries in order to explain

his proposals.
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The aim of the Eisenhower Doctrine, according to
Mr, Richards, was "to contribute to the security and stability
of the independent nations of the Middle East who wished
that contribution.""*

On March 16, 1957, a Joint communiqué was issued
following talks between Ambassador Richards on one hand and
Chamoun, Solh and Malik on the other. The Communiqué declared
that the United States and Lebanon would cooperate on the basis
of mutual. respect for each other's independence and sovereignty,
which they were determined to defend. The Communiqué added that
Pboth Governments would not allow any interference of one of
them in the affairs of the other. Finally, the Communiqué
declared that Ambassador Richards agreed, in principle, that
the United States Government would supply the Lebanese Government
with "certain equipment needed to strengthen the Lebanese armed
forces." That was to be an additional grant besides a grant of
military equipment offered to the Lebanese Government 28 shortly
before.l

The Richards-Chamoun talks and the determination of
the Lebanese Government to support the Eisenhower Doctrine

marked a turning point in the development of the Lebanese Crisis
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of 1958 by widening the gap between the Government and the
Opposition.

On April 8, 1957, the Solh Government won the Parliamentls
confidence regarding its foreign policy (support of the
Eisenhower Doctrine) by 30 votes to 1, while 6 Opposition
deputies resigned in protest. The deputles were Abdallah Yafi,
Hamid Frangiéh, Ahmad Assad, Kamel Assad, Sabrl Hamadé and
Rashid K'arami.56 They all objected to, what they considered
to be, the hasty manner in which the Lebanese Government had
accepted the Elsenhower Doctrine.37

The Opposition Natlonal Front®® i1ssued a statement on
April 11, 1957, in which it declared its support of the
resignation of the Opposition deputies. It accused the Solh
Government of violating the National Pact. Lebanon, the statement
added, should have followed a neutral policy between the East
and the West., The Lebanese Government should have consulted
other Arab States as well as different Lebanese groups on the
subject of accepting the Eisenhower Doctrine, It should have

tried to increase American economic and technical ald according

to the Point Four Agreement and to confront Communism by ralsing
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the living standards of ordinary people and workers. In
conclusion, the statment declared, a new policy, such as the
Lebanese Government's adoption of the Eisenhower Doctrine, should
have been discussed by a newly elected Parliament whose deputies
would have dlscussed it thoroughly and not by a partliament whose
mandate was about to expir-e.39

Throughout the struggle between the Government and the
Opposition. there had been efforts at mediating between the two
groups. Such an effort was that of Mr. Henry Pharaon. In a
statement lssued on May 10, 1957, he declared that he was convimced
of the possibility of uniting all the Lebanese groups on the
following principles: (1) the safeguarding of Lebanese
independence and sovereignty, (2) cooperation with sister Arab
countries according to the Pact of the Arab League, (3)
cooperation with forelgn countries within the United Nations
organization, (4) recognition of the fact that Communism was against
Lebanese political, religious and social principles., Finally,
the acceptance of American aid if not tied by political or
military strings.4o

On May 12, 1957, the national elections campaign began,
Opposition leaders: Hamid Frangiéh (Maronite from Northern
Lebanon), Ahmad Assad (Shi'a Moslem from Southern Lebanon),

Saeb Salam and Abdallah Yafi (ex-Premier and Sunna Moslem leaders

39
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from Beirut) and Philippe Takla (Roman Cathollc from

Beiru'c.)‘41 addressed a National Union Front (or Opposition
National Front) rally. The Opposition platform presented by
Yafi and Salam contained the following points: (1) no amendment
of the Constitution to allow President Chamoun to be re-elected,
(2) the neutrality of Lebanon, (3) the rejection of any aid
which seemed to infringe upon Lebanese sovereignty, (4) "close,
impartial and effective cooperation" with other Arab States,

(6) replacement of the Solh Government by a "care-taker
Government to supervise national elections."

A new electoral law, "providing for 66 members instead
of 44 and a 4 year term for members" was approved by the Lebanese
Chamber of Deputies on “pril 186, 1957.42 According to this law,
the Maronites were glven 20 seats, the Sunna Moslems 14, the
Shi'a Moslems 12, the Orthodox 7, the Catholics 4, the Druzes
4, the Armenian Catholics 1 and the Minorities l.43 That was
a triumph for the Government deputies and their supporters who
wanted 66 deputlies, while thé Opposition demanded 88 in order
to provide a wilder choice for the Lebanese electorate and a
stronger Opposition bloc in Parliament.

On May 7, 19567, the Government announced the end of

martial law as well as press cenaorship.44
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The general parliamentary elections of 1957 marked
another turning point in the course of the events leadling to
the Lebanese Crisis of 1958.

Prior to the elections campaign, Opposition candidates
repeatedly accused the Government of planning to pervert the
elections., For example, Mr., Kamal Jumblat, in a statement issued
on May 18, 1957, specifically referred to the reduction of the
number of deputies to "less than what was necessary for the true
representation of different views of the Lebanese population,"”
and expressed his disapproval of the secret booth system.45
Similer views to those of Mr, Jumblat were expressed by Mr. Ahmed
Assad, another prominent Opposition member, who declared 1ln a
statement issued on May 19, 1957, that certain names known &s
"the Government candidates" had appeared. Those candidates,
added Assad, were dependent on the support of the authoritiles
to reach parliamentary seats. He also accused the authorities
of exploiting Government officials and securlty forces for
electoral purposes in Southern Lebanon giving specific lnstances.
He particularly referred to & visit by President Chamoun, on
& hunting trip, to the constituency of a Government supporter,
Mr., Kazem Khalil.46

A summary of the Opposition charges against the
interventlion of the Lebanese Government in the elections could
be found in & cable sent by the Opposition National Front to

President Chamoun. In this cable, the National Front criticlzed
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the haphazard distribution of constituencies; the use of
obligatory lists and electoral bribery; and the use of the
Gendarmerie, the internal security forces and the Government
officials. The cable demanded the dismissal of the Solh
Government during the next 48 hours or else "demonstratlons
and general strikes would be staged" if the people's demands
were not fulfilled.47

In reply to the Opposition demands, the Lebanese
authorities agreed to the addition of two Lebanese personalities,
whose neutrality was accepted by both sides, as Ministers of
State, to supervise the electlions, On this basis the United
National Front agreed to participate in the elections. The
Front's attitude was also affected by the Government's decision
that General Fouad Chehab (the Commander in Chief of the Lebanese
Army) would supervise the elections and would take under his
command all the matters connected with the internal securlity
forces.48

In the results of the first phase of the electlons,
made known on June 9, the vote favored the "Government candidates.”
All the candldates supported by the Government won except Ghassan
Tweini who was defeated by Socialist Majdalany (Opposition Member),
Opposition leaders Assad, Machnouk, Salam and Yafl lost in the

elect.ions.49 According to the officlal results of the first

47
The signatories of the cable were: Ahmad Assad,
Fouad Ammoun, Hratchia Chamlian, Hamid Frangiéh, Adnan Hakim,
Sabri Hamadé, Fouad Khoury, Nassim Majdalany, Abdallah Machnouk,
Rafik Naja, Naaruf Saad, Saeb Salam, Philippe Takla, Abdallah
Yafi, and Louils Ziadé. Ibid., May 28, 19567.
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stage of the elections made known on June 10, 1967, Government
candidates won 15 out of 22 seats in Parliament,

The second phase of the elections ended on June 16, 1957,
with the Government represented by 38 deputies and the Opposition
National Front by 4.60 Socialist leader Kamal Jumblat lost.

In a press conference held on June 18, he recalled the charges
against the Government which he had made before the elections.

He cleimed that the security forces "had created an atmosphere of
terror and pressure which tﬁe Chouf area [his constituenci}

had never witnessed before. "9l

The two neutral Ministers of State, Dr. Yousef Hitti and
Mr, Amin Beyhum, who were appointed to the Cabinet in order to
supervise the elections submitted their reslgnation on June 17,
1957, in protest against the "general atmosphere" of the elections.52
In reply to some guestlons by the pro-Opposition
Al-Dyar, Dr. Hitti said that many complaints were recelved on
election-day and were investigated. He allegedly added that
the atmosphere of the elections in Mount Lebanon was not what
they (he and Mr. Beyhum) had promised to create and what they

had wanted to guarantee when they assumed their positions as

Ministers of State. Then the news about the Massacre of Miziara53
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and the incident of Aley made him and his colleague, Mr. Beyhum,
convinced that such incidents had turned the election campaign
from the course followed by general elections in the world.54
The third phase of the electlons ended on June 24,
1957, with the Government candidates winning 42 out of the 66

55 1) Baalbek, the Opposition-Constitutional

seats in Parliament.
Bloc won against the Governmet's list. That was the only
district in which the candidates of the Beirut Opposition
National Front won in the elections,°®

According to the incomplete election results of July 1,
1957, the Government candidates won 48 out of the total of 66
seats. Dr, Charles Malik, the Minister of Foreign Affairs, won
by a wide margin although he was running for election for the
first time.57 Among the 14 points of Dr. Malik's election
programme, explalining his Lebanese policy, the fifth point reads
"Lebanon's past and the Lebanon's half which lives abroad imposes
upon Lebanon the necessity of going with the West."as

Following the issue of statements by some Opposition
candidates (whether they succeeded or failed) accusing the
Government of perverting the general elections, the Opposition

National Front issued a statement on July 4, criticlzing the
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methods allegedly used by the Government during the elections.
This was largely a recapltulation of charges already mentloned.
The statement accused the Government of causlng bloodshed during
the May 30 demonstrations, which preceded the elections, and

concluded with an open invitation for rebellion.29

The Issue of the Renewal of the President's Mandate

The question of the amendment of the Lebanese
Constitution to allow the President of the Republic to renew
his term of office, was claimed by the Opposition to be one of
the baslc issues of the Lebanese Crisis of 1958,

The Opposition Rally held on May l4, 1957, had decided
"to resist'any attempt alming at electing a parliamentary majority
recelving orders from the Government and wanting to amend the
Constitutlon in order to renew the mandate of the President."6o

On July 16, 1957, Mr. Pharaon (who assumed a neutral
position between the Government and the Oppositlon) stated that
the tenslon generated by the electioqs was caused by the fact
that the new Chamber of Deputlies was golng to elect the new
President of the Republlic 13 months later. The President, added
Mr. Pharaon, should refuse to renew his term of office because

the Iebanese Constitution stipulated that the President's term

59
The detalls of the May 30, 1957, demonstrations will
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could not be renewed until six years following the expiration
of the first term of office. 6l

Opposition leader Mr, Kamal Jumblat stated, on
December 18, 1957, that the renewal of the President's mandate
"will not take place except on the ruins of this country." He
added that Lebanon was determined to reslist the renewal of the
President's term of office by force, %2

Denouncing the alleged intention of the President
to renew his mandate, three hundred important Islamic
personalities declared in a statement issued on April 11, 1957,
that they held the Lebanese Government responsible for all the
incidents and clashes which happened during the previous year,
The statement accused the Government of encouraging communal
differences between the Lebanese people in order to amend the
Constitution and renew the President's term of office. It
declared the determination of the signatorles to resist, by
all means, any attempt to amend the Constitution in order to
renew the President's mandate.®

In an interview given by the Maronite Fatriarch Paul
Meouchi on April 30, 1958, to Al-Jaryda (a neutral newspaper),
the Patriarch stated that the best remedy to the situatlion

would be the change of the causes and the persons ~"who

discriminated between the Lebanese people.” When asked about
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the means that should be followed in order to stop such
differentiation, Patriarch leouchl said that he would not

accept the amendment of the Constitution.towards which a certain
group aimed in order to achleve personal gain., The Maronite
Patriarch also declared that "the rulers" should be changed
because of the failure of their internal and foreign pollciles.

In & statement published by Al-Telegraph (Opposition

newspaper) the text of which was copled by Al-Jaryda (a neutral
newspaper) on May 20, 1958, former President Bishara Khoury
declared that "one word" uttered by the President of the
Republic a month ago would have put an end to the "tragic
situation" in which Lebanon was living. He added that the only
remedy would be the resignation of the President, & solutlon
which he himself had followed in 1952.65

What was the attitude of President Chamoun towards
the idea of the renewal of his mandate?

In & press conference held by Presldent Chamoun on
May 21, 1968, he replied to & gquestion about whether he was
thinking of the renewal of his mandate by saylng that he dld
not encourage nor demand renewal. He added that he had never
said that he was going to renew his term of office nor had he
denied it. He went on to say that he did not encourage some

of his friends when they suggested thls idea, He also saild

that incidents happening in Lebanon were a continuation of a

64
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series of incidents which occurred in other Arab countries.
Similar incidents were happening in Jordan where there was
no question of the amendment of the Constitution. Furthermore,
said President Chamoun, there was an attempt to assassinate
President Bourguiba of Tunisia and there was no questlon of
the amendment of the Constitution there.

He concluded his press conference by saylng that
the 1ssue of the amendment of the Constitution was a weak
excuse for incidents happening in Lebanon. Even if that lssue
was the reason for the incldents, yet there were other lawful

66
and constitutional methods to resist it.

The Prevention of the Syrian Deputies .
from Entering Lebanon

Another important incident which widened the gap
between the Lebanese Government and the Opposition was the
incldent of the prevention of seventeen Syrian deputies from
entering Lebanon to congratulate Fatriarch Paul Meouchl on
Lebanon's Independence Day.

Mr, Ali Bazzil, the Secretary of the Opposition Natlional
Front, attacked in a statement issued on November 24, 1957, the
Lebanese Government's action. The Opposition leader, Mr. Saeb
Salam, also attacked the Government's measure as a high-handed

police action while Mr, Nasgsim Majdalany, an Opposition member,

686 .
Text of the Statement by President Camille Chamoun
of Lebanon, May 21, 1968,
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67
charged that it disturbed Lebanese-Syrian relations.

Premier Solh denied in a press conference that his
Government had prevented the seventeen Syrian deputlies from
entering Lebanon., He added that they were requested to present
their identity cards in accordance with the new security measures,
but they had interpreted that as an attempt by the Lebanese
authorities to prevent them from visiting Lebanon. He asked
what would have been the feeling of the Syrians 1f a Lebanese
delegation went to Damascus to fellcltate opponents of thelr
Government on Independence Day.ﬁs That incident, it may be
noted, marked the first direct clash between the Lebanese and
Syrian authorities., It also indlcated clearly that the Syrian
Government favored the Opposition because the seventeen Syrlan
deputies were coming to Lebanon to congratulate Fatriarch Meouchi,
who was attacking Chamoun's regime, on Lebanon's .Independence
Day.

On November 27, 1957, and following & long debate
.on the basis of the internal and the forelign policles, defended
by Premier Solh and Minister Malik representing the Government,
the Lebanese Cabinet won a vote of confldence by 34 votes, while
13 deputies opposed, 3 abstained and 13 were absent.69 Out of
the 13 deputies who voted against the Government, 5 deputies

were anti-domestic but pro-foreign policy of the Government;
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three adopted a moderate opposition attitude to both; another
three were moderately opposed to certain aspects of Lebanon's

foreign as well as domestic pollcies.70 Those results showed
that opposition to the Government's internal policy had increased
but that the Government had the confidence of the me jority of

the Parliament on issues of foreign pollcy.

The United Arab Republic

A new development which had the deepest impact on the
development of the Lebanese Crisis, occurred on February 2, 1968,
when the Syrian-Egyptian Unlon was declared, that is, the Unlted
Arab Republic.71

It was reported in the middle of January 1968, that there
was a Socialist-Communist struggle in Syria over the question of
unity with Egypt. The fear of Communism drove some leadlng
non-Communist Syrians such as President Kuwatly, Fremier Sabrl
Assali, Foreign Minister Salah Bitar, and Akrem Houreni (the
last two were leaders of Baath Areb Socialist Party at the time)
who felt too weak to assume the responsibility of facing the

Syrian Communlists alone, to the idea of a merger with Egypt.

70&1-Nahar, November 28, 1957.

71 :

, The term "the United Arab Republic" refers now to &
federal union between the United Arab Republic (Egypt), Syria

and Iraq which is still in the transitional period. It should

be mentioned that Syria had seceded from the United Arab Republic

on October 29, 1961, However, followlng & coup d'état which

occurred on March 8' 19683, in Syrila and which was preceded a month

earlier by a coup d'état in Irag both countries demanded the

establishment of a federal union between them and the United Arab

Republic (Egypt).
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President Nasser had been allegedly cool to the idea and stressed
the differences between the two countries but "despite his
misgivings, President Nasser agreed to the merger." Washington
welcomed the declaration of the United Arab Republic on February 2
"as a move to frustrate a Communist Coup in Syria." On February 25,
1958, the United States' Government formally recognized the
United Arab Republic. In February 26, 1958, Mr, Dulles said
that the Syrian-Egyptian Union "gave reason to hope the two
countries were determined to avold falling under the control
of international communism.” -

Meanwhile, Ireq and Jordan were carrying on talks
for the declaration of a federal union between the two countries,
Thus, the Arab Federation or the Hashemite Union, was declared
on February 14, 1958.,?3

It 1s desirable to discuss now, in brief, the attitudes
of the Lebanese Government and the Opposition towards those two
Unlons.

In a speech glven at the Anniversary of St, Maron
on February 10, 19568, President Chamoun stressed the determination
of Lebanon to preserve its Ilndependence. He declared that the
Lebanese would not interfere in the internal affairs of other

4
Arab States, and would like to be treated likewise.7 Thus, the
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Lebanese President clarified indirectly the determination of
his Government to keep aloof from the newly declared United
Arab Republic.

Dr, Charles Mallk expressed, 1n a statement issued
on February 11, 1958, his hope that the new union between Syria
and Egypt would "result in an increase in the standards of
living of the people of the two countries 1nvolved."75 Lebanon,
he said, was tied by "a covenant of 1ife and death" with all
the Arab States without exception. He concluded his statement,
however, by stressing the determination of Lebanon to preserve
its 1ndependence.76 Thus, the attitude of the Lebanese Foreign
Minister was an elaboration of that of the President and was
tantamount to a statement of neutrality between the United Arab
Republic and the Hashemite Union.

However, the Partle Populalre Soclale (pro-Government)

issued a statement in which it expressed its support of the Iragi-
Jordanian Union because 1t was a first step towards the unilty

of the "Syrian Nation."’' The statement added that the Syrian-
Egyptian Union was an "artificial" one because it was based on
"gsimilar political attitudes" rather than on geographical, socilal,

78
economic and strateglic bases,
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What was the attitude oif the Opposition towards the
declaration of the United Arab Republice?
Mr, Salam, an Opposition National Front leader, attacked
President Chamoun's statement at the Anniversary of St. Maron.
He sald that the Lebanese people were expecting him to welcome
the declaration of the Syrian-Egyptian Union, but instead he
had aroused the feelings of others which caused dismay particularly
as Presidents Kuwatly and Nasser had already declared their
respect for Lebanon's independence.
Patriarch Paul Meouchl's point of view was summed up
in his statement apropos the United Arab Republic that, although
Maronites were a minority in the East, yet they lived peacefully
with the overwhelming majority and there was "no alternative
to this peaceful co-existence." The Patriarch advised the
Lebanese to "rise above all rumours and 1ntrigues."80
In a manifesto 1ssued on February 17, 1958, the
Opposition National Front accused the Lebanese Government of
postponing 1its recognition of the United Arab Republic and of
encouraging sectarian differences for personal ends. The ¥ront
attacked President Chamoun's speech at the feast of St. Maron.sl
The fact that the Hashemite Union was recognized by
the Lebanese Government before its ratification while the United

Areb Republic was not recognized before the referendum was
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considered, by the Opposition, 2 sign of official lukewarmness
towards the United Arab Republic.

Thus, the Opposition favored the United Arab Republic
as a center of Arab Nationalism and wanted the Lebanese
Government to establish friendly relations with the newly
declared Republic. But the Opposition did not declare that

they would like Lebanon to jJoin the United Arab Republlc

The Deterioration of Internal Security in Lebanon

We shall attempt to discuss briefly the subject of
the deterioration of intermal security in Lebanon.

The disturbances which occurred on May 30, 1957, that
is on the eve of the elections, marked the starting point of
large-scale violence in Lebanon which led to the deterloration
of internal security in the country and culminated in an armed
revolt. On that day the Government Gendarmerie forces killed
five persons and wounded many in elections' clashes. That
happened when the police forces tried to break up meetings of
the Opposition, Former Premier and Opposition leader Saeb Salam
was beaten by the Gendarmerle and arrested.

Following the May 30 disturbances, the Lebanese
Government took strict precautions against further rloting.
Thus, all arms' permits wgge suspended and political meetings

were banned for 48 hours.

The Government had issued & communiqué on May 29,
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namely, the day before the demonstrations mentioned above,
warning the people against demonstrating and forbldding shooting
in celebrations conducted for electoral propaganda.s3 Twenty
four hours later, the Government issued a communiqué accusing
the Opposition of instigating the disturbances and planning a
coup d'etat to overthrow the President of the Republlic and

the Government. The authorities had learned about a "criminal
demagoglc plot" the day before and had decided to ban the
demonstrations.

In an attempt to defend the measures taken by his
Government during the May 30 disturbances; Fremier Solh, accused
the Opposition of gathering Palestinian Refugees and Syrian
residents in Lebanon and other "foreign" elements to demonstrate
and demand the resignation of his Government., He stressed his
Government's determination to stay in power because 1t was
ruling according to the will of the majority.85

In a statement issued by the Opposition National Front
on June 4, 1957, regarding the May 30 disturbances, the Front
demanded, among other things, to stop prosecutlon which occurred
as a result of the May 30 demonstrations and the rapld release
of all those who were arrested. Secondly, the Front demanded
the establishment of a committee to investigate the bloody

incidents and the punishment of all those responsible for them
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whether Government employees or not.86

An important Opposition leader, ex-Presldent Elshara
Khoury issued a statement on May 31, 1957, in which he sald
that bloody incidents should not have occurred. He added that
Lebanon should not side with eithsr of the two world blocs.
Negotiations should have been carried out bstween the Government
and the Opposition in relation to forelgn policy. Ex~President
Khoury criticlzed the Govermment's internal policy. The ruler,
(President Chamoun) added Preaidént Khoury should have listened
to those who advised him, and enlarged parliamentary representation
to the utmost. Constituencies should have been left in thelr
former geographic and administrative form. Besldes, the
Government should not have interfered with the electoral campalgn.
He concluded his statement by warnlng the Government afbloodahed?7

On June 16, 1957, the worst electoral clashes 1in the

history of Lebanon occurred in the village of Mizlara near aﬁmuﬁaga
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between the two leading families, the Franglehs (Opposition)
and the Duweihis (pro-Government) 18 were killed and 50 were
wounded.

On June 26, 1957, the Lebanese Cabinet approved a
bill authorizing the arrest before judicial inquiry of any
journalist whose writing was considered abnoxious to the
Government.go

A three-day strike was started by Lebanese newspapers
on July 12, 19567, in protest against this bill. Cn July 15,
they called off their strike following the Government's approval
of a substitute bill presented by their syndicate,

On July 22, 1957, the owners of two Oppositlon
newspapers were arrested and accused of having publlshed attacks
on President Chamoun. On August 1, they were sentenced to
50 days of 1mprisonmant;

Premier Solh formed a new Cabinet on August 18, 1957.
Three days later, the new Government requested the Parliament
to give it "emergency powers to arrest anyone considered a threat
to the country's security."

As a result of the disturbances of May 30, 16567, the
Lebanese Government drafted on September 25, 1957, an indictment
of 400 persons including three former Premiers; Yafi, Salam and
Oueni. They were accused of stirring up the Lebanese people

against one another on sectarian basis and of attempting to
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murder members of the national security forces.gl

The causes of the first incident of Delr El1 Achelr,
which occurred on September 13, 1957, according to an Opposition
leader, Mr. Kamal Jumblat, were the followlng. BSome Government
forces were sent to that town in order to arrest Mr. Chebll
Aryan although the authorities had already promised not to
persue him and his men. Thus, & battle started between the
Government forces, whose commander was a Syrian Nationallst,
named Ayash, and the followers of Chebli Aryan, He concluded
that the incident of Deir El Achair was an internal party feud
and that Syria did not interfere in the battle that was fought
t.here.92

Mr. Joseph Selem issued a statement in the name of
the "Third Force"®3 on September 26, 1957, in which he criticized
the deterioration of security in Lebanon. He described the

country as an arena of strife. The authorities and their "agents"

91
"Lebanon: Comment and Chronolegy, July 1 =
September 30, 1957," op.cit., 423.

92
League of Arab States, Secretariat, The Political
Department, The Council of the Araeb League, Extraordinary Session
in Benghazi (Minutes of the Third Meeting, June 3, 1958),
PP. 32-34.

93

The third Force or "La Troisieme Force" was an
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nad refused any criticism., He concluded by saying that there
was "no demoecracy, freedom, civilization or respect for the
law," he then warned the Government of the bad results of such
a policy.94

In a statement of policy issued by the Lebanese
Government on November 27, 1957, Premier Solh commented on the
internal situation in Lebanon by saying that there were three
kinds of acts of lawlessness in Lebanon. First, the ordinary
offences that happen everywhere, ©Secondly, the feuds between
clans which were typical of Lebanon; and thirdly, certaln
"gubversive activities of foreign inspiration” which included
the throwing of bombs and the staging of certain strikes and
demonstrations. Those acts were generally carried out by non-
Lebanese elements and by refugees.95 He added that the wave
of sabotage had begun in the fall of 1956, following the
Tripartite Attack on Egypt, when the Yafi Government declared
a state of emergency and press censorship. Many acts of
lawlessness occurred then, such as the throwing of bombs on
banks, forelgn embassies and other public places. PFPremler
Solh concluded that his Government had, however, abollished the
state of emergency as well as press censorship instituted by
Yafi's Government.96

On March 3, 1958, the Government decided to lmplement
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the draft law prepared by the Government and the Press Syndlcate
in September 1957. The law provided that newsmen charged with
press offences should not be arrested except if they publish
something dlsparaging about the head of state or "affecting the
security, lntegrity, soverelgnty or frontiers of the state."27
That law amended the earller press law passed on February 24,

which allowed provisional arrest.

On April 2, 1958, Army units were sent to Tyre to control
the rioting there. Sidon went on gtrike in sympathy with Tyre.
The Committee which was sent to Tyre to investligate
the cause of the disturbances told Premier Solh, "the rioting
was instigated by agltators placed among the local populetion.”
' It was on May 8 that Nasslb Matni, editor of '

Al—Telegraph (an Opposition newspaper) was ahot.98 This was

the climax of the first phase of intermitent violence slnce
the clashes of May 30, 1957, and the starting point of a new
and a more serious phase of the Crisis.

The Congress of National Partles and Personalltiesgg

"I ebanon: Comment and Chronology, January 1l =
March 31, 1958," The Middle East Journal, XII (8pring 1958), 181.
See also Al-Hayat, March 4, 1958.

98
"[ebanon: Comment and Chronology, April 1 - June 30,
1958," The Middle East Journal, XII (Summer 1958), 306.

99
The Congress of National Parties and Personallties
consisted of the following: the National Organizatlion, the
Progressive Soclallist Party, the Constitutional Bloec, the Najada
g;rty, the National Bloc, the Natlional Congress and the Free
ess. ‘




“« B8l =

denounced that crime in a statement issued on the same day.
They held the Government responsible for it. The Congress
concluded its statement by calling for a general strike in
protest against the assassination of Matni.loo

Former Premier Saeb Salam (an Opposition leader)
explained, in an interview with Al-Hayat newspaper on May 19,
1968, the general policy of the Opposition at that time.

When asked about the aim of the Opposition in declaring
the strike, Mr. Salam answered that it was to protest against
President Chamoun's poliey and to make him resign. Mr. Salam
replied to another guestion by saying that the strike would
continue as long as the President of the Republic stayed in
office, He added that the Oppositlion would not accept any
other solution.

When asked if the members of the Opposition were buylng
arms from the United Arab Republiec, Mr, Salam answered in the
negative but added that some individuals, not parties nor the
Opposition as a whole, might have bought weapons from the United
Arab Republic, He also sald that the Opposition had bought a
large quantity of weapons from the Lebanese security forces.
When asked if the Opposition was in contact with the United
Arab Republic, Mr, Salam answered that they kept in contact
with all neighboring Arab countries. When asked if Egypt
supported the Opposition morally, he answered, yes. He added
that the Opposition members expected all peace-loving states
especially the United States to support them but the latter

100 '
As-Siassga, May 9, 1958,
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preferred to cooperate with Charles Malik. When asked,

until when "would resistance activities continue," Mr. Salam

answered "until the end of that [Ghamoun'eg regime."1+01

101
Al-Hayat, May 19, 1957.



CHAPTER III

THE ROLE OF THE ARAB LEAGUE DURING
THE LEBANESE CRISIS OF 1958

We shall attempt in the next few pages to give
a short review of the events which preceded the reference
of the Lebanese complaint against the United Arab Republic
to the Arab League and the United Nations Security Council.

In a press conference held on May 13, 1958, Foreign
Minister Charles Malik accused the United Arab Republic of
interfering in the intermal affairs of Lebanon. He sald
that events occurring in Lebanon could not be understood except
"in the light of the wide seale foreign interference" in the
internal affairs of Lebanon which had been taking place for
8 long time., He added that three incidents had taken place
on the previous day. The first incident was that of the
Belgian Consul Monsieur Louls de San. On the night of May 12,
continued Dr, Malik, the Belgian Consul was driving his car
across the Syrian - Lebanese border., Lebanese Customs
Officers were suspicious and when they searched the car they
found weapons and ammunition as well as instructions to unknown
persons in Lebanon to carry out sabotage activitlies. The second
incident, was that armed men, estimated at five hundred, raided
the Customs Post of Masnaa on the Beirut - Damascus road, He
claimed that that action was "a reprisal" against that Post

because its officers had arrested the Belgian Consul. Those
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armed men, added Malik, killled six officials in that Post
and retreated into Syria when the Lebanese armed forces
reached the spot.

The third incldent was that of & boat which was
seized near Damour, & few miles south of Beirut allegedly
carrying armed Palestinlans from Gaza, These Falestinians
hed thousands of Egyption Pounds with them. Another boat
added Malik, carrying eleven Palestinian from Gaza was
captured near Barja, a few miles scuth of Beirut, near Presldent
Chamoun's house in Saadiyat. Dr. Malik also said that twenty
four persons had been arrested in Beirut allegedly carrylng
i dentity cards indicating that they were in the service of, or
had served in, the Syrian Army. The Forelgn Minister also
stated that the United Arab Republic's newspapers and radio
broadcasts were unfriendly to the Lebanese Government and
concluded that there was massive interference from abroad in
the internal affairs of Leba.non.l

President Chamoun declared in a statement lssued on
May 21, 1958, "the issue at stake was not the Government..."
but "the existance of Lebanon as a free country" in the Middle
East in which Moslems and Christians could live peacefully
together. The United Arab Republic, added the President, was
"massively interfering" in the internal affairs of Lebanon" with
a view to causing radical alterations " in the basic national

policy of this country and wanted Lebanon's policy" to colncide

1
The Arab World, May 14, 1958,
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with its policy." He added that Lebanon's ‘fundamental

orientation and friendships" were deep and could not be changed
easlily. Lebanon was determined, added the President, "never

to be subservient" to the United Arab Republic's policy or

to its orlentation.Lebanon was determined "to remain independent,"
"Phe facts of that massive interference", said President

Chamoun, were "being placed before the judgement of world

public opinion."

After this statement President Chamoun answered some
guestions. He sald that he thought the Lebanese complaint
against the United Areb Republic would probably be presented
to the Security Council. Then President Chamoun added that the
Lebanon authorities had arrested, since 1956, "Syrian and
Egyption agents" who were allegedly convicted by the Lebanese
Courts of carrying on sabotage activitles. He accused the
United Arab Republic of being, to a large extent, responsible
for those activities, He added that the number of those arrested
exceeded one hundred and that they were in the gervice of the
Syrian Army. The President declared that many Syrian natlonals
who had no business in Lebanon and who carried no permits to
enter the country were deported. He denied strongly that the
Lebanese Govermment had given weapons to the Syrian

Nationalists and the Phalanges Libanalses Party. He also

reaffirmed his belief in "the assistance of the free world"
and expressed his determination %o remain in office in spite of

the Opposition's demand for his resignation.z This was the

2
Text of statement by President Camille Chamoun,
May 21, 1988.
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nearest that Chamoun came to clarifying his positlion on this
point.

In a general statement on May 28, 1958, Premier
Solh reviewed developments since the Tripartite Attack on
Egypt. The most ilmportant part of Solh's statement was his
reference to the question of the remewal of President Chamoun's
term of office. He stated that President Chamoun had never
brought up the question of the renewal of his term of office
nor was he desirous of renewing it. He added that the Opposition
had taken the idea that the President was goling to renew hils
mandate in an attempt "to satisfy the means which it used in
order to achleve its ends,">

On behalf of the Opposition, Mr., Saeb Salam denied
President Chamoun's charges and asserted that the Fresident was
the only cause of the Lebanese Crisis. Mr., Salam emphaslzed
that the Crisis was an internal one. He accused President
Chamoun of distributing arms among bands and para = military
organizations and gave specific examples such as the case of
the transfer of weapons from the Gendarmerle Headquarters in
the official car of Minister Clovis Khazen, Mr, Salam
commented on the incident of the boat near Saadiyat, mentioned
in Malik's statements, by saying that the owner of that boat
was & notorious smuggler in narcoties, Abdallah Ghafari, who

carried on his trade with the connlvance of the a.uthorities.4

3
Al-Jaryda, May 28, 1958.

4
Al-Hayat, May 13, 19568.
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Furthermore, the Congress of Lebanese Parties and
Personalities attacked, in a statement issued on May 23, 1958,
the reference of the Lebanese complaint to the Arab League.5
The statement declared: (1) foreign intervention in the internal
affairs of Lebanon would destroy its integrity and independence
and (2) the reference of the Lebanese complaint to the Arab
League, which was "paralized by the Baghdad Pact" would increase
internal tension.6

The Opposition National Front sent a cable to the
Secretary-General of the Arab League denouncing the Lebanese
complaint against the United Arab Republic. The Front sald that
the real difference was between the Lebanese Government and the
people who were defending their freedom and integrity. The real
cause of the difference was the corruption of the rulers and thelr
cooperation with the "Western imperialists" and the latter's
gupporters in the Middle East. The Opposition Front reguested
the Secretary-General to refuse the Lebanese complaint and 1if
that were not possible, to allow the Opposition to explain 1ts
point of view.

The Opposition National Front also denounced in a

memorandum, addressed to the Ambassadors of Britian, France and

5
It should be noted here that on May 21 and 22, 1958, the
Lebanese Government had lodged two complaints, against the
alleged intervention of the United Arab Republlic 1n the internal
affairs of Lebanon, one with the Arab League and the other with
the United Nations Security Council.

8
Al-Hayat, May 23, 1958.

7
As-Siassa, May 27, 1958.



- B8 w

the United States, the assistance granted by those Governments
to the Lebanese Geovernment. The memorandum accused those States
of supplying the supporters of the Lebanese Government as well
as some unlawful groups with arms, and declared that such an
intervention could not be tolerated and would lead to the
intervention of other foreign countries.s

The Government's charges against the United Arab
Republic drew a reaction from President Nasser, who, in a speech
on May 16, 1958, stated that the Lebanese Government was trying
to change an internal feud, betweqn itself and the Opposition,
into an international problem by accusing the United Arab
Republic of beipg the cause of that feud. in order to receive the
assistance of foreign countries, He added that the charges of
the Lebanese Government were series of allegations, President
Nasser conecluded by saying that the United Arab Republic respected

Lebanese 1ndependence.9

We shall now review, in brief, the minutes of the
extraordinary session of the Arab League held in the eity of
Benghazi, Libya, between May 31 and June 6, 1958, to dlscuss the
Lebanese complaint against the United Arab Republilc.

On May 31, 19568, the Council of the Arab League held

\ 0
the first meeting of its extraordinary session in Benghazi.l

8
Al-Hayat, May 28, 1958.

9
Al-Jaryde, May 17, 1958.
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At the outset of the meeting, President Kaabar of Libya expressed
his Government's hope that the Council of the Arab League would
use its "good offices" to solve the misunderstanding that had
occurred between the two disputing parties. Mr, Muhamed Ahmad
Mahjoub, Forelgn Minister of the Republic of Sudan and the head
of its delegation, expressed the same hopes whereupon the meeting

was adjourned until the next day, that 1is June 1, 1958.10

During the second meeting of the Arab League held on
June 1, 195811 Dr, Sayed Nofal, the Secretary of the extraordinary
gession and the head of the Political Department and the
Secretariat affairs of the Arab League, saild that the
Secretariat of the Arab League had received a memorandum from
the Lebanese Embassy in Cairo on its decislon to lodge a
complaint against the United Arab Republic with the Council of the

12

Arab League according to Artiecle VI of the Covenant of the Arab

10
League of Arab States, Secretariat, the Political
Department, the Council of the Arab League, Extraordinary Session
in Benghazi (Minutes of the First Meeting, May 31, 1968).

11
Ibid., (Minutes of the Second Meeting, June 1, 1958).
12
\ Art, VI of the Covenant of the Arab League stipulates:
should aggression by a State against a member State of the
League taxe place or be apprehended, it 1s for the State which
has suffered, or is threatened withaggression, to demand that
the Council be summoned to meet immediately..." Gerard J. Mangone,

A Short History of International Organization (New York: MeGraw-
Hill Book Company, Inc., 1954;, p.2865, \
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League. That complaint was based on the ground of "the unfriendly
actions and interferences of responsible and military men of the
Republic in the internal affairs of Lebanon which caused a threat
to Lebanon's independence and integrity, and to its leglitimate
Government." The memorandum added that since the Lebanese
Government wished to settle the disputes between Lebanon and its
sister Arab States, peacefully, therefore, 1ts declsion
colneided with Article V, paragraph 1130f the Covenant of the Arab
League., The memorandum concluded by requesting the Secretariat
of the Arab League to invite the Council of the Arab League to an
extraordinary sesslon to‘be neld on a high level, in either Sudan
or Libya as soon as posslble.

Dr. Nofal continued by reading a memorandum dated May 26,
1958, 1issued by the foreign Ministry of the United Arab Republic
to all ambassadors and heads of diplomatic misslions explaining the
United Arab Republic's point of view regarding the Lebanese
complaint to the Arab League. The main points were the following:
(I) that the Lebanese revolt was an internal one conducted by the
Lebanese people against the Lebanese President who was trying to
renew his term of office and to amend the constitution, and who
also tried to deceive the Lebanese people by saying that a

communal danger was threatening Lebanon, an accusation which was

13

Art. V, para, I, of the Covenant of the Arab League
stipulates: "Recourse to force to resolve disputes between two or
more League States i1s inadmisible, If a difference should arise
between them, not pertaining to the independence, sovereignty, or
territorial integrity of any of the States concerned , and the
contending parties have recourse to the Counclil to settle it, then
its decision is executory and obligatory." Ibid., p.284.
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refuted by statements made by Patriarch Moeuchi and other Christlan
Opposition leaders; (2) that the leaders who were opposing the
President of the Republic were distingulshed personalities such as
former President Bishara Khoury and former Premiers, Salam, Yafi,
Karami and Oueni(3) there were imperialistic forces supplying the
Lebanese Government with arms and equipment; (4) it refuted the
Lebanese accusation that the United Arab Republic was lnterfering
in the affairs of Lebanon and that the Lebanese Government with
the help of imperialistic forces "wanted to transform an internal
problem into an international problem;" (56) the United Arab Republic
accused the Lebanese deernment of permitting Lebanon to become
the center of conspiracies against the United Arab Republic, and
of deporting nearly nine thousand United Areab Republic nationals
from Lebanon without any reaaon.l4
During the same meeting of the Arab League, Mr, Bashir
Awar, speaking for Lebanon, brought up the following charges
against the United Arab Republic: (1) "instigation" through
newspapers, pamphlets and radio broadcasts (2) "constant activity
by the agents" of the United Arab Republic which led to the bloody
events in Lebanon. Regarding the first charge, Mr. Awar sald that,
for two years, a strong pfopaganda campaign had been launched
against the Lebanese Government by" the official radlo broadcasts
and the gulded Syrian and Egyptian newspapers." Instigation
included the following types. First, instigating the Lebanese Army

against the Syrian authorities. Secondly, provoking other Arab

14
League of Arab States, op.cit., (Minutes of the Second
Meeting, June 1, 1958), pp.3-6.
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countries against Lebanon and thirdly, provoking the Lebanese
people against their Government. Mr. Awar added that the official
broadecasts of Cairo, the Voice of the Arabs and Damascus radios,
commented on articles and news written in Syrian and Egyptian
newspapers,

Regarding the Lebanese Government's charges of "actual
interferences" by the United Arab Republic in the internel affairs
of Lebaron, Mr. Awar saild that sabotage activities had begun two
years earlier by throwing bombs and explosives on many public and
private places in Lebanon such as the throwing of a bomb on the
Bank of Syria and Lebanon. When arrested, the doers, admitted
that the Military Attaché of the Egyptian Embassy in Belrut had
given them the bombs. Those "actual interferences", added Mr. Awar,
also included military activities on the Syrian - Lebanese border.
In commenting on the first Deir-El Achair incident, September 13,
1957, he said that the road to Delr El Achair passed through
Syrian land, He added that the Syrian forces used all means to
help the armed men, prevented Lebanese reinforcements from
reaching the battleground and helped the mutineers in their
retreat. Those activities led to heavy losses on the part of
the Lebanese Gendarmerie forces. Besides, they used to arrest
those Gendarmeries who had to return to Lebanon through Syrian
territory. He added that those armed men were trained 1n Syria
and supplied with arms and orders from there,

Furthermore, Mr, Awar mentioned some incidents of
throwing bombs in the plains and the mountains as well as in the
cities such as the incidents of the villages of Chebaa and Kfar

Shouba. Then he mentioned the Masnaa incident in which many
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armed men, the majority of whom were Syrians, entered from a
station on the Syrian border and attacked five officials in the
Magnaa Station. The reason for the attack, claimed Mr. Awar, was
that the Masnaa officials had previously stopped a foreilgn diplomat
who was transferring arms, ammunition and explosives to Lebanon
from entering the country.

Mr. Awar added that the Lebanese Army had confiscated,
on May 27, 1968, arms and ammunition used only by regular armies
and which belonged to a neighboring Arab army. Then he complained
of the use of some Palestinian Refugees in sabotage activities, He
concluded by saying that Lebanon hoped "not to find itself obliged
to look for its safety and the safety of its status outside the
Arab League" and that it hoped that the League" would not fail in
that difficult test."15 Thus, it seems that, even at this stage

of the discussion of the Lebanese complalnt, the Lebanese Government
was doubtful of the ability of the Arab League to solve the dlspute
arising between 1t and the United Arab Republic Government.

The delegate of the United Arab Republic's replies to the

Lebanese charges were focussed upon the claim that the Government
of the United Arab Republic respected Lebanon's integrity and
independence -Ambassador Sayed Fahmil (the head of the delegation
of the United Arab Republic) described the memorandum of the
Lebanese Gpvernment and the statement of its delegate, Mr. Avar,
as a series of allegations, Thenhe read excerpts from President
Nasser's speech of May 16, 1968, in which the Egyptian President

declared that the United Areb Republic respected and defended

15
Ide- » pp.8“14 .
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Lebanon's independence.

The United Arab Republic's delegate was doubtful of
the purpose of the reference of the Lebanese complaint to the
Arab League and the Security Council at the same time. He asked
whether the Lebanese Government's presentation of its complaint
to the Arab League was meant to be "a formal measure'" only.
Ambassador Fahmi added that his Government had not received any
advence notice of the "facts, statements and information"
regarding the Lebanese complaint which the Arab League had asked
the Lebanese Government to provide, and requested enough time
to study them and prepare & reply.l6

When President Kaabar asked for the opinion of each
of the Arab delegations regarding the request of the delegatlon
of the United Areb Republic, Mr, Awar of Lebanon requested the
rest of the Arab delegations na to allow an "opportunity for
delay." Ambassador Fahml of the United Araeb Republic protested
against the word "gelay" and said that he only asked for an
opportunity to reply to the Lebanese charges.

Mr, Mahjoub of the Sudan asked Mr., Awar to present
proofs of what he had said, such as, cllppings from newspapers,
recordings of radio broadcasts and parts of weapons bearing the
marks of the Egyptian and the Syrilan Armies., Mr, Ibrahim Khudairi
of Irag requested the postponement of the meeting to June 2.

After a lengthly discusslion, the Council of the Arab
League decided that Mr, Awar should ask hils Government to

postpone the consideration of its complaint at the Security

18
Ibid.- ’ Pp. 15-19 .
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Council in order to give the Council of the Arab League an
opportunity to discuss that subject. Then the Councll agreed

unanimously to adjourn its meetlng until June 3, 1958.17

At the outset of the third meeting of the Councll of the
Arab Leaguel® President Kaabar announced that the Lebanese
Government agreed to postpone the meeting of the Securlty Council,
which was scheduled for June 3, in order to dlscuss the Lebanese
complaint against the United Arab Republlc until June 5, 1958.

Ambassador Fahml of the United Arab Republic trled, ln
a detalled speech, to explaln his Government's point of view
regarding the Lebanese complalnt. Mr. Fahmlrbegan by criticlzing
the concluding sentence of Mr. Awar'e statement that the latter's
Government hoped "not to find 1teelf obliged to look for its
safety and the safety of its status outside the Arab League."
He sald that that sentence showed that the Lebanese Governmeht
was not serious in referring its complaint to the Arab League,

In an attempt to defend his Government's point of view
that the Lebansse Crlsls was an internal one but not sectarian,
he then presented many examples as evidence of that point. He
sald that the Lebanese Crisls was a dispute between two groups.
The group which opposed the Lebanese Government included a number

of distingulshed political personalities such as former President

17
Ibid., pp. 20-24.

18

League of Arab States, op.cit. (Minutes of the Third
Meeting, June 3, 1958).
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Bishara Knoury and former Premiers and Ministers. Thenhe gave
examples from statements and declaratlions by the Maronite
Patriarch Paul Meouchi, Sheikh Muhamad Abu Chakra, religious
dignitary (Shelkh A1 Agl), and former President Khoury in which
the three of them regarded the President's insistance on renewing
his term of office as being the cause of the bloody events 1n
Lebanon and called for the resignation of Presldent Chamoun &as
the only remedy to put an end to the Lebanese Crilsis. Ambassador
Fahmi added that Lebanon had witnessed a similar crisis in 1952
which was solved by & wise action, namely, the resignation of
President Khoury. Thenhe presented a statement by former

- Premier Saeb Salam, in the name of the Opposition National Front,
in which he said that the Lebanese Crisis was an internal one,
and a struggle by the people agalnst Chamoun. Salam was also
quoted as denying the authorities' claim that there was an
interference by the United Arab Republic in the internal affairs
of Lebanon. Ambassador Fahmi then read a similar statement by
the "Third Force."lY He added that three ministers had resigned
from the Solh Government. They were Mr. Rashid Beydoun (Minister
of Defence), Mr. Bashir Uthman (Minister of Post and Wire) and
Mr. Farid Kozma (Minister of Informetion)., Mr. Rashid Beydoun
said, in the text of his letter of resignation, that he had
resigned in protest against the deterioration of security in

the country. The delegate of the United Arab Republic expressed

his Government's realization of the extent of the danger facing

19
See chap. II, footnote 91.
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Lebanon because of the interference of foreign elements in its
internal affairs. He added that any such interference from
"either side" (the two world blocs) would threaten the Middle
East. He also declared that the United Arab Republic did not
want Lebanon to become "another Korea.'

In commenting on Mr. Awar's accusatlion, that the
newspapers and the radlo broadcasts of the United Arab Republic
were attacking the Lebanese Government, Mr., Fahml said that
Egypt and Syria and later on the United Arab Republic had been
subjected to different kinds of attacks by many newspapers
"gpeaking in the name" of the Lebanese rulers. He added that
the enemies of the United Arab Republic had'paid millions to
fulfil their aims and had established secret broadcasting
stations throughout Lebanon and had started attacking the Unlted
Arab Republic., The Lebanese Government, sald Fahmi, did not
take any measures "to curb" those newspapers or stop those
stations., He added that the newspapers and the broadcasting
stations of the United Arab Republic were, until May 16, 1998,
communicating what the international information agencies
published.

Then he presented a tourist pamphlet publlished in
Lebanon. It was full of insults against President Nasser and
gave false information about the United Arab Republic. Mr. Fahmi
then presented some examples from Lebanese newspapers which he
considered as being pro-Government., For example, Al-Amal
newspaper, of the Phalanges Llbapalses Party, published an article
on May 2, 1957, entitled "the Tragedy of Freedom In Eéypt" in
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which 1t pretended that a law had been promulgated in Egypt
to the effect that anyone who attacked the President of the
Republic would be put to death. That piece of news was absolutely
denied by the delegate of the United Arab Republic. Furthermore,
Mr. Fahmi presented a false picture of President Nasser and
General Dayan, the Commander of the Israell Army, with insolent
words written under it, and said that that picture was printed
and distributed in Beirut. He added that he had with him
envelopes containing copies of that picture, with the Belrut FPost
Office Stampt on them. Those pictures, Mr, Fahmi added, were
sent to distinguished Arab personalities.

Ambassador Fahmi then accused the Lebanese Government
of allowing the Arab Information Office, speaking in the name of
the Baghdad Pact, to spread 1ts "1ies" against the United Arab
Republic. Besides, the Government of the United Arab Republic had
been attacked by the Lebanese President, his Frime Minister and
his Minister of Foreign Affairs before the Council of the Arab
League met. That was done through press conferences and statements
in which the Lebanese authorities uttered some "allegetions."
Thus, the newspapers and broadcasting aervices of the United Arab
Republic had to answer them.

Mr. Fahmi went on to say that the Lebanese rulers could
not present documentary evidence to substantiate their charges.
He added that when members of the Committee for Forelgn Affairs
of the Lebanese Parliament told Dr., Malik that the condltions
for accepting the Lebanese complaint by the Security Councll were
not fulfilled, Dr. Malik answered that the LebaneseGove}nment

wanted to present Lebanon's problem to world opinion and did not
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aim at condemning the United Arab Republic. Thus, Ambassador
Fahmi said that it was "a question of propaganda'" and not of
conviction, _

Mr., Fahmi then began commenting on each of the Lebanese
Government's accusations entitled "actual interferences"
refuting them in detail for example with regard to the
accusation of throwing bombs by "agents" of the United Arab
Republic. Mr. Fahmi said that judiclal inquiry by the Lebanese
security police about bombs thrown in Lebanon proved that some
members of those forces were themselves throwing the bombs.
He also accused the Lebanese Yovernment of allowing conspirators
against the United Araeb Republic such as Ghassan Jadld, who was
convicted by the Syrian Courts of plotting against the United
Arab Republic, to settle in Lebanon. He charged the Lebanese
authorities of establishing centers to train those consplirators
and mentioned the names of five such places, He also accused
the Lebanese authorities of recruiting them in the body of the
internal security forces and using them in "sabotage" activities.

Furthermore, said Mr. Fahmi, the Partle Populalre Soclale

had prepared plots in Lebanon against Syria and later the United
Arab Republic. He gave the incident of the assassination of
Colonel Adnan Malki in April 1955, by the Syrian Nationalists as
an example of that, He added that that plot and many others
were "prepared in Lebanon" against Syria and Egypt and later
against the United Arab Republic. On December 23, 1957,
continued Ambassador Fahmi, the Egyptian Government announced

that a plot, prepared in Beirut against the Egyptian Government,
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was discovered. He added that the Lebanese authorities did not
take any measure against the two conspirators, Maraghi and
Husein Fakhry, nor against the papers which publlshed many
declarations by the conspirators in which they attacked the
Egyptian Government. Ambassador Fahmi concluded his statement
by accusing the Lebanese authorities of "making up lncidents to
show the United Arab Republic as an aggressor,”" thus, attempting
to justify foreign intervention in the affairs of Lebanon and
bringing foreign forces and arms in order "to subject the people
to their wishes."20
Deputy Edward Honein, & member of the Lebanese
‘delegation, in reply to Mr, Fahml's speech, expressed the hope
of his country that the Arab League would not fail in finding
a solution for the conflict arising between the Lebanese and
the United Arab Republic's Government by saying that that mainly
depended on the goodwill of the United Arab Republlc.
After reading the accusations found in Mr. Awar's
(head of the Lebanese delegation) speech, Mr., Honein questloned
whether the memorandum of the United Arab Republic and Mr, Fahmi's
statement were a reply to the Lebanese charges against the United
Arab Republic or were "an attempt to Justify the United Arab
Republic's interference." He added that the reply of the delegate
of the United Arab Republic was a counter complaint rather than
e reply. That was the reason why the Lebanese delegation saw fit

to neglect replying to those accusations. He replied to

20
League of Arab States, op.cit. (Minutes of the Third
Meeting, June 3, 1958), pp.8-58.
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Mr, Fahmi's guestion as to whether the Lebanese Government

aimed at considering its complaint before the Arab League, as

a formel measure only, by saying that it was up to the United
Arab Republic not to make the Lebanese complaint before the

Areb League a formel measure. He attacked the United Arab
Republic's memorandum which mentioned that the Lebanese
President "had requested foreign intervention mede up of forelgn
volunteers, arms and ammunition" and asked whether the Unlted
Arab Republic wanted Lebanon to be defenceless against Isreel.

Regarding the United Areb Republic's Government
charge against Lebanon as being the center of plotting against
‘the United Arab Republic, Mr, Honein said that those who murdered
Colonel Adnan Malkl were from the Syrian Army. Those who
planned the plot were Syrian Nationalists whom Syria was "protecting"
and some of whom were convicted by the Lebanese Courts., They
were not surrendered by the Syrlan authorities under the pretence
that they were convicted of political crimes,

In commenting on the pamphlets such as the tourists'
pamphlet, which was presented by the head of the delegatlon of
the United Arab Republic, Mr, Honein sald that there was no proof
that tney were printed in Beirut nor that the Lebanese authorities
encouraged printing and publishing them. In every country, added
Mr, Honein, there were printing presses for such purposes the
statements of which the Government could not be held responsible.

In reply to Mr. Fahmi's statement that newspapers in
the United Arab Republic were not gulded by the Governmght,

Mr, Honein asked, how all the daily newspapers of Calro and
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Damascus published the same information and had the same

character or trend if they were not guided? Thenhe presented

some samples of such newspapers. MNr, Honeln added thzt he had

another proof. Egyptian and Syrlan newspapers used to publish,

simultaneously, information about certain incidents as if they

haed occurred in Lebanon, but in fact those incidents used to

occur on the following day sometimes or not occur at all. He

added that such incident made the Lebanese Government think that

news in the United Arab Republic's newspapers were gulded and that

" those newspapers were publishing those 1incldents as orders for

the rebels to execute. ">+ Besides, the three radio stations of

.Damzscus, Cairo, and the Volce of the Arabs, exchanged news wilth

those newspapers., That showed, Mr. Honeln added, that those news

were 1lssued by the same source. Furthermore, he presented some

].es.fle‘c.sg2 "instigating the Lebanese people agalinst their Government,'
Mpr., Honein then added that insults against the Lebanese

President in Lebanese papers exceeded those against the Fresident

of the United Arab Republic. Immediately, Mr. Fahml of the United

Arab Republic questioned what was the cause of that, and Mr. Honein

answered that it was due to the freedom of the press which was

21
Interview with Deputy Edward Honein on November 27,
1962,

22

I have reviewed some photostatic copies of those
leaflets. They were issued by different Opposition assoclations
and parties such as the Arab Nationalists' Movement, the
Opposition National Front, the Baath Party and the Communist
Party. Those leaflets attadked Chamoun's Government internal and
foreign policies, such as the Eisenhower Doctrine (foreign policy)
and press censorship (internal policy).
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guafanteed in Lebanon even during those critical days.
Mr. Honein concluded his speech by suggesting the stopping
of 2ll newspaper and radio attacks from both countries, the
United Arab Republic and Lebanon, Later on he presented a
recording of attacks by the United Arab Republic's broadcasting
station against the Lebanese Government. Mr. Fahml commented
on that by saying that that recording did not come from any of
the three stations of the United Arab Republic and that the
volce was rather confused.

After a short recess, Mr. Honein said that the United
Arab Republic's intervention in the affalrs of Lebanon was revealed
" by the United Arabd Republic's deep interest in those affalrs as
well as its "overt intervention" before the Council of the Arab
League. He added that since the affairs of Lebanon concerned
the Lebanese alone, therefore, the Lebanese delegatlon would
not reply to what the United Arab Republic's delegate had sald
and would only discuss the Lebanese complalnt.

Furthermore, Mr, Honein read the sentence issued by
the Lebanese Military Court on April 17, 1957, accusing the
Egyptian Military Attaché and other persons of sabotage activitles
and throwing explosives on foreign buildings and institutlons.
He then said that judicial inquiry proved that some Syrians had,
by order from the Syrian Deuxi®me Bureau, carrled on sabotage
activities and thrown explosives. Mr, Honein presented the
photos of heavy arms such as anti-tank bombs which could not be
found in free markets, When Mr., Honeln showed the resp of the
Arab delegations two samples of clips carrylng the Egyptlan and

the Syrian Armies' stamps, the head of the United Arab Republic's
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delegation sald that those weapons were not manufactured in

Zgypt and that Egypt did not have armg' factories 1n 1949, the

date which was stamped on the weapons. Mr. Honeln then announced

that many Lebanese nationals and other persons were tralned

as commandos under the direction of the Syrian Deuxiéme Bureau.
Mr. Honein also added that the lncldents of Masnaa,

Deir El Achair, Chebaa and Kfar Shouba, which the Unlted Arab

Republic's delegate tried to refute, were proved by the Lebanese

authorltiea through reports, photographs and testimonles. These

"oroved" that a meeting was held between Mr. Kamal Jumblat,

én Oppoéltlon leader, and his men on the one hand, and some

representatives of the Syrilan Deuxi®&me Bureau on the other. 1In

that meeting, added Mr. Honeln, the Syrian Deuxi®me Bureau agreed

to support Kamal Jumblat in starting an armed revolt and carrylng

on sabotage activities in order to oblige the Lebanese Presldent

to resign. When Mr. Fahml of the Unlted Arab Republic asked

him who wrote those reports, Mr. Honsin answered that they

were wrltten by the official Lebanese authoritles whose sincerity

could not be doubted. Then the meeting of the Councll of the

Arab League was adjournéd until the next day, June 4, 1958.23

During the fourth meeting of the Councll of the Arab

League,24 Ambassador Fahmi of the Unlted Arab Republlc, requested

23
League of Arab States, op.clt., Pp. 59-80.

24
Ibld. (Minutes of the Fourth Meeting, June 4, 1958).
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an opportunity to prepars an answsr to Mr. Honein's spsech. Thus,
the meetlng was postponed until the afternoon of June 4, 1958.25
On the morning of June 4, 1958, a meeting was held
outside the Legislatlve Council's Bullding which was not attended
by elther of the dlsputlng parties, the Lebanese or the Unlted
Arab Republic delegations. The cause of that meetlng was the
fact that the Sudanese delegation presented, to the Council of
the Arab League, a draft resolution whlch the rest of the Arab

delegations would accept.26

Then that origlnal Sudaness draft
resolution27 was amended several times especlally by the Lebanese
Governmsnt, which was consulted and lts amendments were included

in the final draft resolution.28

The fifth meeting of the Council of the Arab League29
was held on the afternoon of June 4, 1958. Mr. Mahjoub of Sudan

sald that the Arab League should try to restore peace to Lebanon.

25
Ibid., pp. 4-6.

26
gami Solh, Memolrs (Beirut: Maktabat Al-Fikr Al-Arabl,
1960), p. 517.

<
For the text of that resolutlion see Appendix III.

28
Deputy Edward Honein sald, in an lnterview with the
writer, on November 27, 1962, that the original Sudansse draft
resolutlion was. reviewed by the Lebanese delegation and the Lebanese
Government and various changes were lncluded ln that resolution.

29 '
League of Arab States, op.cit. (Fifth Meeting on the
afternoon of June 4, 1958).
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Thenhe presented the final Sudanese draft resolution,So which
had been approved by all the Arab delegations except those of
Lebanon and the United Arab Republic. He insisted on discussing
the dispute arising between the United Arab Republlc and Lebanon
in the Arab League without resorting to internmational agencies,
that is the Security Council and the General Assembly. He was,
thus, trying to localize the problems arising between the Arab
States and preventing other states from interfering in the internal
affairs of Lebanon.

Ambassador Fahmi of the United Arab Republic asked for
the re-inclusion of the following sentence, which was included
"in the original Sudanese draft resolution, "after observing in
both parties the spirit of mutual respect and the true intention
of not interfering in the internal affairs of each other..."

Mr. Awar of Lebanon commented on Mr. Fahmi suggestion by saying
that 1f the United Arab Republic's amendment mentioned above,
was accepted, then the Lebanese delegation had many objectlons,
Mp, Mahjoub, of Sudan, Sheikh Ibrahim Al Suleiman Bin Aqll,

of Saudi Arabia, Mr, Ahmad Tarawneh, of Jordan, Mr. Ibrahim Khudairi,
of Irag, and President Kaabar of Libya, insisted on the wording
of the draft resolution as 1t was without the addition of that
sentence suggested by the United Arab Republic's delegate

and found in the original Sudanese draft resolution. Only

Mr. Ahmad Shami, of Yemen, said that he did not find any
objection to the acceptance of that additional sentence because
it did not influence the bulk of the draft resolution ?ut added
good spirit to 1it.

At that point Mr, Fahmi questioned why all the

30369 Appendix III.
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delegations refused the re-inclusion of that sentence, although

the draft resolution containing it was discussed several times

on the morning of June 4, 1958, and that sentence was only removed
during the fourth meeting. He wondered "what secret was behind

that unanimity?" Mr. Mahjoub commented on Mr. Fahmi's remark

by saying that the question was one of principle and that the

door for further amendments should not be opened. Mr, Mahjoub

then read the full text of the original Sudanese draft fesolution,sl
which included the sentence mentioned above by Mr. Fahmi and on
whose inclusion, in the final Sudanese draft resolution, the
delegate of the United Arab Republic had insisted. Mr. Awar of
Lebanon, suggested the inclusion of the followlng sentence, as
well as the sentence suggested by the United Arab Republic's
delegate, "the Council of the Arab League would call upon each
member not to interfare in the internal affairs of any other
member, "> Mr, Fahmi said that the Lebanese proposal, suggested by
Mr, Awar, was already included in the Covenant of the Arab

League. As an attempt to solve the problem he suggested to
President Kasabar the including, in the minutes of the fifth meeting,
of absolute confirmation of all the Arab delegatlions of the
following sentence "the United Arab Republic respected the
independence and integrity of Lebanon and did not interfere in

33
its internal affairs." If all the delegates approved of 1it,

31 '
For the full text of the original Sudanese draft
resolution see Appendix II.

32
League of Arab States, op.cit., p.13.

33
Ibid,
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then i1t should be included in the draft resolution. At that
point the head of the Lebanese delegation asked the permlssion
to refer to his Government. The meeting was adjourned until

June 6, 1958.5%

At the outset of the sixth meeting of the Arab League,3®
President Kaabar asked the Lebanese and the United Arab Republic's
delegates to present the reply of thelr respective Governments
to the Sudanese draft resolution which the rest of the Arab
delegates had accepted in the previous meeting.

Mr. Awar of Lebanon, saild that the Lebanese Government
did not accept the draft resolution because it was "general"
and "did not tackle the Lebanese Crisis itself." Besides, it
was "a recommendation" or "a mediation" effort, Such a
resolution, he added, would not lead to the withdrawal of the
Lebanese complaint from the United Nations Security Council but
to its "suspension while walting for the result of that
recommendstion or mediation.">o

With the Lebanese delegate's suggestion of the
suspension of the Lebanese complaint at the Security Councill,
a good opportunity was offered, which the rest of the Arab
delegations could have used to medlate between the two disputing

states, On the contrary, they (the delegates of Irag, Jordan,

34
Ibid., pp.4-16

35
Ibid, (8ixth Meeting June 6, 1958).

36
Ib;g.’ pls.
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Libya, Saudi Arabia and Sudan) declared that since approval
of the draft resolution should be unanimous by all the members
of the Arab League and since the Lebanese Government had "refused
1t," they considered the draft resolution "as if it had never
existed,"?”
It seems surprising that those delegates had used the
word "refused" while the Lebanese delegate had declared that hls
Government considered the final Sudanese draft resolutlion as
s recommendation which could lead to the suspension rather than
the withdrawal of the Lebanese complaint from the Security
Council while waiting for the result of that recommendation.
" Another point that should be noted here is the fact that the
Lebanese delegate had accepted the United Areb Republic's
amendment to the final Sudanese draft resolution on condition
that that draft resolution would include the following Lebanese
amendment, the Council of the Arab League requests "each member
not to interfere in the internal affairs of any other member,"
Thus, it seems that all the Arab delegations, except
those of the United Arab Republic and Yemen, were not anxlious
to settle the dispute between Lebanon and the Unlted Arab
Republic in the Arab League. Furthermore, they were encouraging
the Lebanese delegation to continue the reference of 1ts
complaint to the Security Council. Mr. Honeln commented on the
attitude of those delegations by saying that they were

encouraging the Lebanese delegation to insist on 1ts complaint.

37
Ibido ’ pp. 1"3 .
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Great encouragement, added Mr. Honelin, came from the three
delegations of Jordan, Iraq and gaudi Arebia. Jordan and Iraq
expressed explicity their full support of Lebanon. The Lebanese
delegation, he added,understood that they had received orders
from their Government to support the Lebanese delegation under
a1l circumstances. The atmosphere of the meetings of the Council
of the Arab League, continued Mr. Honein, was favorable to the
Lebanese delegation. None of the Arab delegations, however,
supported the Lebanese suggestion alming at proving that intervention
in the affairs of Lebanon had taken place and that it should be
stopped immediately. The reason for that, according to Honeln,
might have been their desire not to arouse the United Arab
Republic.38

The head of the delegation of Yemen expressed his
regret at the lost effort. The heads of the Sudanese, the
Libyan and the Saudl Arablan delegations expressed thelr deep
regret at the sad result of that extraordinary session of the
Arab League., Ambassador Fahmi, after thanking the Libyan King,
Government and people, as all the other delegates had done, said
that he had warned from the beginning that the Lebanese Government
was not serious in referring its complaint to the Council of the
Areb League and was not aiming to reach a solution through 1it.
By presenting two complaints simultaneously to the Council of
the Arab League and the United Natlons Securilty Council, the
Lebanese Governmment "had imposed on the Arab League an atmosphere

which it was not used to" since its eatablishment.sg

38
Interview with Deputy Edward Honein

39
League of Arab States. op.cit.. Pp.3-8.
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Did the Arab League have a chance of success in its
efforts to solve the Lebanese Crisis?

The Arab League was faced by two obstacles at the time,
a theoretical one and a political one. The theoretical hindrance
was the fact that all its resolutlons had to be agreed upon
unenimously by all its members. The political obstacle, which
hindered the Arab League from achieving a solution of the Lebanese
problem was the fact that the Arab States were divided, at the
time, into two blocs. All the Arab States but Yemen supported
the Lebanese point of view. A chance of compromise had occurred
when the Lebanese delegate suggested the suspension of the
Lebanese complaint lodged with the Securlty Council until the
result of the mediation efforts, according to the Arab League
resolution of June 6, 1968, was known, but the rest of the Arab
States instead of seizing that opportunity at compromise declared
that they considered the Lebanese complaint as if it had never

existed.



CHAPTER IV

THE ROLE OF THE UNITED NATIONS SECURITY COUNCIL
DURING THE LEBANESE CRISIS

Dr. Karim Azkoul, the representative of Lebanon,
requested in a letter dated May 22, 1958, the President of
the Security Councll to consider the "complaint by Lebanon
in respect of a sltuatlon arising from the intervention of the
United Arab Republic in the lnternal affairs of Lebanon, the
continuance of which is likely to endanger the maintenance of

international peace and security."l

Five days later, the Seéurity Council placed the
Lebanese complaint on its agenda. Upon the request of the
Iraqli delegation and with the approval of the rest of the members
of the Security Council, the Councll had postponed the conslderatlon
of the lebanese complaint from May 26 to June 3, 1958, in order
to glve the Arab League more chance to study the Lebanese
complaint placed before 14,2

For the same reason mentioned above and upon the
request of the Lebanese delegatlon the Councll had agreed to
postpone further discussion of the Lebanese complaint before 1t

twice more. Once for 48 hours on June 2, 1958, and the second

1
8/4007, see Appendix IV.

2
8/Pv.818, May 27, 1958, pp. 7-8.
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time for 24 hours on June 5, 1958. Thus, on Juns 6, the Security

Council held its first meeting to conslder the Lebanese complaint?

The Lebanese Forelgn Minister, Dr. Charles Mallk,
declared in his speech that his Government had placed its complaint
before the Arab League 1in an effort to let that regional
organization deal with the Lebancese case. The Arab League, added
Dr. Malik, after meeting for six days 1in order to discuss the
Lebanese complaint had falled to take any decision regarding that
subject. Thus, the Lebanese Government had to present the
Lebanese complaint to the Security Council. Dr. Mallk expressed
his deep sorrow at having to present a complalnt agalnst a sister
Arab country.

The ILebanese complaint, stated Dr. Mallk, consisted of
three claims. The first was the presence of "massive, 1llegal
and unprovoked intervention in the affalrs of Lebanon by the
United Arab Republic." The second claim was that the:"Intervention
almed at underminlng,'and did in fact threaten the independence
of Lebanon." The Third was that the:"Situation created by that
intervention which threatened the 1ndépendence of Lebanon was
likely, 1f continued, to endanger the malntenance of international
4

peace and security."

Dr. Malik sald that the actuallty of the 1lntervention

3
8/Pv.823, June 6, 1958, p. 2.

4
Ibldo ] ppo 3”1“.
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of the United Arab Republic could be proved through the
following six sets of facts:

1. The supply of arms on a large scale from the Unlted
Arab Republic to subversive elements in Lebanon;

2. The tralning in subversion on the territory of the
United Arab Republic of elements from Lebanon and
the sending back of these elements to Lebanon to
gubvert thelr Government;

3, The participation of United Arab Republic civilian
nationals residing in or passing into Lebanon in
subversive and terrorist activities in Lebanon;

4, The particlpation of Unlted Arab Republic government
elements in subversive and terrorist actlvities and in
the direction of rebellion in Lebanon;

5. The violent and utterly unprecedented press campaign
conducted by the United Arab Republlc against the
Government of Lebanon;

6. The violent and utterly unprecedented radlo campalgn
conducted by the United Arab Republic inclting the
people of Lebanon to overthrow thelr Government.

Dr. Malik mentioned fifteen incidents in order to
prove the supply of arms by the Unlted Arab Republlc “to
subversive elements in Lebanon." |

One such lncldent mentioned by Dr. Mallk was the
following. He said that the Lebanese Deuxi&me Bureau had listed,
in a report dated May 28, 1958, different kinds of weapons and
ammunition smuggled from Syria. A certain Hisham Najl of
Tripoli, who was arrested on that day, confessed that those
weapons, on which Syrian and Egyptian Army marks were stamped,
were sent to a notable Opposition leader 1n Tripoli. Dr. Malik
added that he had the plctures of the weapons carrylng those
marks.

Furthermore, Dr. Mallk presented more detalls

concerning the incldent of the arrest of Mr. Louls de San, the

9
Ibld., p. 4.
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Belglan Consul General at the Lebanese-Syrlan border. Besldes
different weapons found in the Consul's car the Belgian Consul
was carrylng a letter addressed to an unknown person in Belrut
ordering, among other things, the throwlng of bombs in three
main streets in the Capltal as well as on the Presidential
Palace. When arrested, the Belglan Consul would not allow his
car to be searched and asked 1f he could return to 8yrla without
belng searched. The Consul clalmed that his driver had trusted
him "with the sultcase contalning the weapons" the contents of
which he was lgnorant of. Dr. Malik linked the incident of the
arrest of the Belgian Consul to the subsequent rald on the
Custom's post by "several hundred Syrians and Lebanese coming
from Syria" on the following night.

In order to prove "the training in subversion" of
Lebanese ln Syria Dr. Mallk announced that the Lebanese Government
knew for certaln that Lebanese and non-Lebanese commandog were
trained in Syrla under the direction of Syrlan officers from
the Syrlan Deuxi®me Bureau. The majority of those arrested by
the Lebanese authorities for sabotage activities in Lebanon
belonged to the Syrian Commando Unit. Dr. Malik added that
many members of that unit were in the Lebanese prisons and he
could present them to the Security Council.

Dr. Mallk then announced that he brought with him a
1ist of 150 Tripolitanians, who had been seen while recelving
milltary tralning with the Syrian Army in the Syrian town of
Hadbussya near Tell Kalakh. He added that when they were
arrested those Triplitanians had confessed that thef had been

tralned in the use of weapons in Syria.
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The Lebanese Foreign Minister then turned to the
particlpation of United Arab Republic civilian nationals "in
subversive and terrorist actlvities 1in Lebanon." In ordef to
prove this point he referred to the arrest in sidon on May 25,
1958, of twenty two Syrians, thirteen of whom had carrled
gyrian Army ldentity cards. Moreover, internal securlity reports
revealed that during the year 1958 many Palestinlans from Gaza
as well as Syrians had been arrested for terrorist actlvitles.

Dr. Malik then turned to "the participation of United
Arab Republic government elements ln subversive and terrorist
activities and in the direction of the rebellion in Lebanon."®
In order to prove this poilnt Dr. Mallk mentloned the lncident
of Deir ELl Achalr.”

Dr. Malik declared that all the incidents mentioned

by him'"proved"the existence of "intervention".

Dr. Malik turned to hils second claim that: "That
intervention aimed at undermining and did in fact threaten"
Lebanon's independence. Mallk based this claim on "“the violent
and utterly unprecedented press campalgn conducted By the Unlted
Arab Republic against the Government of Lebanon," and on the
fact that thls press campalgn openly incited the Lebanése to
overthrow thelr Government. Dr. Mallk sald that many people,
includlng himself, belleved that the Press of the United Arab

Republlic was controlled by the Government. Even if that could

6
Ibid., p. 44.

T
For the detalls of this incident see Chap. III, p. 72.
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not be proved, yet there was a link between the Government and
the Press of the Unlted Arab Republic 1in regard to what the Press
said about Lebanon. A study of that press would immedlately
gsubstantiate his claim. For nearly two years no Egyptlan or
Syrian newspaper had spoken a kind word about the Lebanese
Government.

Radio broadcasts have a particularly dlsturbing effect.
This was 80 because llliterate people could listen to the radio.
Dr. Malik added that he had brought 500 such broadcasts with him
and that he would present samples of them. The Unlted Arab
Republlec's radlo was'certalnly controlled bylthe Government,
Dr. Malik asserted. The broadcasts seemed to reflect the United
Arab Republic policy.

Dr. Malik also sald that a clandestline volce called
"Radio Free Lebanon" had been broadcasting from the territory
of the United Arab ﬁepublic. It had incited the Lebanese people
to rebel and had supported subversion. Dr. Mallk concluded by
saying that since the outbreak of the disturbances the United
Arab Republic's propaganda machlinery had been directed towards
the "upholding, promoting, inflaming and even directing and

gulding the subverslon activities occurring in Lebanon, and.
that that propaganda almed at the overthrow of the Lebanese
Government and its replacement by another one "subservient to

the will of the United Arab R.epublic."8
The lntervention of the United Arab Republic had

8
S/PV.BQ}, 02.011‘,., po 20.
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therefore threatened lLebanese independence. And since Lebanon
was a member of the Unlted Nations Organization, that intervention
would in turn threaten the maintenance of lnternational peace
and security. The Unlted Nations, continued Malik, should stop
any external intervention if it threatened the independence of a
member of the Organlization.

Dr. Mallk concluded hls statement by urging the Security
Council to come to grips with the Lebanese problem, to stop that
"unprovoked massive intervention" and to preserve the independence
of Lebanon, thus, removing a threat to international peace and

secﬁrlty.g

Mr. Omar Loutfl, speaklng for the United Arab Republic,
began by stressing the fact that the United Arab Republlc's
peoples had always supported the independence of Lebanon.'

In commentlng on the circumstances surrounding the
reference of the Lebanese complalnt to the Security Council,

Mr. Loutfi sald that the Lebanese Government tried to give an
international aspect to an internal problem and was thus using
the Security Councll for the settlement of an internal issue.

Mr. Loutfl added that, prlor to the submission of the
Lebanese complaint to the Arab League, the Lebanese Foreign
Minlster had declared, upon hils arrival in New York, that the
Security Council should discuss that complaint. Therefore, said

Loutfi, 1t was apparent that the Lebanese Government was not

9
See text of Malik's statement, Ibid., pp. 3-22.



very serious in the reference of the Lebanese complaint to the
Arab League but used 1t as an attempt to show that it had
exhaugsted 1ts local efforts to solve the Lebanese problem before
the reference of 1ts complaint to the Security Council.

Mr. Loutfl added that preceding the June 6 meeting
he had been notified that a resolution submitted by six States
of the Arab League, namely, Saudl Arabia, Irag, Jordan, Sudan,
Llbya and Yemen, had not been accepted by the Lebanese Government ¢
That resolution (the text of which he read to the Council) could
have settled the dispute were it not for the refusal of the
Lebanese Government.

Mr. Loutfi then drew the attention of the Security
Council to the provisions of Article 36, paragraph 2 of the
United Nations Charter.ll

Mr. Loutfl described the statement of the Lebanese
representative as a speech "full of allegations and accusations
unsupported by any tanglble evidence."!2 He would attempt
to prove that the Lebanese Crisis waa‘an lnternal problem.

The international press had already mentloned a lot
about the leaders of the Opposition to the Lebanese Government.
Those leaders, such as Mr. Bishara Khoury, Former President of

Lebanon, and Messrs. Salam, Yafil, Oueini and Karamy, former

10
gee Appendlx III.

Lk

Which stipulates: "the Security Council should take
into consideration any procedures for the settlement of the
dlspute which have already been adopted by the parties."

12
S/Pv.823’ OEo Glt., P. 240
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Prime Ministers were all responsible peopls.

Opposltion papers in Lebanon mentioned that among the
causes of the troubles 1n lLebanon was the desire of the Lebanese
President to renew his term of office. The Opposition also
accused the Government of "having manipulated the elections"
in an attempt to guarantee the return of the "Governmental
candidates."

Mr. Loutfi then presented extracts from the May 30,
1958, issue of the "Washington Post" and "The New York Times"
issue of May 31, 1958, to support his 1n£erpretatlon.

The Maronite Patriarch of Lebanon and the Opposition
leaders, sald Mr. Loutfl, considered the issue as an internal
problem of Lebanon and absolved -the United Arab Republic of any
responsibillty for it. That was the reason why the question of
the reference of the Lebanese case to the Securlty Councll was
dlsputed even ln the meeting of the Foreign Affairs Committee of ,
the Lebanese Chamber of Deputies. Mr. Phllippe Takla, the
Chairman of that Committee, had sald that the Forelgn Minister
could not prove that the Lebanese complaint referred to the Security
Council 'was based on true facts" and that its reference would only
"aggravate" the Lebanese problem.

- Mr. Loutfi sald that he would comment on Dr. Malik's
individual accusations after studylng the latter's speech céreﬁﬂly.
Meanwhlle, he quoted an extract from an article ﬁhich appeared in
the May 27, 1958, lssue of the Times of London, regarding Syrian
infiltration, which stated that inspite of "the Governmental

claim during the 1957 general elections, no Syrian agltator
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arrested was brought to trial,"13 Furthermore, sald Mr. Loutfi,
Mr. Fouad Ammoun, the former Sécretary-General of the Lebanese
Ministry of Forelgn Affalrs had stated that 1t was the Lebanese
Government 1tself which had demanded foreign weapons and
distributed them among lts own followers.

Mr. Loutfl commented on the incldent regarding the
Belglan Consul General in Damascus by saylng that since the
Lebanese courts were dealling with that case, he would not like
to discuss it in detail.

Regardlng the alleged radio and press campalgn mentioned
by the Lebanese representative, Mr. Loutfl sald that even if
those ailegatlons were true the radio and the press of the Unlted
Arab Republic, in general, broadcasted and published the news
published by the Lebanese Press. He added that some Lebanese
papers were attacking the United Arab Republic's Government in
Egypt. Regarding the radio broadcasts Mr. Loutfi sald: the
United Arab Republic "had to reply to transmisslons attacking
1t! He had documents on that subject and was ready to put them
at the disposal of the Councll members.

Mr. Loutfl then attacked the provocative actions by
Lebanese authorlitles against the Unlted Arab Republiec. For
several months Lebanese authorities had expelled thousand of
United Arab Republic's cltizens without any explanation or
reference to any administrative or Judliclal bodies. He then
read an extract from the May 21, 1958, 1ssue of the New York
Times which mentloned that a thousand Syrian nationals had been

13
Ibld., p. 29.
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deported from Lebanon.
Mr. Loutfi concluded hls speech by quoting some extracts

8,14 in which the

of a speech by President Nasser on May 16, 195
United Arab Republic's President had declared that his country
had nothlng to do with events occurring in Lebanon. 12

Most of the representatives who spoke after Mr. Loutfi
including those of Japan and Colombla demanded further information
about what had happened in the Arab League mestings 1in Benghazi.
Dr. Mallk denled that a "unanimous resolution was submltted for
the decision of the Government of Lebanon." He added that the
Iragl and the Jordanlan Governments did not agree to any draft
resolution accepted by some members of the Arab Leaguse.

Dr. Malik commented on Mr. Loutfi's statement by saying
that the latter had used guotations from neﬁspapers whlle he
himself had used "offlclal documents" and excerpts from United
Arab Republic papérs in support of his view. The mere discussion
of the Lebansse Crisis by the United Arab Republic's
representative, added Malik, proved that the United Arab Republic
Government had intervened in the internal affalrs of Lebanon.

He went on to say that Mr. Loutfl should have tried to refute
the facts enumerated by him instead of discussing the domestic

affalrs of Lebanon.16

14 [
8ee Chap. III, p. 68.
15 o :
See Text of Loutfi's speech, 8/PV.823, op.cit.,
ppo 23"'32' ' - - -
16
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Further statements were made, in the Juns 10, 1958,17
meeting, by Mr. Omar Loutfi (United Arab Republic representative)
and Dr. Charles Malik (Lebanese representative).

Mr. Loutfi replied, in a lengthy statement, to Dr. Mallk'e
charges agalnst the intervention of the United Arab Republic in
the internal affalrs of Lebanon. The majority of the examples
cited by Dr. Mallk, sald Loutfi, "were based on reports prepared
by the Lebanese police or by the Deuxi®me Bureau." Those reports,
he added, could not be taken into conslderation unless they were
supported by "conclusive evidence." The responsibllity of the
United Arab Républlc was thus not bro#ed.

Mr. Loutfi then defended the Consul-General of Belgium
in Damascus, who was accused of - carrylng arms from Syria into
Lebanon, on the basis that the lattsr was unaware of the presence
of weapons in his car. Mr. Loutfl added that the United Arab
Republlic Government had no knowledge of the letter the Consul
was accused of carrylng.

Mr. Loutfl criticlzed Dr. Mallk's conclusion that the
United Arab Republic supplied elements, "éngaged in subversive

actions 1in Lebanon,"” with arms. That conclusion had not taken
into consideration the fact that in Lebanon all the hill-folks
and the tribesmen were armed and that there 'had always been
"clandestine crossing of the frontlier between Syria and Lebanon
from one side or the other." He went on to say that Dr. Malik
was aware of the fact that his Government had "distributed large

quantities of arms to its partisans and to certaln organizations."

17
8/PV.824, June 10, 1958,
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and that those arms had passed from one person to another.
Many Opposition leaders, such as Mr. Ammoun, had stressed that
point.

In commenting on Dr. Malik's allegation that Lebanese
rebels were tralned in Syria, Mr. Loutfl sald that Malik had
mentioned no names nor did he explain whether those persons had
been tried and found gullty.

Mr. Loutfl added that Dr. Malik had referred to Syrians
carrying Syrian Army Service cards. Since all Syrians who had
completed their military service had to carry military cards
that did not mean that all those people, mentioned by Malik,
were enllsted in the Syrian Army.

The Lebanese problem,. Loutfl concluded, belng a purely
domestic pfoblem, should be solved by the Lebanese themselvea.l8

Before commenting on Mr. Loutfi's statement Dr. Malilk
announced that he had received news from éelrut that the situation
there had deteriorated and that the infiltration of arms and men
had increased. He added that he was requested by the Lebanese
Government to ask the Securlty Councll to remain in sesgion until
a declslion on the Lebanese problem could be reached.

Dr. Mallk sald that the United Arab Republic representative
dld not comment on more than 18 or 20% of the facts mentioned by
him.

Dr. Mallk admitted that some of the quotations, that he

18
Ibid-p DP. 2_"'130
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had read, from Egyptian and Syrian newspapers had been printed
from material which had originated in Lebanon but asked why the
United Arab Republic newspapers should use only that sort of
material,

Dr. Malik commented on Mr. Loufi's charges that the
Lebanese Press had published certain material attacking the United
Arab Republic, by saying that there was a free press in Lebanon
that criticized even the Lebanese Government itself,

Regarding Mr, Loutfi's comment that the United Arab
Republic's broadcasting services were answering the Lebanese
radlo, Dr, Malik said that the Lebanese radio, being very weak,
was hardly heard in Beirut let alone Egypt. Besides, the quanese
radio had tried to be objective aﬁd fair in its broadcasts.

Dr. Malik commented on what had "really" happened in the

Arab League by saying that the Lebanese delegation was not the
only Arab delegation which had refused the Arab League's draft
resolution (or the final Sudanese draft resolution), but that
the majority of those delegations said that they would not take
any decision until they knew Lebanon's opinion regarding that
resolution. When the Lebanese Government "rejected" that draft
resolution, the representatives of Iraq, Jordan and Libya said

that they had nothing to do with that resolution either.lg

19

One point should be clarified here regarding the two
versions of the meetings of the Arab League presented by the
United Arab Republic's and the Lebanese delegates. When the final
Sudanese draft resolution was discussed during the fifth meeting
of the Arab League, President Kaabar, of the Libyan delegation,
asked 1f that resolution was accepted by all the Arab delegates
subject to the acceptance of the Lebanese and the United Areb
Republic's Governments, nobody answered, Furthermore, when he
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In commenting on Mr. Loutfi's charges accusing the
Lebanese Government of expelling United Arab Republic nationals
from Lebanon, Dr. Mallk said that the Lebanese Government had to
expel some of the Unlted Arab Republic nationals because they had
performed subversive actlivities. Many of them, Dr. Mallk added,
dld not possess ldentity cards 1ln Lebanon. Besldes, there were
still fifty thousand Syrians living in Lebanon and working in
commerce, agriculture and other activlitles. Those expelled during
the events, continued Malik, were a minority that did not exceed
one thousand.

Dr. Malik sald that the Lebanese Government had treated
the diplomatlc officlals of the Unlted Arab Republic with patience
except in one or two cases where the situation was so dlsagreeable
that 1t was lmpossible for it to remaln patient. He added that
Unlted Arab Republic diplomats were engaged in openly anti-
Government and pro-Oppositlon activities. It was beyond credulity
sald Dr. Mallk, to believe that Lebanon was'engaged in subversive
activities 1in Egypt or Syria.ao

After thils detalled presentation of the Lebanese charges
against the United Arab Republic and the latter's reply to thoge

charges 1t 1s convenlent to glve a few general comments on the

announced that that reaction would mean that all the Arab
delegations had accepted the resolution subject to the approval
of the Governments of the two disputing states, he again got no
answer and the meeting was adjourned until' June 6, 1958.

20
Text of Mallk's statement, Ibid., pp. 13-21.
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attlitudes of both Governments. We can say that the Lebanese
representative had emphasized the external intervention and

had "played down the serious domestlic schism." The representative
of the United Arab Republlc, on the other hand, had denled that
any interference approved of, or assisted by the United Arab
Republic had occurred from Egypt or Syria; but he "did not deny
that private individuals might have infiltrated" or that some
individuals mlght have smuggled weapons across the Syrian-
Lebanese border.2l

Differsnt views were expressed during the June 10, 1958,
meeting of the Becurity Councll regarding the serious situation
in Lebanon.

Mr. Jarrling, the Swedish delegate to the Sscurity
Counclil declared that the dlispute between the Lebanese Government
and the Unlted Arab Republic had reached a deadlock with the
former clalming that the latter had intervensed 1n its internal
affalrs, and the United Arab Republic rejecting that allegation
of the Lebanese Govermnment. In such cases, added Mr. Jarring,
some form of investigatlon or obssrvation by the Security Council
might help in clarifying the situation, "and might ease the tense
sltuation existing in Lebanon."22 mp, Jarring then read the

21
Miller, op.cit., p. 162.

22 .
8/PV.824, June 10, 1958, pp. 21-23.
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Swedish draft resolutlon requesting the establishment of the
United Nations Observation Group in lLebanon (UNOGIL). Sweden,
assuming a mediatory position between the Lebanese and the

United Arab Republic's points of view, presented an objective
draft resolution on June 10, 1958, which won the acclaim of the
ma jorlty of the members of the Security Council. That resolution
had three sections. It:

1. Declded to dlspatch urgently an observation group to
proceed to Lebanon so as to insure that there was no
illegal infiltration of personnel or supply of arms
or other materiél across the Lebanese borders.

2. Authorized the Secretary-General to take the necessary
steps to that end.

3. Requested the observation group to keep the Security >
Council currently informed through the Secretary-General" 3

The Western bloc, namely, the United States, Britain ‘
and France'expressad their support of the Lebanese point of
view as well as the Swedlsh draft resolution mentioned above.
The French representative expressed hils Government's belief
that the armed revolt in Lebanon was probably receivlng ala
from abroad and referred indirectly to such interference by the
United Arab Republie. Mr. Lodge of the United States stated
that there had been "outslde interference in the internal
affalrs" of Lebanon and that that interference had aimed at
promoting "civil strife." He added that that interference had
been carried out from the territory and through the facilitles
of the Unlted Arab Republic. Furthermore, the British

representative declared that his delegatlon expected that

23 '
Ibld., p. 23. BSee the text of the Swedlish Draft
Resolution, 5/4023, in Appendix IV.
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Lebanon's point of view could be supported by world public
oplnlon'"because of the justice of its complaint."24
' Mr. ©Sobolev of the Soviet Union, on tﬁe other hand,

supported the position of the United Arab Republic and declared
that the internal disturbances in Lebanon: "Were the result of
the indignation of the popular masses and répreuenhmian organlzed
struggle by the Lebansse people for thelr constitutional rights.gs
He charged: "That Lebanon was faced with the threat of open
foreign 1ntefvention, not from the Arab States, but from the
Weat."26

A biltter conversation took place between Jamali, the
Iraql representative and the representative of the United Arab
Republic. Irag charged that "Nasserism" was "applylng the same
pattern as that followed by internatioﬁal coﬁmunism in 1ts
subversive methods." The Iraql representative added that Irag
was "deeply grieved" that Lebanon "should be suffering so
painfully at the hands of other sister states."2! Mr. Loutfl of
the Unlted Arab Republic "wondered" if he "should take Mr. Jamali'h
statement seriously," then went on to say that he would not answer

Mr. Jamali's insults for it was "easy to be 1naulting.“28

24
Ibld., pp. 44-50.
25
Ibld., p. 29.
26
Ibid.
27

Ibid., pp. 37, 4l.

28 -
8/PV.825, June 11, 1958, p. 7.
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The Swedlsh draft resolution was adopted on June 11
by a vote of 10 to O with one abstention, the Soviet Unlon who
abstalned because the Council: "Had not expressed its opinion
on the substance of Lebanon's cémplaint and its accusations that
the Unlted Arab Republic was interfering in Lebanon's demestic
affairs."??

At thls stage the Lebanese representative raised a
question that would receive much comment in the comlng sessions.
He asked whether the United Nations was able to handle "indirect
aggression or subversion."3©

Thus, the Security Council succeeded, in view of the
clrcumstances surrounding it, in passing "a very general and
non-commlttal resolution that gave the observers the right to
report on infiltration but not to stop 1t."3L

The United Nations Observation Gfoﬁp in Lebanon 22
(UNOGIL) was established and the Secretary-General of the United
Nations labored in order to carry out the mission entrusted to

him according to the Security Council resolution of June i1l,

1958,3

29 .
8/PV.825, June 11, 1958, p. 17.

30
Ibld., p. 14.

53
Miller, op.cit., p. 170.

32

Thereafter referred to as UNOGIL. The detalls of
the activitles of UNOGIL shall be discussed in Chapter VZ.

33
The detalls of Mr. Hammarskjold's role would be

dlscusged in Chapter VI.
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The June 11 resolution had, therefore, requested the
Secretary-General to "take the necessary steps" to form UNOGIL
but the Security Council had left the details of the
implementation of that resolution to Mr. Hammarskjold himself.
Again, the Couneil found a way out of an impasse by not coming
to decisive conclusions but by giving considerable freedom of
action to the Secretary-Ganeml.34

UNOGIL begen its activities in Lebanon on June 14,
1968. Thoée—aéﬁivities continued and were broadened under the
direction of the Secretary~General until July 15, 1958, when,
following the Iragl Coup d'état of July 14, 1958, the United

States landed ita troops 1h Lebanon;

The Effect of the Landing of American Troops
on the Role of the Security Council

The American President, in a special message to Congress

on July 15, 1958, said:

The United States forces were being sent to Lebanon
to protect American lives and by their presence to assist
the Government of Lebanon in the preservation of Lebanon's
territorial integrity and independence which had been
deemed vital to United States national interests and world
peace,

Those forces, President Eisenhower added, were sent
upon the request of the Lebanese President with the unanimous

approval of the Lebanese cabinet.55

34
Miller, gp.eit., p. 175.

35
"United States Dispatches Troops to Lebanon," The
Department of State Bulletin, XXXIX (August 4, 1968), 182-183.
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The landing of American troops on July 15, 1958, had
l1ts deep effects upon the Lebanese Crisis. On the one hand
1t widened the schlsm between the Lebanese Government and
the Opposition and on the other hand it introduced a new
factor to the already complex situation in Lebanon. For the
Security Council had already sent UNOGIL to Lebanon in order
to observe and report so as to ensure égainst illegal
infiltration of arme and personnel across the Lebanese borders.

After the landing of American troops in Lebanon
on July 15, 1958, the Security Council met on the same day at
the request of the United States.

Mr.Lodge, speaking in the name of the Unlted States,
tried to defend the action takaﬁ by his Government. He repeated
what Presldent Elsenhower had mentioned earlier that morning.
He declared that the American troops were dispatched in order
to help the Lebanese Government " at its request in its efforts
to stablize the situation brought on by the threats from
outside, until such time as the United Natlons can take the
steps necessary to protect the independence and political
intergrity of Lebanon."36  Mr. Lodge added that the United
Btates forces were lnsiructed to cooperate with UNOGIL and
" establish liaison lmmedlately upon arrival." 37 Thug, the

- -

36
8/PV. 827, July 15, 1958, pp.6«T7.

37
Ibld., p.8.
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United States had tried toc reduce the pressure of world
opinion against the landing of 1its troops ln Lebanon by
stating that those troops were golng to cooperate with
UNOGIL, the representative of the United Natlions in Lebanon.

Mr. Hammarskjold spoke, after Mr.Lodge, on his
efforts in implementing the June 11, resolution of the
Securlty Council. He dld not refer directly to the landing
of American troops but hls statement implied indirectly that
the interference of the United States " was unnecessary
because the United Nations was constanfly improving and
refining its observational operation in Lebanon." 38

Mr. Azkoul , the Lebanese representatlvé, gave an

account of the offlcial comments of the Lebanese Government
on the first report of UNOﬁIL ( which had in the meantime
been published) >° after criticlzing the work of UNOGIL,
he sald that the intention of the Lebanese Government was
not to minimize the importance of the presence of the Group
in Lebanon or the usefulness of 1lts activities. Besides, the
Lebanese Government apprecliated the efforts of Mr.Hammarsk jold
in the establighment of the observation machinery in Lebanon
and of the efforts of the Group in fulfilling its mandate.
He added that since then the situation had considerably
deteriorated in Lebanon; and because of the immediate threat
to Lebanese independence and while walting for the action of

38
Miller, op.cit., p.182,
39

Those officlal comments shall be discussed
in chap-v, ppc 130-131.
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the Security Council, the Lebanese Government had declded
to invoke Article 51 of the Unlted Natlons Charter which

" recognized the inherent right of individual or collective
éelfndefence." Thus, the Lebanese Government had requested
help from a fflendly state, in thié case the United States.
Mr. Azkoul, however, asserted that that help was "strictly
temporary"40 Mr., Azkoul's statement mentloned sbove was an
attempt to defend the measure taken by hls Government of
requesting the landing of American troops.

The Soviet representatlive, Mr. Sobolev, attacked
the landing of American troops in Lebanon and charged that
that action, which was motivated by a desire to contreol
Middle East "oil", constituted "an act of aggression"
and was "a case of gross intervéntion" in the lnternal
affairs of the Middle Eastern Statee. Mr. Sobolev then
presented a draft resolution ( 8/4046) which called upon
the United States "to cease [}ta]h armed intervention
in the domestlc affalrs of the Arab States " and to
withdraw its forces from Lebanon 1mmed1atalj.4l

During the Council's second meeting on July 15,
1958, Mr.Loutfl, United Arab Republic's representative,
denounced the armed interventlon of the United States
Government, at the request of the Lebansse President, and
sald that that would increase the tension in the Middle East.
He added that there was no reason for the unilateral

intervention of the United States Government because the

40
8/PV.827, op.cit., pp.l3=16.

41
Ibid. s PP. 2le22.
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sltuation in Lebanon had improved considerably. Besides,
Article 51 of the United Natlons Charter could not serve
as an excuse for the United States intervention because of
two reasons. First, there was no armed attack on Lebanon
( which was mentioned as a precondlition for intervention in
Article 51 ) and secondly, there was a Security Council
decision which was being carried out by UNOCGIL. He charged
that the Unlted States had, intervened for the sake of
prestige or private 1nterests.42

During the July 16, 1958 meeting of the Security
Council, Mr. Dag Hammarsk jold declared that the United Nations
observers had succeeded in arranging "for inspection all
along the Lebanese border." He concluded his statement by
saying that he felt that with such results UNOGIL was
" fully equipped to play the part envisaged for it."
ﬁe also expressed his hope: " That no latér developﬁents
would cause a seteback."3 The last sentence of Mr.Hammarsk jold
was lnterpreted as a st;tement of disapproval of American
intervention in Lebanon.44

During the same meeting of the Security Council
on July 16 Mr. Lodge, representative of the United States,
introduced an American draft resolution (8/4050) which he said
had three purposes. First, it supported the efforts of UNOGIL

42

8/PV.828, July 15,1958,pp. 4«7.
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in Lebanon. Secondly, it requested Mr.Hammarskjold to consult
the Lebanese Government and other Member States to provide
" such additional arrangements, including the contribution
and use of contingents" in order to protect Lebanese independence
when necessary and to ensure agalinst the infiltration of men
and materiél across the Lebanese frontiers. Thirdly, if
implemented, this draft resolution would facilitate the immediate
withdrawal of American forcea.45

Mr.Jarring of Sweden attacked the American landing
and declared that such action could not be Justified under
Article 51 of the United Nations Charter because that Article
could be applied only if: " An armed attack had occurred against
a Member State." He added*that hls Government did not consider
that that action had been fulfilled in the case of Lebanon nor
that there existed " an intermational conflict in the terms
of Article 51... "46"

During the July 17, 1958 meeting of the Security
Council the United States representative made the following
very serious statement " if the United Nations cannot deal with
indirect aggression, the United Nations will break up. This
could surely be the rock on which the Organization could
flounder. "47

45
S/Pv-aagg OE.Olt., pp. 2 - 3-
46
4 S/PV.BSO, July 16’ 1958' pp. 8 - g-
i

8/PV.831, July 17, 1958, p.1l.
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During the same meetling of the Securlity Councll
on July 17, 1958 Mr.Sobolev of the Soviet Union, sald that
due to the latest events, the Soviet delegation had changed
its draft resolution (S8/4047). The revised draft had attacked
British armed intervention in Jordan as well as the United
States armed intervention in Lebanon. He added that charges
against the Unlted Arab Republic used as a pretext for
intervention were very vague.

B8ince Artlicle 51 of the United Nations charter,
sald Mr.S8obolev, could not be applied in the case of United
States 1ntervention in Lebanon, then "™ the United States
had no justification elther in law or in fact for intervening."
The same thing would apply to the British intervention in '
Jorda.n.48

During the second Councll meeting which occurred
on July 17; 1958, the Swedish representative, reaffirmed his
Government's position in relation to the presence of United
States troops 1n Lebanon by saylng that that action had
substantlally altered the condlitions of the activities of
the United Natlons observers in Lebanon." He then presented
the Swedish draft resolution (8/4054) re&uestlng the
withdrawal of UNOGIL because it was "unsuitable" that members

- -

48
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of the Observation Group "perform their functions in the
presence of foreign troops."#9 Sweden had changed its
role from that of mediator By declaring 1ltself strongly
agalnst the United States landing.

Meanwhile, the Japanese delegation had assumed the
role of a mediator. 1Its representative drew the attention
of the Councll members to the " inappropriate and regrettable"
intervention by the United States in Lebanon and expressed |
hls hope that the United States forces would be withdrawn as
soon as posslble.5o

At the July 18, 1958 meeting of the Security Counecil,
the Council members voted on the three resolutions mentioned
above. The Boviet resolution (8/4047/Rev.1) was defeated
by a vote of 1 to 8 with 2 obsteﬁtions, Japén and Sweden;
the United States draft resolution (8/4050/Rev.l) was vetoed
by the Soviet Union but had received 8 votes in favor, while
Sweden had obstained from voting; filnaly, the Swedish draft
resolution (8/4054) was déefeated by a vote of 2 to 9.

At this polnt the United States representative
presented another draft resolution (8/4056) requesting the
bolding of an emergency sesslon of the General Assembly
according to the "Umiting for Peace" resolution of 1950,
but Mr.Lodge requested that hie resolution be withheld

49
8/Pv.832, July 17,1958, pp.3, 1llel2.

50
Ibld., p.l2.
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pending a final effort by the Japanese delegation to present
a satlsfactory resolution.2!

Furthermore, the Soviet Union presented a similar
draft resolution (8/4057) requesting the immediate convening
of the General Assembly to consider "... the intervention of
the United States andEéritaié in Lebanon and Jordan. 52

On July 21, 1958, the Japanese representative
submitted a draft resolution that requested Mr.Hammarskjold
" to make arrangements forthwith for such measures, in addition
to those envisaged by the resolution of June 11, 1958, as he
Day consider necessary in the light of the present
circumstances ... so0 as to make possible the withdrawal of
United States forces from Lébanon.” 53

In the July 22, 1958, meétlng of the Security Council,
the Japanese draft resolution (8/4055) was voted upon -and 1it
received 10 votes in favor and 1 agalnst; but it was not adopted
because the negative vote was that of & permanent member of the
Security Council,namely, the Soviet Union.5%

During the August 7, 1958, meeting of the Security
Council the United States draft resolution (8/4056/Rev.1) -
declaring that the Security Council: "Declded to call an

emergency speclal sesslon of the General Assembly," was adopted

51
8/PV.834, July 18, 1958, p.12.

52
Ibid., p.17.

53 '
8/PV,.835, July 21,1958, pp.2«3.

54
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unanlmously.55

What did the Security Council actually do to solve
the Lebanese Crisis ?

Before attempting to answer this question we have
to take into account the limitations of the Security Council
mentioned in Chapter I of thls thesis. We have seen that
several resolutlions had falled to pass in the Security Council
because of the use of the veto. For example the Soviet Union
had vetoed the American resolution (8/4050/Rev.l) although
that draft resolution had received 8 votes in favor. The
Securlity Council had succeeded only in passing the June 11,
1958, resolution which had requested an observation group
(UNOGIL) to observe and report but not to atoﬁ the alleged
" 1llegal infiltration " of men and arms across the Lebanese
borders and had left the rest to the efforts of
Mr. Hammarskjold.

The activity of the Security Councll was thus
parallized by the use of the veto, and the Lebanese complaint
was referred to the General Assembly in which the Lebanese
Crisls proved later to have greater chances of solution.

The landing of the Marines had also complicated
the situation by introducing a new factor which threatened
to undermine the position of UNOGIL.

o8
8/Pv.838, August 7, 1958, p. 3.
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Following the landing of American troops in Lebanon,
efforts were made, outside the Security Council, to solve the
Lebanese Crisis.

Premler Khrushchev had invited Britain, France, India
and the Unlited States on July 19, 1958, to an urgent conference
to be held, three days later " in thls awesome moment of
history" to prepare concrete measures to stop the " military
conflict "™ in the Middle East. He also proposed that the
recommendations of the Conference should be referred to the
Becurlity Council for its consideration.

On July 22, 1958, President Eisenhower sent a note
to Premier Khrushchev in reply to the latter's message of
July 19, in which he denled strongly that the United States
had stirred up the Middle Eastern area with the landing of
its troops. He sald: " the real danger of war would come if
one small natlon after another were to be engulfed by
expanslonlist and aggressive foroces supported by the Soviet
Union." President Eisenhower then declared :" that it lay
to any of us [jthe United States ér the Soviet Unlon] to
enlarge the scope of the Becurity Council consideration
of the Middle East issues."

A second oxchangeqof letters between Premier
Khrushchev and President Eisenhower occurred on Juiy 23 and
25, 1958,

Premler Khnushchev in hig letter datéd July 23,1958,
accepted Western suggestions for a summit meeting on the Middle
East " within the framework." of the Security Council.
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In reply to this message Presldent Elsenhower sent a note,
two days later, in which he welcomed the recognition of
Premler Khrushchev of "the responsiblility of the United
Nations,"56 ‘

: Premler Khrushchev, however, suddenly called off the
summit conference and the State Department "breathed a sigh
of relief."57 ' :

In Lebanon itself the Crisis took a wide step towards
solution on July 31, 1958, with the election of General Fouad
Chehab as President of Lebanon. "The 'Gensral' was the most
popular figure in Lebanon" during the revolt. His "kig glove"
treatment of the Opposltlén helped him keep the friéndship of
both Government and rebels and thus "prevented the war from
becoming more bitter." His electlion marked the basic turning
point in the Crisis. The [ebanese Crisls could be considered
to have come to a conclusion although some time would be necessary

to stabllize the count.ry.58

56

For the text of the Khrushchev-Eisenhower Messages
see "Two Exchanges of Letters," The Department of State Bulletin,
XXXIX (AUSUBt ll’ 1958)! 229"'233-

5
"Text of Khrushchev's Message to President Elsenhower,"
The New York Times, August 6, 1958. :

58
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CHAPTER V

THE ROLE OF UNOGIL DURING THE
LEBANESE CRISIS OF 1958

Formation of UNOGIL

The United Nations Cbservation Group in lebanon was
sent by the Unlted Natlons according to the June 11, 1958,
resolution of the Security Council in order "to ensure" agalnst
the "illegal infiltration" of men and arms across the Lebanese
frontiers.l
The Opposltion National Front had commented on the
dispatch of UNOGIL to Lebanon, by saylng that since the Front
had considered the lLebancese Crisis as an internal one, thus, the
presence of UNOGIL would not affect ite alm of "saving the country
from Chamoun's rule." The statement further demanded that UNCGIL
should ensure against the flow of men and materiél "from Turkey,
Irag and Jordan" and arms "from the Unlted States, Britalmn and

France.' Those'arms and aﬁmunltion, the Front clalmed, were

"distributed among some para-military organizations" in order
"to destroy national resigtance."?

- In a statement issued on June 14, 1958, Mr. All Bazzi,
(S8ecretary of the Opposition National Front), commented on the

arrival of the Unlted Natlons Observation Gfoup in ILebanon by

1
8/4023, June 11, 1958. See Appendix V.

2
Belrut Al-Masa, June 13, 1958.
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saylng that the observers should not interfere in the 1lnternal
affalrs of Lebanon. Their presence, he added, would complicate
the situation because of the attempt of the Lebanese Government
to change an internal crisis into an international one ln order
to request the assistance of forelgn countries.

Mr. Bazzl rejected all the charges of the Government
concerning the lnterference of the United Arab Republlc ln the
internal affalrs eof Lebanon. 2

The establishment of UNOGIL was described by Mr. Salam,
a leading Opposition leader,on June 22, 1958, as an "unwise
declslon" but declared that if thelr mission would be restricted

to observation they would be welcome.4

The Composition of UNOGIL

The United Natlons Observation Group in Lebanon was
appolnted by the Secretary-General and was composed of three
leading members supported by fleld observers.

Ma Jor General 0dd Bull of Norway was deslgnated as
Executive Member of the Observation Group while Mr. Rajeshwar
Dayal of Indla and Mr. Galc Plaza of Ecuador were appointed as
deputies. The Unlted Natlons Rellef and Works Agency for
Palestine Refugees in the Middle East (UNRWA) had provided, on

a temporary basls, a number of fleld observers and the use of

3
As-Silassa, June 14, 1958,
4

Belrut Al-Masa, June 2%, 1958.
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UNRWA facilities. The Secretary-General requested Major
General Von Horn, Chlef of Staff of the United Nations Truce
Supervision Organizaticn in Palestine, to detach 10 United
Naticns military observers from Truce Supervislon Organization
duty to asslst UNOGIL. The first military observers, five in
number, arrived in Lebanon on June 12, 1958. They began active

reconnaisance on June 13.

Powers, Privileges and Immunities
of UNOGIL

In the first interim report presented by the Secretary-
General on June 16, 1958, to the Security Council informing it
of the steps he had taken to implement the resolution of June 11,
1958, he said "the Observation Group will constitute itself and
determine its own procedures."D

Mr. Rajeshwar Dayal; a deputy of the Chalrman of UNOGIL,
declared before the Observation Group left Lebanon that the Group
"had no police or preventive functions."6
' The Lebanese Prime Minister 1hformed Ma jor General
0dd Bull, in a letter dated June 15, 1958, that the Lebanese
Government had nomlnated Dr. Albert Moukhelber, Minister of

5
8/4029, June 16, 1958,

"Forum lnterviews His Excellency Rajeshwar Dayal,
Member of the UN Observation Team in Lebanon," The Middle East
Forum, XXXIV (January 1959), 11. .
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Health, as "Minister in charge of relations" between the Lebanese
Government and UNOGIL, Dr. Moukheiber was to be assisted by
a commission composed of representatives of the Surété General,
the Ministry of Foreign Affair, the Lebanese Army Headquarters,
and the Ministry of Finance. The Commissions task was to assist
UNOGIL, to supply it with information known to the Lebanese
authorities about the infiltration of personnel and materiel
across the Lebanese border, and to ensure the contact between
the different sections of the Lebanese Administration and UNOGIL.
The Lebanese Prime Minister requested UNOGIL in that letter
to contact the various departments of the Lebanese Government
through Dr. Moukheiber's Commission whose job was to fulfil
thelr requests.7 .

Mr., Hammarskjold requested the Lebanese Forelgn
Minister, in a letter dated June 13, 1958, "to extend" to
UNOGIL, in addition to the status enjoyed by the Unitéd Nations'
officials under "the Convention on the Privileges and
Immunities of the United Nations," the privileges and immunities"
given to diplomatic envoys under international law,
Mr, Hammarskjold also requested the following facilities for
UNOGIL which included "freedom of entry... of property,
equipment and spare parts, freedom of movement of personnel,
equipment and transport ... and the right of unreétricted
communication by raedio." Besides, the Lebanese Government would
provide, at its own expenses, for living facilities including

headquarters and areas for observation stations and would provide

I?
5/4029, Annex I, June 15, 1958,
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the necessary means of transportation and communication.8

Mr. Hammarskjold's Second Report
to the Security Council

In this report on the implementation of the June 11,1968,
resolution of the Becurity Council, presented by the Secretary-
General on June 28, 1958, Mr. Hammarskj]old declared that during
the two preliminary meetings of UNOGIL held on June 18 and 19,1958,
the observers' different methods of fulfilling their task of
stopping "the illegal infiltration" of men and arms across the
Lebanese frontier, were dlscussed.

The Secretary-General also declared that by June 25,1058,
ninety~four officers f£om eleven different countries were serving
as field observers in Lebanon. In addition to patrolling
accessible areas, they had since June 16, advanced into areas
under Opposition control. Furthermore, observer outstations
had been established 1in areas regularly patrolled by observer
team such as Tripoll and the North Bekaa area.,

As to transport equipment there were, on June 26, 1988,
74 vehicles for the 94 observers, and a completely operating "radio
communication system" to provide contact between the Observation
Group headquarters, observer outstationg_énd phe‘Jéeps touriqg.
the territory assigned for observation. Air patrolling had started
At the request of UNOQIL the United Nations Headquarters had sent

-

8
5/4029 Annex II, op.cit.
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two helicopters which arrived in Beirut on June 23, with
Norweigian pilots. UNOGIL planes would be used to fulfil the

task entrusted to the Group under the June 11, 1988 resolu’cion.9

The First Report of UNOGIL

UNOGIL's first report issued on July 4, 1958,
mentioned the followling problems of observation which limited
the Group in trying to fulfil the purpose it was established for.

First, only 18 Kms out of 324 Kms of the frontier
between Lebanon and Syria; lying on either side of the Beirut-
Damascus road, were still under the control of the Government
forces, Access to area under Government control was assured for
the Group, but no such assurances were granted to the Group to
enter Oppostion territories. Secondly, physical accessibility
to the frontier by road.was limited to the area between the
frontier and the main road, running the length of the Bekaa
Valley 10-15 Kms in width. Thirdly, the northern border could only
be reached through the area north of Tripoll, which was under
the control of the Opposition forces and which was not yet opened
for observation. Fourthly, the Observatlion Group had to take
into consideration "the nature and location" of the population
living along the frontier and the traditional freedom of
agssoclation which had exlisted for centuries among certain people

living in areas now lying on both sides of the frontlier. Besides,

9
8/4038, June 28, 1958,
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the possession of arms had been a general practice. Fifthly,
UNOGIL stressed the fact that the methods used in fulfilling its
purpose must be directed "towards the explicit purpose of
observation and reporting" for which the Group was formed. Thus,
UNOGIL had restricted its activities to "observing" and
"reporting" instead of stopping the alleged intervention from
outside,

Were the methods adopted by UNOGIL and its resources
adequate? '

UNOGIL had used the following methods: (1) Regular and
frequent patrols of all accessible roads were carried out at
daytime especlally in the frontier areas. Therefore, no night
patrolling was carried by the Observation Group which hampered
its observation activities. (2) A system of permanent observation
posts had been established at which military observers had been
stationed. This achievement had helped the Group in trying to
fulfil its mission. (3) "Aerial reconnaisance" had developed, two
helicopters were in action and four light planes had arrived and
another four were expected soon.

The patrols of UNOGIL had reported considerable
movements of weapons in Lebanon and concentretion at several
places. The Observation Group declared that the weapons that
were observed consisted of various kinds of rifles of French,
British and Italian makes, but the Group could not determine
from where those arms were acquired, or "if any of the armed
men had infiltrated from outside," but: "there was little doubt

that the vast majority were in any case Lebanese." The above
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mentioned conclusions of UNOGIL had caused & lot of controversy
as we shall see while discussing the reaction of the Lebanese
Government to the first report of UNOGIL, Observer teams had
sometimes found difficulty in penetrating Opposition~held areas,
Two Opposition leaders, namely, Mr, Jumblat of the Chouf area,
and Mr, Haldar of Central Bekaa, said that they would not allow
observers working in their official capacity to enter their
territories. Both men noted that that was a matter of principle
since they were involved in a domestic conflict with which the
United Netions had no concern. The attitudes of those two
Opposition leaders expressed clearly the Opposition's point of view
regarding the activities of UNOGIL. The Opposition had already
rejected the reference of the Lebanese complaint to the Arab
League and the United Nations Security Council on the basis that
they considered the Lebanese Crisis as an internal one and thet
the Unlited Nations should not interfere in it.

UNOGIL's first report mentioned that obstruction
tactics to observation patrols had taken the form of firing in
the wviecinity of patrols,mining of roads, and the blowing up of
bridges.

What was the reaction of the Lebanese Government to the
first report of UNOGIL?

Mr, Azkoul, the Lebanese permanent representative in
the United Natlons, summarized his Government's comments on the

0
first report of UN‘OGIL.1 by saying "for a number of reasons the

10
For the detalls of the official comments of the lLebanese
Government on the first report of UNOGIL see S/4043 and Add.1,
July 8, 1958, K
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Observation Group had failed to make a final judgement"” on the
infiltration of personnel and arms into Lebanon. He added that the
Group was unable to reach the Opposition-held border, for it lacked
air patrolling facilities and the equipment for night partrolling.
Mr, Azkoul said that the charges of the Lebanese
Government regarding the infiltration of men and weapons into
Lebanon had been confirmed by UNOGIL's first report in the
following respects. First, the Observation Group acknowledged,
indirectly, that it héd observed a few men who were not Lebanese,
The observers admitted, indirectly, that infiltration was
possible in regions where there were ethnlically simllar groups on
both sides of the Syrian-Lebanese border. Furthermore, the
rebels could hold the frontier areas because of the nearness of
Syria from where they could recelve support in men, money and
weapons. In order to conceal infiltration movements, added
Mr, Azkoul, the rebels had prevented the observers from reachilng
the frontier areas. Mr, Azkoul finally urged the Security Counecil to
take more effective.measurées in order to fulfil the Group's
mission of preventing any meteriél or armed men from entefing
Lebanon.ll
Mr, Salam, & prominent Opposition leader, commented on
the first report of the United Nations observers by saying that
he was glad because Mr, Hammarskjold and his assistants had reached

that conclusion which revealed the truth to world opinion.12

11l

"Security Council", Internationel Organization,
XII (1958), 504. K i

12
As-Slassa, July 8, 1968.
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Some of the observers themselves had made statements
concerning the conclusions they reached in the first report of
UNOGIL. Mr. Plaza for example was asked "whether the Lebanese
Government had provided information which the Group had not yet
been able to investigate but which, if substantiated, would
justify its charges," Mr. Plaza answered that the Group "had not
had anything from the Lebanese Government which would lead it
to say that there was masslve infiltration." Mr. Azkoul said
that this statement was acceptable to hils Gévernment because it
hed "never claimed that there was massive infiltration 1n
Lebanon." Massive infiltration, added Mr, Azkoul, would mean
an invasion and Lebanon had never claimed that 1t was an.wm.ded..l:5

UNOGIL seemed to react rather negatively to the landing
of the American forces. Mr. Galo Plaza, Chalrman of UNOGIL,
allegedly stated on July 20, 1958 that the landing of American
troops in Lebanon had destroyed his efforts "to bring peace to
that strife-torn land." Mr. Plaza also expressed his hope that
the coming Presidentiai election in Lebanon might bring a new
president who could unite all the groups under his leadership.
Such a leader might be General Fouad Chehab. Mr. Plaza added
that Chehab, as the Chief of the Lebanese Army,could pacify the
land, The above statement of Mr.'Plaza was nelther confirmed
nor denied by the United Nations Secretarlat because if had no
knowledge of it. Since the United Nations had issued no
statement denying Mr. Plaza's statement, I presume that there

exlisted such a atatement.14

13
8/Pv.828, July 15, 1968, p, 10

14
S/PV.836, July 21, 19568, pp.25-26.
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Furthermore, the Secretary-General had expressed his
fear that the landing of the United States troops might cause

15
a set-back to the activities of UNOGIL.

The First and the Second Interim Reports
of UNOGIL

Since the second report of UNOGIL was not published
until July 25, 19568, the United Nations Observation Group had
submitted two interim reports, through the Secretary-General,
in pursuance of the Security Council's resolution of June 11,1958,

In the first interim report of UNOGIL, submitted to
the Security Council on July 15, 1958, the Observation Yroup
declared that on July 15, it had "completed the task of obtaining
full freedom of access" to all sections of the Lebanese frontier,18

In its second interim report, the Observation Group
declared that as of July 15, 1968, it had established the
following network of outstations and substatlionsi~ 14 observers
were stationed at the Meadquarters of UNOGIL in Beirut. 14
stations were established in the different Opposition-held areas.
5 stations were established in the Tripoll area manned by 22
observers; 3 stations in Bekaa, manned by 29 observers; 3
stations in Zahlé, Rachaya and Saghbine manned By 18 observers;

a station in south east Lebanon in Marjeyoun, manned by 10

15
See Chapter VI, p. 160,

16
8/4061, July 15, 1958.
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observers. Thus, the largest number of stations and observers
were found 1ﬁ Tripoli which was a strong Opposition-held area
while a similar number of observers and stations were found in
the other Opposition~held areas except in South-East Lebanon
where only one station was established at Marjeyoun because that
town was under the control of the Government.,

Air reconnalsance, added the report, proved to be very
useful in addition to the Group's ground observation. "The
aircraft and personnel" of the Group had been used to the
meximum of their abilities, Until July 15, 19568, "82 missions had
been flown totalling 150 flying hours." The report, however, -
stated that the Group should be equippéd with a sufficient
number of planes and experienced personnel "capable of providing
continuous air patrols" on all the frontier areas,t’

The Lebanese Government's reaction to the second
interim rebort_could be summarized as follows. The report did
not eclarify if permanent observation posts had béen established
on the border-, Even if the observers could reach the border
yet that did not mean that observation had become effective.
The observers, however, had not conducted night patrolling,
while information had shown that infiltration of arms and men
hed occurred at night. The observers would enter Oppositione
held areas accomp&nying.the rebels at times when‘nothing could
be hidden from them., Furthermore, the Lebanese Government knew
that the observers were not allowed to enter the Baalbek area.

Then on July 18 the Lebanese Government had published a

17
8/4062, July 17, 1958,
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communigu dealing with recent acts of infiltrations into

19
Lebanon.

The Second Report of UNOGIL

This report 1ssued on July 25, 1958, covered the
activities and the observations of the Group from July 2 to 15,
1968, Reference should be made, while reading this report, to
the first and second interim reports of the Group dated July 15
and 17, 1958,

Two important events occurred on July 15. The first
event was that UNOGIL had finally succeeded in making agreements
with the Opposition leaders for the freedom of access of its
observers to the border in all Opposition-held areas. Secondly,
the United States troops landed in Beirut, This event had its
impact on the inhabitants of Opposition=held areas, whgre
observers were operating, and caused set-~backs to the task of
observation.

The second report of UNOGIL mentioned the development
of observation in the different Oppésition—held areas., The

United Nations Observation patrols could now reach'every part

of the North Bekas Valley during the day (the main part of the
Bekea Valley was under the control of the Opposition). Starting
on July 11, 1968, day patrols from Chtaura outstation began to

18 .
For the detalls of that Communiqué see 5/PV,835,
July 21, 1968, pp.20-23. |

19
S/PV.833, July 18, 1958, p. 2.
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reach the frontier with Syria in that area. Besides, adeguate
ground observation of the Central Bekaa Valley area was carried
from Chtaura outstation and 3 other substations. A day
observation post was established near the border with Syria at
Masnaa, In Masnaa, the Group had observed "a considerable
movement of traffic" but nothing indicated that there was "any
infiltration" of arms or ammunition. fThis conclusion could not
be final because the border was only observed in the daytime,
In the South Bekaa Valley area Opposition forces

controlled most of the area between the Masnaa-Rachaya road and
the border with Syria. Ground observation in that area was
carrlied out from a substation at Rachaya.

The main conclusions of the second report of UNOGIL
were the following., First, a limited scale infiltration of arms
and personnel, Secondly, as to the guestion of the illegal
infiltration of personnel, the following factors should be
taken into consideration, namely, "the nature of the frontier,
the existence of traditional tribal and other bonds on both
sides of 1t" and "the free movement of produce in both directions."
The United Nations observers, who had been carefully observing 7
Opposition~controlled areas and who had often observed armed
bands there had not been able to detect the presence of persons
who had crossed the border for the purpose of fighting.
Thirdly, the above observations were based upon the results of
figilant air and ground patrolling. Intensive air patrolling

was carrled on day and night. No comme nts by the Government

20
8/4069, July 25, 1958,
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or the Opposition were made on the second report of UNOGIL.,
Both of them were busy with the new Presidential elections which
took place on July 31, 1958. The Lebanese Parliament

unanimously elected General Fouad Chehab as the new President.

The Third Report of UNOGIL

The second report of UNOGIL was adopted on
July 285, 1958,but for some reasons had covered the activitiles
of thé Group only up to July 16, The third report of UNOGIL
covered its activities from July 15, to August 11, 1958. Being
& progress report, 1t should be read in conjunction with the
previous reports.

That period had been marked by two important events.
First, the landing of American troops in Belrut on July 15,
and secondly, the electiol on July 31, of General Chehab as
the President of Lebanon. |

The landing of United States troops had affected the
inhabitants of Oéposition-held areas and had caused difficulties
and "setbacks to the task of observation" not only was the Group
prevénted from pulting into effect its piana for the immediate
establishment of permanent posts in Opposition-held areas which
it had made arrangements for on July 15, but also its observers
had to continue the tiresome job of winning the confidence of
the population of those areas by the impartlality and
independence of the observers.

UNOGIL emphapized in a statement made on July 16, its
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independent nature and that it had no connection with the
American troops that landed on July 15, 1958. By their
perseverance the observers won back the ground lost after
July 18. Since June 28, motor traffic on the roads leading
from the Syrian frontier into Lebanon had decreased,

The number of ground observers working with UNOGIL had
already increased from 113 on July 15, to 166 on August 10.
Meanwhile, 8 planes had arrived and the air operations personnel
had increased from 20 to 24. The necessary vehicles, camp
equipment and radio communicetions equipment were received

gradually.

Most of the permanent stations in the Opposition-held
areas envisaged in the secoﬁd interim report of the Group were
established since that time and other stations were expected

to be established soon. Seven of the 12 proposed substations
were established in the different Opposition-held areas to
ald the already established stations. The first substation

in the Akkar Plain was established on July 15, 1968, at
Halba,
In the Iripoll area, and following the landing of the

United States troops, observer teams had witnessed a rotation of
armed men, Besides, "interference with the activities" of
observer teams had precluded a complete observatioh on road traffiec.
Three substations were established in the North Bekaa Valley area
between July 26 and 27, 1968, Another substation was established
in the Opposition-held area of Baalbek., On August 8,
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1958, Baalbek replaced Chtaura as the main station for that area.
Thus, the Group had been able to exercise direct observation
over the possible infiltration routes in that area. Only
normal day traffic and little night traffic had been reported
by the new substations.

In the Central Bekaa Valley area Government forces

controlled the main centers and roads. The South Bekaa Valley

was an Opposition~- held area. Substations were established at
Rachaya and Saghbine, and & permanent observation post at
Kafraya (the posts of Saghbine and Kafraya were closed on
August 10, 1958, and their personnel transferred to Ain Zebdé
substation). Three additional night observation posts were
established in that area,- Patrols were carrled out along the
main roads and to the various villages even at night.

In its second report UNOGIL had said that a limited
scale infiltration of arms and ammunition had occurred on the
route from the frontier near Deir El1 Achalr across the South
Bekaa Valley and then by mule caravan across the mountains imnto
the Chouf. Besilides, the size of the caravan was 11miteﬁ and
"insufficient to transform the Druze tribesmen in the Chouf
into a force" which could resist well armed troops.

In South=East Lebanon. an observation patrol received

a hostile reception in Chebaa on July 21, 19568, Another attempt
to enter Chebaa, five days later, also failed. Thus, an
alternative post was selected at Choualya.

In South-West Lebanon an agreement was reached on
July 28, with the Opposition leader in the Chouf allowing the



« 140 -

observers to patrol that area by day and night. The following
conclusions were mentioned in UNOGIL's third report.

First, the ground lost after the landing of the United
States troops on July 15, 1958, and which resulted in a violent
reactlon 1n the épposition—heid areas was regalned through "the
tact, patlence and perseverance of the military observers." Thus,
UNOGIL's activities were extended and new posts were estabiished
a£ most of the sensitive regions along the frontler.

Secondly, the presence of the United lations observers
in villages waswelcomed both by Government supporters and
Oppositlon elements. "The independence and impartiality" of the
observer teams was appﬁeciated. They succeedsd sometimes in
solving local disputes referred to them by different parties.

Thirdly, limlted infiltration of arms which might have
occurred pfior to the Presldentlal elections on July 31, 1958
had since greatly diminished. "A virtual truce" had prevalled
then in most of the Opposition-held areas which had bsen the
center of dlsturbances. Many acts of lawlessness unrelated to
the political Bituaflon were reported. Those‘acts were motivated
by economic reasens which resulted from the "prolonged state of
civil strife! '

Fourthly, UNOGIL finally announced that the "scope"
of 1ts actlvities would be determined "by the progress made in
dealing with the internal political aspects" of the Lebanese
Crisis and with the restoration of normal life to the clties and
the country side.21

The above mentioned progress in the internal situation

21
8/4085, August 14, 1958.
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in Lebanon was dues to the election of General Fouad Chehab as

the new President of Lebanon on July 31, 1958. General Chehab
was respected by both the Government and the Opposition due to
the neutral stand that he and his army had taken durlng the
Lebanese Crisis and his refusal to resist the Cppositlon
according to the Government's orders. The new Lebanese President

had since that time won the confldence of the Lebanese public

as a whole.

The Fourth Report of UNCGIL

This report covered the Groups activities between
August 11, and September 20, 1958. "That period had witnessed a
consolidation" of the activities of UNOGIL.an increase in its
personnel and-edulpment,"an improvement in the technliques of
observing and further development of lts procedures for evaluating
the results of observation."

Observers were able to move freely throughout the

country-side where they were welcomed. Occaslonal lnterference

with patrols and shooting at United Nations jeeps and planes

by lrresponsible persons had occurred.

The election of General Fouad Chehab had reduced the
tenslon but lawlessnesa had contlnued in some parts of Lebanon.
Although there was still a considerable number of armed men, yet
there had been no significant clashes between organized Oppo#ition
bands and Lebanese armed forces. Hi?h increasing the number of
posts, the Group was confldent that if inflltration was stilll

@ccurring, 1t occurred on a very small scale. There were no
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conilncing reports of such infiltration but the Group had
some detailled reports that persons who had entered Lebanese
territory for illegal purposes had left the country;

The period under review had witnessed a considerable
development of air activities of the Group. The number of
air personnel had increased from 24 to 73. There were also
24 additional planes. The level of air activities, however,
had improved after the arrival of the additional aircraft and
personnel. The total flying hours and take-offs had increased
from 15 trips totalling 23 flying hours in June to 221 trips
tota 11ing 515 flying hours in September, 1958,

During the period covered by this report the number
of field oﬁservera had increased from 166 to 214 while the
number of observer stations, substations and permanent observation
posts had increased from 22 to 34 of which many, however, were
not completely manned., At least 150 fully manned posts were
required. 5 new observation posts were established in Tripoli and
the Akkar Plain areas, while no new stations were established
in the North Bekaa Valley area, The Group covered all practicable
roadé leading into the country. There were also numerous mule
tracks and other paths by means of which the frontier could
be crossed. The only considerable traffic across the frontier
was reported by the post at E1 Kah where 20-25. vehicles
had been reported moving daily in each direction. Local
leaders were eager to restore order in that area by'establiahing
a local "police." BSome villages had requested the Lebanese

armed forces to move into that part of the country.
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In South-East Lebanon two new substations were
established. In South-West Lebanon United Nations military

observers aimed at keeping watch on any possible 1llegal
infiltration of personnel or materiél from the sea. A main
station at Sidon and substations at Jezzine and Barouk were
established on August 25,

The fourth report of UNOGIL mentioned the following
conclusions. First, no cases of infiltration had been observed,
Even if any infiltration had occurred yet 1its extent was
insignificant. BSecondly, the number of posts had increased
during that period from 22 to 34 manned by 214 observers
compared with 166 at the disposal of the Group on Auguét 10.
Thirdly, air patrolling had inereased, **
| We should conclude this report by saying that the
remarkable improvement in the activities of UNOGIL was due
to the fact that after the election of President Chehab the
Lebanese rorcesémarted taking over the responsibility for
keeping law and order in the Opposition-held areas. Furthermore,
the United States began to withdraw 1its troops at the beginning

of September.

The Fifth Report of UNOGIL
This report covered the Group's activities from
September 21 to November 14, 1968. 1In that period a great

expansion in personnel and equipment‘occurred. Two importantevents

22
§/4100, September 29, 1958.
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occurred. First "the assumption of office on September 23,
by General Fouad Chehab as the new President of Lebanon.”

On October 15, 1958,disturbances ended with the
formation of a new Government supported both by the Parliament
as well as by Lebanese public opinion. After the new President
assumed power the Lebanese armed forces started to enter the
previously "Opposition-held areas of the Akkar Plain, the North
Bekaa Valley, and the villages on the slopes of Mount Hermon,"

The second important event was the withdrawal of
United States troops which was completed on October 25, 1958,
by that time the Chouf and Deir El Achair areas were the only
parts outside the control of the Government forces. By the end
of October the leaders of those areas had disbanded their
forces. Thus, no orgenized Opposition forces were left and
"the Government was in the process of extending 1ts authority
over the whole country."

The development of military opereations since the
fourth report was as follows. First, the number of military
personnel serving with UNOGIL had risen from 287 to 591. of
those 469 were "ground observers", 32 were '"non-commissioned
officers in support of ground operations and 90 were in the
air section." The number of vehicles had increased from 173
to 290. BSecondly, ground observatlion had lncreased considerably.
Since September 21, 1958, 11 new substatlions, 4 permanently
manned observation posts and one traffic check-post had been
established. Therefore, the number of manned posts had lncreased

from 33 to 49.'
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During that period ground observers could observe
the roads along the border or leading to it as well as the
interior roads., The dally average of patrol hours had risen
from 140 hours in mid-August to 932 hours at the end of October.

Air operations hed increased. The combined totals
of missions and flying time per month for.fixed-wing alrcraft
and helicopters had risen from 210 trips totalling 494 flying
hours in August to 305 trips totalling 767 flying hours in
October.

The following general observations were mentioned
in this reﬁort. In the first place, no case of infiltration of
personnel or materiél had been noted by the United Nations
observers during the period covered by this report. Sporadic
instances of interference with the freedom of those observers had
continued to occur. The period under review had been marked
by a continuous decrease of armed men seen throughout Lebanon
especially after the formation of the new Government in mid-
October, |

The following were the conclusions of the fifth report
of UNOGIL., First, due to the improvement of internal security
in Lebanon and in the relations between Lebanon and its "Eastern
neighbor" the Observation Group regarded 1ts mission as completed.
Becondly; Mr, Dag Hammarskjold had declared, in his report to
the Ceneral Assembly on August 21, 1958, that UNOGIL had succeeded
in fulfilling the two tasks for which it had been éétablished.
The Observation Group had contributed to the task of fostering
peaceful relations between Lebanon and the Arab States by

carrying out as efficlemtly as possible its mandate under the
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Security Council's resolution of June 11, 1958. The Group had
also facllitated the withdrawal of foreign troops from the
country which was completed before the end of October. Because
its task had been completed the Group believed that UNOGIL
should be withdrawn. UNOGIL, added the report, had been "a
symbol of the concern of the international community“ for-
Lebanon's welfare and integrity. The report finally stated
that observers from 21 different countries had cooperated

effectively to fulfil the mission of the United 1’:1&.‘(.1ons.2'3

In a letter dated November 16, 1958, the Government
of Lebanon, had requested the deletion of the Lebanese complaint
presented to the Security Council on May 22, 1958, from the
Council's agenda.

Mr, Hammarskjold declared that in view of the
recommendations of UNOGIL and the Lebanese Government he had
prepared a detalled plan for the withdrawal of the Observation
G\:r‘oup.g4

According to Mr. Hammarskjold's plan,field operations
would be ordered to stop immediately. Furthermore, the closing
down of substations would begih on November 26, 1958, according
to a fixed schedule. All UNOGIL stations in all the Opposition

held areas would be closed down by November 30, 1958,

23
8/4114, November 14, 1958,

24
8/4115, November 17, 1958.
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The military personnel of UNOGIL would be withdrawn
in three phases. During the first phase 120 observers would be
withdrawn, 153 during the second phase and 102 during the third

phase.25

To what extent did UNOGIL succeed in fulfilling its
mission according to the Security Council's resolution of June 11,
19587

We have already discussed in this chapter of the thesis
how UNOGIL was dispatched to Lebanon, according to the above-
mentioned resolution, in order "to ensure" that there was "no
i1llegal infiltration" of arms Qnd men across the Lebanese frontiey
and to report back its .findings to the Security Council through
the Secretary-General.

It should be noted here that UNOGIL had provided the
Security Council with "accurate and unbiased information" taking
into consideration the material and political limitatlons
mentioned in its first report to the Security Council. Those
limitations were overcome, to a certain extent, gradually as we
have already seen in this chapter.

Lieutenant-General Burns, then Commander of UNEF,
described the observers and the observation groups as: "An essentis]l
part of any peace-keeping machinery which the United Natlons was
likely to set up." He added that the effectiveness of any

26
S/4116, November 18, 1958.
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observation group would depend upon the cooperation of the host
ccn.mtry.g6

The June 11, 19568, resolution of the Security Councll
mentioned above was interpreted differently by Mr. Hammarskjold
and the members of the Observation Group on one hand, and the
Lebanese Government on the other. While the first emphaslzed
the "reporting" and "observing" role of UNOGIL, the latter
insisted that the Group should'stop the alleged infiltratlion
and attacked most of the conclusions of the first report of
UNOGIL,

In addition to the Government's negative attitude
towards UNOGIL.a serious set-back to the latter's activities
occurred on July 15, 1958, with the landing of American troops
in Lebanon. Members of the Group succeeded with perseverance
and patience to restore the confidence of the Lebanese publiec
especially in the Opposition-held areas. It should be mentloned,
however, that the Opposition leaders had taken, at the beginning,
a cautious attitude towards UNOGIL but had gradually allowed
the observers to enter the Opposition—held areas,

Mr, Rajeshwar Dayal, the Indian deputy of the Chairman
of UNOGIL, had declared before the Observation Group left Lebanon
that the-presence of UNOGIL "had a calming effect on the
situation..." in Lebanon. "By 1ts presence" UNOGIL had "acted
as a catalyst," and had "thus indirectly helped the Lebanese

people themselves find a solution for their problems.”

26

Lt. General E.L.M. Burns, Between Arab and Israell
(London: Clarke, Irwin & Company Limited, 1962), p. 277.
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The Lebanese public had treated UNOGIL with sceptiecism
at the beginning but the Group had gradually won their confidence.
4r, Dayal added that UNOGIL was leaving Lebanon at a
time when peace was restored to the country and its relations
with Syria had improved. Furthermore, foreign troops had left
the country. Mr. Dayal concluded by saying "while UNOGIL" could
not "claim credit for all those developments,” it might have

"helped to influence them."Z’

27
"Forum Interviews His Excellency Rajeshwar Dayal,
Member of the UN Observation Team'in Lebanon," gp.eit., 11-13.



CHAPTER VI

THE ROLES OF THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY AND THE
SECRETARY-GENERAL DURING THE
LEBANESE CRISIS OF 1958

The Role of the General Assembly

The third emergency special session of the General
Assembly which convened on August 8, 1958, upon the request of
the Security Council, unanimously agreed on August 21, on a
formula for 2 solution of the Lebanese Crisis. Up until the
final meeting of that session on August 21, fifty-five of the
eighty-one Member States had expressed their points of view 1in
a general discusslon.

A clear indication of the importance with which the
Member States had viewed the emergency session was shown by the
fact thet twenty-three countries had sent thelr Forelgn Ministers
to participate in 1t, including France, the Soviet Union, Britain
and the United States.l Even President Elsenhower attended the
August 13, 1958, meeting of the session.

The speeches of the representatives of the different
members of the General Assembly indicated the different approaches
towards the Middle East problem. Some representatives favored
the landing of American troops in Lebanon, while others attacked
that measure. A third group, however, took a moderate attltude

towards the subject.

1
"Third Emergency Special Session,” United Nations
Review, V (August 1968), 6-10.
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President Eisenhower addressed the members of the
General Assembly on August 13, 1958, on the policy of the United
States towards the Middle East and the United Nations. He
defended the measure taken by his Government, namely, the landing
of American troops in Lebanon by saying that his Government had
responded to the urgent plea by the "freely elected" Lebanese
Government which was threatened by civil strife instigated from
outside. Since 1945, added the American President, the United
States' Government had undertaken the following policy towards
incidents such as those of Iran, Greece, the Berlin Blockade,
Korea, etc... that aggression, whether direct or lndirect, should
be checked before it destroyed "both aggressor and defender alike.'
That principle, continued President Eisenhower, was applied when :
the United States answered the appeal of the Lebanese Government.
He concluded his statement by requesting the General Assembly,
which was free of the veto, to discuss methods to ensure the
integrity and independence of Lebanon, and expressed the
willingness of his Government to support any resolution with that
aim.2

Dr. Abdul Monem Rifai of Jordan, expressed his
Government's approval of the landing of American troops in Lebanon

by saying that his country: "Was undertaking a bold struggle

against indirect aggression and external plots threatening 1its

The Department of State Bulletin, XXXIX (September 1, 1958),
337-342, '

2
"President Eisenhower's Pr§§ram for the Middle East,"
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independence and integrity." It should be mentioned, however,
thet Jordan's attitude to the American landing in Lebanon was
influenced by the presence of British troops in Jordan.

Dr. Mahmoud Fawzi, the Forelign Minister of the United
Arab Republic, took a moderate attitude. He welcomed the
declaration of the Government of the United States' aim to
withdraw its troops from Lebanon, and of the actual beginning
of that withdrawal. He then expressed his Government's
disturbance because the American Government had not yet fixed
a date for the final withdrawal of its troops.3 The moderate
attitude of the United Arab Republic could be explained by the
fact that certain internal developments had occurred in Lebanon,
the most important of which was the election of General Fouad
Chehab, who had the confidence of the Lebanese public, as the
new President.

A strong attack on the landing of American troops in
Lebanon was made by Mr. Gromyko, the Forelgn Minister of the
Soviet Union, on August 13, 1958, before the General Assembly.
He accused the United States of armed aggression and violation
of the Charter of the United Nations. He then presented a draft
resolution (A/3870) recommending the immediate withdrawal of the
American and British troops from Lebanon and Jordan.4

Almost every Afro-Asian representative stressed "the

3

"Third Emergency Special Session," op.cit., 46.
4- .

A/3870, August 13, 1958.
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positive aspects of nationalism" and pointed out its importance
to the development of his countfy. That attitude was a challange
to the Western bloc to tolerate nationalism "as desirable and
neceasary."5 For example, the Indian representative declared
that it was: "One of the extraordinary ironies of the present
situation that a great deal of criticism of nationallism 1n the
Arab world came from Juét those parts of the world where the 1life
of the people was squarely based on & vigorous, flourishing
established nationalism."®

The Latin American group in the General Assembly
expressed thelr belief that no resolution should support the
Western stand and Justify the dispatch of American and British
troops in answer to the requests of the Lebanese and Jordanian
Governments. The aim of the Latin American group was to prevent
the passage of any such resolution which might be used in the
future to jJjustify foreign intervention to support a Latin
American Government.7

On August 19, 1958, the President of the General Assembly,
Sir Leslie Munro of New Zealand, read a seven-power draft
resoiution (A/3878) presented by Canada, Colombia, Denmark,

Liberia, Norway, Panama, and Paraguay. This draft resolution

5
Miller, op,cit., p. 202,

8
A/PV,738, August 18, 1968, p. 66.

7
Thomas J, Hamilton, "UN Session Gets Compromise Plan
to Galm Mideast," The New York Times, August 19, 1968.
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took into consideration documents (A/38768) and (A/58?79) and
declared that Member States of the United Nations should not
interfere, directly or indirectly, in the internal affairs of
one another or instigate civil strife in any state., This draft
resolution added that all Member States should apply the above-
mentioned poliecy with regard to the Middle East area,©

At the outset of the August 21, 1958, meeting of the
General Assembly Mr. Mahjoub, Foreign Minister of Sudan, presented
an Arab draft resolutionll sponsored by ten Arab states, namely,
Irag, Jordan, Lebanon, Libya, Morocco, Saudi Arabia, Sudan,
Tunisia, the United Arab Republic, and Yemen, Among the sponsors
of the Arab draft resolution were Jordan and Lebanon who had
lodged two complaints with the United Nations Security Council
agalnst the alleged intervention of the United Arab Republic in
thelr internal affairs.

The Areb draft resolution mentioned that states should
"practise tolerance and live together in peace with one another
as good neighbors," according to the United Nations Charter.

The General Aaaembiy, added the Arab resolution, noted also the

8

A/3876 was a letter dated August 18, 1958, from the
Secretary of State of the United States to the President of the
General Assembly informing him of the readiness of the United
States to abide by any resolution by the United Nations General
Assembly requesting the withdrawal of American troops from Lebanon,

9

A/3877 was a letter dated August 10, 1958, similar to
the above-mentioned letter (A/3878) regarding the withdrawal of
British troops from Jordan.

10
A/3878, August 19, 1058.

11
For the text of the Arab draft resolution (A/3893/Rev.1)
adopted unanimously by the Assembly on August 21, see Appendix VI,
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desire of the Arab States to live peacefully together and
refrain from interfering in the affairs of one another according
to the Pact of the Arab League., The Arab resolution expressed
the Assembly's pleasure at the renewed assurances proposed by
the Arab States to implement the following provisions of the
Pact of the Arab League "each member state shall respect the
systems of Government established in the other member states
and regard them as exclusive concerns of these states," besides,
"each state shall pledge to abstain from any action calculated
to change established systems of Government."12

The adopted Arab resolution was siﬁilar to the seven-
power draft resolution mentioned above in many ways except that
the former "did not include any reference to separate but similar
declarations" which had been presented by Britain and the United
States to the President of the General Assembly on August 18,
1958, concerning the withdrawal of their forces from Jordan and
Lebanon (A/3876 and A/3877 mentioned above).l3

The Arab draft resolution was welcomed by the mejority
of the speakers in the General Assembly and was thus adopted
unanimously on August 21, 1958, Thus, due to the absence of the
vetosthe General Assembly was able to adopt the Arab draft
resolution and succeed where the Security Council failed.

The representative of Ceylon described the event as

"nistoric and momentous."

12
"Third Emergency Special Session," op.eit., 6-8.

13
Ibid., 8-9.
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The American Secretary of State, Mr. Dulles, called
it "an event of happy augury." Foreign Minister Gromyko of the
Soviet Unlon considered it "a good example." Selwyn Lloyd, the
British Foreign Secretary, welcomed it as "a constructive first

step" towards an agreement between the Arab countries concernad.l4

The Secretary-General's Interpretation of
the United Nations Role During the
Lebanese Crisis of 1958

We have already discussed in Chapter I of this thesis
how Mr. Dag Hammarskjold had taken the initiative during the
Suez Canal Crisis of 1956. A similar role was played by him
durlng the Lebanese Crisis of 1958. We have discussed also in
Chapter IV how the Security-Council had left the Secretary-General
in charge of the implementation of the June 11, 1958, resoclution
according to which UNOGIL was dispatched to Lebanon. The followirg
were Mr. Hammarskjold's ideas and interpretations of the June 11,
resolution of the Security Council. The Secretary-General
declared that UNOGIL had no relation. to events considered as
the domestic affairé of Lebanon. He added that the Secretary-
General in that case: "Was neither an arbiter nor a mediator,"
Yet, in spite of those'reatrictions there was a wide variety of
ways to fulfil the purposes of that resolution according to the
prineciples of the United Nations.

14
ibid., 6s8.
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Mr, Hammerskj)old declared that the Security Council
in sending an observation group to Lebanon had defined the
scope and the character of its operations. That was done by
Instructing the Group to observe the illegal infiltration of
arms and informing the Councll of its findings. Thus, the
Council had " defined the limits for authority delegated to the
Secretary~General in this case." Mr, Hammarskjold said that
he had a "free hand as to the structure and organization of the
operation" but he could not interpret the authority granted which
would have impllied that he had changed the policy prescribed
by the Security Council, by his "decision on the scope of the
operation and the authority of the observers." He added that
UNOGIL's job was not ‘that of police action but observation.

At the beginning, said Mr, Hammarskjold, he had
consulted with members of the Security Council and the Lebanese
representative on the structure, organization and activities of
UNOGIL . They approved of his interpretation of the June 11, 195§
resolution of the Security Council, Later, he added,that he had
depended upon the advice of highly specialized military,
political and diplomatic experts of the United Nations who were
in the fleld. He added that he had applied diplomatic efforts
in getting the required help for the observation operation to
try to stop any infiltration of arms. He said that he had "striven
to glve to the observation operation the highest possible

efficiency."15

15
S/PV. 827, July 15, 1958, pp. 9-12.
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Mr. Hemmarskjold went on & tour of the Middle East
countries between June 19, and 26, 1958. On June 19, 1958,
Secretary -General Dag Hammarskjold, in an effort to harmonize
the different pointsof view regarding the Lebanese Crisis, arrived
in Belrut and started talks with the United Nations observers
and the Lebanese Government officials on the necessary ways to
restore tranguility to Lebanon. On the same day
Mr. Hammarskj)old conferred with President Chamoun for forty-five
minute%sand later conferred with the senior members of UNOGIL.
The Secretary-General, refused to meet with the rebels because
he had declared before leaving New York that the United Nations,
being "an organization of Governments" would deal only with them.X’

' Upon his réturn to New York on June 26, 1958,

Mr. Hammarskjold said that UNOGIL hed "got off to a very
satisfactory start indeed." He stressed to news reporters his
idea that the Security Council had not authorized anything beyond
"observation,"

Mr. Hammarskjold's comments were interpreted by delegates
as an indication that he believed that the Security Council
should pass another resolution to authorize UNOGIL to stop
inflltration across the border instead of reporting on such cases.
But, 1t was expected also that the Soviet Union would veto such

& resolution so that the only way to pass it would be to call an

18
The New York Times, June 19, 1958,

17
Ibid., June 23, 1958,
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emergency session of the General Assembly.

Mr. Hammarskjold declared upon his arrival in New York
that he hoped that by the establishment of the Observation Group
he would: "Improve on the situation about which there were
complaints in the Security Council; so that for the future any
infiltration or traffic in arms which the Security Council
sought to ensure against would be avoided through their activity."le
After an hour talk with Mr. Hammarskjold, Dr. Malik of Lebanon
only commented by saying that he was "optimistic."1°

Mr., Hammarskjold declared on July 3, 1958, following
the issue of the first report of UNOGIL, that there was no
evidence now of "mass infiltration" of arms and personnel into
Lebanon. When questioned regarding reports from Beirut that
men and arms had infiltrated, between Lebanon and the United Arab
Republic, Mr. Hammarskjold replied that to his knowledge they had
"no foundation for such a Judgement now." The Secretary~General
éaded that UNOGIL teams were gradually gaining access to
territories previously reported under the control of the rebels.
He suggested, while speaking at a news conference, that the
Security Council should not meet until a report of the United
Nations observers was ready. He added that he would strengthen
the Group by as many men as suggested by its administrators
Ma jor General 0dd Bull of Norway and his civilian advisers.

It was reported that while Mr, Hammarskjold was

18 -
Ibid., June 27, 1958,
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visiting President Chamoun in Lebanon he recelved a cake as a
present. On the cake the following words were inscribed "United
Netlons save Lebanon" but Mr. Hammarskjold replied "only Lebanon
can save Lebanon." When asked if that story was correct, the
Secretary-General aswered "that is correct.”

Mr. Hammarskjold then explained his true role in
dealing with the Lebanese Crisis which a New York Times editorial
had referred to as "secret diplomacy" by saying that that phrase
was a "complete misunderstanding” of his role during the
Lebanese Crisis. The Security Council did not reach any decision
on the actual situation in the fleld, added Mr. Hammarskjold, but
requested the dispatch of an observation group and asked that
group to report to 1t; The Council had never asked the Secretary~-
General to report on this matter. Mr. Hammarskjold conecluded by
saying that he was "neither an arbiter nor a fact-finder, "

On July 16, 1958, and following the landing of
American trooba in Lebanon, Mr, Hammerskjold declared in & meeting
of the Security Council that he hoped: "No other developments
would cause a set-back," so that UNOGIL would "retain its key

n2l This sentence was interpreted as a sign of

position.
disapproval of the American landing.

Mr. Hammarskjold had interpreted the role played by
the Secretary~General by declaring, before tﬁe General Assembly's

meeting of September 286, 1967, that the Secretary~General should

20
Ibid., July 4, 1¢58.

21 ' .
S/PV. 820, July 16, 1968, p. 32,
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"use his office, and, indeed the machinery of the Organization
to its utmost capacity and to the full extent permitted at each
2
stage by practical circumstances." ? M. Hammarskjold added that
he had thought: '
it 1s in keeping with the philosophy of the Charter that
the Secretary-General also should be expected to act without
guc@]guidance [from the General Assembly or the Security
ouricil | should this appear to him necessary in order to
help in filling any vacuum that may appear in the systems
which the Charter and traditional diplomacy provide
for the safeguarding of peace and security.
The Secretary-General insisted that the above-mentlioned
proposal could be applied to the situation in the Middle East
in order to prevent it from deteriorating. That would mean,
he added, the further development of UNOGIL according to the
June 11, 1958, resolution of the Securlity Council and the
principles and purposes of the United Nations Ghs.rter.24
Mr, Hammarskjold commented on a suggestion to "seal"
the Lebanese~Syrian border by military means, that 1s, the
establishment of a United Nations force, by suggesting the
strengthening of UNOGIL instead, He added that he would conslder:
Arrangements under the [JapaneaeJ draft resolution
[ 8/4065] which would make it possible for the United
Nations also to accord assistance in the form and to the

extent proper to the United Nations, towards ensuring
against any externally directed activities within the ccuntny

22
A/PV. 690, September 26, 1957, p. 175,

23
Ibid.

24
8/PV. 837, July 22, 1958, pp. 3-4.

256
Ibld.; ps B.
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Such activities would include the infiltretion of men and the
smuggling of arms and would fall within the provisions of the
United Nations Charter.

Mr. Hammarskjold added that UNOGIL could, with the
agreement of the Lebanese Government, wideh‘its activities in
that direction. For that end UNOGIL's personnel as well as 1ts
observers of all ranks should be 1ncreased.26

On August 8, 1958, the Secretary-General introduced
& detailed plan for calming the situation in the Middle East.

Mr. Hammarskjold declared, in his plan, that the Arab States
should renew their adherence to the following principles of the
Areb League such as "mutual respect for each other's territories,
1ntegfity and aovereignty, of non-aggression, non-interference
in each other's internal affairs, and of equal and mutual
benefit.">’

Mr. Hammarskjold's above-mentioned suggestion was
ineluded in the Arab draft resolution to the General Assembly
(A/BBQS/Rev.lgeJ which was adopted unanimously by the Assembly
on August 21, 1958.

"My, Hammarskjold's presentation [plaﬂ] merked the first
time he had publicly advocated a particular progrem on & sensitive

political problem."29

26
mﬂ., ppc 8'—93

27
A/PV,732, August 8, 1958, pp. 4-5.

28 ‘
For the text of this resolution see Appendix VI,

29
Miller’ 0 lcit.’ pp- 198"'1990



CONCLUSION

Any effort to analyse the role of the United Nations
during the Lebanese Crisis of 1958 necessitates an understanding
of the interacting factors which came into play during that period.
One factor was the complex internal situation in Lebanon. A
deep feud had developed in Lebanon between the Lebanese
Government under President Chamoun's leadership on the one hand
and the Opposition, chiefly as organlized in the National Front
which included several outstanding Lebanese personalities on
the other. The causes of that schism, as discussed in Chapter II
of this thesis, were many, the most important being perhaps the
differences regarding Lebanon's foreign policy. President
Chamoun's Government had insisted on adopting openly a pro-Western
foreign policy through the acceptance of the Eisenhower Doctrine,
while the Opposition had called for the continuation of what they
considered to be the traditionally neutral forelgn policy
which Lebanon had adopted until then. Furthermore, the
Opposition believed that President Chamoun was using every
means to renew his mandate, including the " perversion "
of the general elections of 1957. President Chamoun, we
mey say, did not, even when the Crisis had developed to a
dangerous point in May 1968, confirm nor deny his wish to
renew his term of office. President Chamoun's reluctance to
adopt a clear position regarding this matter showed at least

that he was not ready to commit himself to a fixed stand which
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the Opposition chose to take as confirmation of his intention

to renew his term of office. Did President Chamoun's Government
"pervert" the general electlons of 19577 The resignation of

the two neutral Ministers of State, Hittl and Beyhum, from
Premier Solh's Government at the end of the first stage of the
elections in protest against "the atmosphere" of those elections
was considered by the Opposltion as another confirmation of
their allegations agalnst the Governmenﬁ.

In addition to the delicate internal schism, another
important factor developed. The Lebanese President and the
Lebanese Government with Solh as 1ts Premler and Dr. Mallk as
its Forelgn Mlnlstgr had accused the Government of the Unlted
Arab Republlic of interfering in the internal affalrs of Lebanon
by assisting the Oppositlon with arms and men. Thus, and on
the basls of this alleged interventlon, the Lebanese Government
had lodged two complaints on May 21 and 22, 1958, one with the
Arab League and the other with the Security Council. One questlon,
as we have seen, constantly raised by the Opposition in this
connection was: Why the Lebanese Government had presented the
two complaints simultaneously to the Arab League and to the
Securlty Councill?

Article 33 of the United Nations Charter stipulated
that Member States should use the reglonal organlization to settle
thelr dlsputes before referring them to the Unlted Natlions.

Since the Arab league was a reglonal organization of Arab States,

therefore, it was argued by the Opposition, any dispute arising
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petween two or more of its members should be referred to 1t
pefore its reference to the Unlted Nations. Thus, a&cording

to this view, even as a formallty, the Lebanese Government
should have referred its complaint to the Arab League before
lodging it with the Security Council. Another interesting
incident occurred during the extraordinary session of the Arab
League. The Lebanese delegate had, as was clarified in

Chapter III, introduced privately the amendments he wlshed

to the original Sudanese draft resolutlon. Following the
Lebanese amendments that draft resolution was accepted by all
the Arab delegations sublect to the approval of the Governments
of the United Arab Republic and Lebanon. One might well wonder
why the Lebanese Government "refused" that draft resclutlion
after all? Did the Arab League realiy fail to solve the
Lebanese question? Or to put the questlon differently, was 1t
really glven a chance to succeed? It must, however, Dbe mentioned
that the Arab League has a serious constitutional weakness,
namely, the provision that all 1ts resolutions should be adopted
unanimously by lts members. Another factor was that there
existed in the Arab League, at the time, two blocs: the first
composed of the United Arab Republic and Yemen who had adopted
a neutralist foreign pollcy; whlile the second was composed of
lLebanon, Iraq, Jordan, Libya, Sudan and Saudl Arabla who had
either supported Lebanon openly, as in the case of Iraq and
Jordan or indirectly as ln the case of Libya, Sudan and Saudl
Arabla.
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Therefore, a further question may be asked as to
whether the Arab League had a chance to succeed 1n solving
a complaint such as the [ebanese one given its constitutlional

provisions and the political divisions that split its ranks.

The lodging of the Lebanese complaint with the
Security Council on May 22, 1958, had the followlng purpose,
according to Forelgn Minister Mallk; "to refer the Lebanese
case to world public opinion." We have already seen 1in
Chapter IV how the Security Council had succeeded, after a
lengthy discussion of the Lebanese complaint, in passing a
weak resolution on June 11, 1958 (8/4023) establishing UNOGIL
and restricting its activities to "observing" and "reporting"
in order to ensure agalnst the lllégal infiltration of arms
and personnel across the Lebanese frontier. We have seen how
the Securlty Council,due to the veto and its political composition
by the use of which any of the two world blocs might bloc the
passage of a substéntive resolution, actually duplicated the
inadequacles of the Arab League for the solutlion of the lebanese
complalint. It was in these clrcumstances that the Security

Councll left the job of watching the implementation of the
June 11, 1958, resolution to the efforts of Mr. Hammarsk jold.

UNOGIL was successful, to a certaln extent, if one

takes into consideration the limited scope of 1its activities.
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UNOGIL had served at the beginning as a symbol of United Natlons
care. It had prevented, to a certaln extent, the further
deterioration of the feud between the Government and the Opposition.
It was established with remarkable speed and lts operaticns were
developing rapldly until the landing of American troops on July 15,
1958, which caused a set-back to 1ts activities as we have already

geen in Chapters IV and V of this thesls.

The landing of American troops on July 15, 1958,
introduced another disturbing factor to the already complex
sltuation. It widened the gap between the Government and the
Cppositlion and interfered in the plan of the United Natlions to
harmonize the conflicts between, the Government and the COpposition
on one hand, and [ebanon and the United Arab Republic on the
other, through the presence of UNOCGIL as well as the efforts of
Mr. Hammarskjold. The Secretarqueheral had already visited
Iebanon and the United Arab Republic between June 19 and 26 in
an attempt to medlate between the disputing parties.

However, = the landing of the American troops had
brought pressure on all the dlisputlng partles concerned, namely,
the Governmment, the Cppositlon and the Chehab faction, to bring
about a solution of the Lebanese Crisis in order to hasten the

withdrawal of the American forces.

When the Securlty Council falled to pass any resolution
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other than the one of June 11, 1958, because of the use of the
veto, both the United States and the Soviet Union's delegations
presented two draft resclutions requesting the reference of the
Lebanese complaint to the General Assembly.

Mr. Hammarskjold played a major role in medlating
between the two disputing states as we have already seen 1in
Chapter VI. Besides, he succeeded in finding a flnal officlal
solution for the Crislis by introduclng his plan for peace in
the Middle Rast before the General Assembly on August 8, 1958.
Mr. Hammarskjold's proposals found in that plan were included
in the Arab draft resolution which was adopted unanimously by
the General Assembly on August 21, 1958.

It should be mentlioned here that the Arab resolution
was not the only reason for the termination of the Lebanese
Crisis. Perhaps the declislve factor here was rather the result
of internal developments in Lebanon, the most lmportant of which
was the election of General Fouad Chehab as the new President
ingtead of Chamoun on July 31, 1958.

The writer would like to end her thesis wilth the
following éuotation from Mr. Joseph J. Sisco: the United Nations
"is a mirror of the world as it is, and, if it sometimes reflects
an ugly image, it 1s not because of the mlrror but because of the

world itself."



APPENDIX I

Chapter VI of the United Nations Charter
Pacific Settlement of Disputes

Article 33

1. The parties to any dispute, the continuance of which is
likely to endanger the maintenance of international peace and
security, shall, first of all, seek a solutlion by negotiation,
enguiry, mediatlon, conciliation, arbitration, Jjudicial settlement,
resort to reglonal agencles or arrangements, or other peaceful
means of their own cholce.

2. The Security Council shall, when it deems necessary, call
upon the parties to settle their dispute by such means.

Article 34

The Security Council may investigate any dispute, or any
situatlion which might lead to international friction or give rise
to a dispute, 1n order to determine whether the continuance of
the dispute or situation 1s likely to endanger the maintenance of
international peace and security.

Article 35

1. Any Member of the United Nations may bring any dispute,
or any situation of the nature referred to in Article 34, to the
attention of the Security Counecil or of the General Assembly.

2. A state which is not a Member of the United Nations may
bring to the attention of the Security Council or of the General
Assembly any dispute to which it is a party if it accepts in
advance, for the purposes of the dispute, the obligations of
pacific settlement provided in the present Charter.

3. The proceedings of the General Assembly in respect of
matters brought to its attention under this Article will be
subject to the provisions of Articles 11 and 12.

Article 36

1. The Security Council may, at any stage of a dispute of
the nature referred to in Article 33 or of a situation of like
nature, recommend appropriate procedures or methods of adjustment.
2. The Securlty Council should take into consideration any
procedures for the settlement of the dispute which have already
been adopted by the parties.
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3. In making recommendations under this Article the Security
Council should also take into consideration that legal disputes
should as a general rule be referred by the parties to the
International Court of Justice in accordance with the provisions
of the Statute of the Court,

Article 37

1. Should the parties to a dispute of the nature referred to
in Article 33 fail to settle it by the means indicated in that
Article, they shall refer it to the Security Council.

2, If the Security Council deems that the continuance of the
dispute is in fact 1likely to endanger the maintenance of
international peace and security, it shall decide whether to take
actlion under Article 36 or to recommend such terms of settlement
as i1t may consider appropriate.

Article 38
“1thout grejudice to the provisions of Articles 33 to 37,
the Security “ouncil may, if all the parties to any dispute so

request, make recommendations to the parties with a view to a
pacific settlement of the dispute,
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APPENDIX 1II

The Original Sudanese Draft Resolution

to the League of Arab States

"The Council of the League of Arab States having
consldered, 1in its extraordinary sesslon in the city of
Benghazi, the complaint presented by the Government of the
Lebanese Hepublic against the United Arab Republic, according
to Article VI of the Covenant of the League of Arab States;

"Having heard the statements of the delegations of the
Lebanese Republic and the United Arab Republic;

"Having observed in both parties the spirit of
mutual respect and the sincere intention of not interfering in
the internal affairs of each other and having noted the wish of
both parties to settle their differences in a peaceful manner
within the Covenant of the League of Arab States;

"In accordance with the letter and spirit of Article
II and III of the Covenant of the League of Arab States and
desirous of removing anything which disturbs the atmosphere of
calmness among the Arab States, the Council decides:

1l. To labor in order to stop the broadcasting services
and the press from broadcasting or writing anything which may
instigate the people agalnst thelr rulers or scandalize the
authorities in the Arab countrlies and endanger its safety;

2., No Arab State should allow the infiltration of arms
to the land of any other Arab State;

3. To request the Government of the Lebanese Republic
to withdraw the complaint it had lodged with the Security Council;

4, To appeal to various sects and parties in Lebanon
to end the disturbances and to take the necessary measures to
settle the domestic disputes by peaceful and constitutional
means;

5. To send a committee selected from amongst the
members of the Councl of the Arab League to ease the situation
and to give effect to the fourth item of the Council's decision
mentioned above,l

. -
League of Arab States, Secretariat, the Political

Department, the Councll of the Arab League, Extraordinary Sesaion

%85§%n5h321 (Minutes of the FLfth Meeting, afternoon of June %,
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APPENDIX III

Draft Resolution of the League of Arab States

"Having heard the statements of the delegations of the
Lebanese Republic and the United Arab Republic; having noted the
wish of both parties to settle their differences in a peaceful
manner within the League of Arab States; in accordance with the
letter and the spirit of the Pact of the League of Arab States,
and desirous of removing anything which disturbs the atmosphere
of calm among the brotherly Arab States;

The Council decides:

1. To do all in its power to put an end to anything
which may disturb the atmosphere of calm among member states;

2. To request the Government of Lebanon to withdraw
the complaint it had placed before the Security Council;

3. To appeal to the various Lebanese groups to end the
disturbances and to take the necessary measures to settle
domestic dispute by peaceful and constitutional means;

4. To send a comnltt-e selected from among the members
of the Council to ease thf situatlon and to give efiect to the
decision of the Council."

3 _
s/PV. 823, June 6, 1958, p.24,
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APPENDIX IV

Letter dated 22 May 1958 from the representative of
Lebanon to the President of the Security Council.l

Upon instructions from my L’over-mnen'l'., I have the
honour to request you, in your capacity as President of the
Security Council, to call an urgent meeting of the Council to
consider the followlng question:

"Complaint by Lebanon in respect of a situation arising
from the intervention of the United Arab Republic in the internal
affairs of Lebanon, the continuance of .which is likely to
endanger the maintenance of international peace and security."

The saild interventlion consists enter alia of the
following acts: the infiltration of armed bands from Syria inte
Lebanon, the destruction of Lebanese 1life and property by such
bands, the participation of United Arab Republic nationals in acts
of terrorism and rebellion against the established authorities in
Lebanon, the supply of arms from Syria to individuals and bands
in Lebanon rebelling against the established authorities and the
waging of a violent radio and press campaign in the United Arab
Republic calling for strikes, demonstrations and the overthrow
of the established authorities in Lebanon, and through other
provocative acts.

(Signed) Karim Azkoul
Permanent Representative of Lebanon
to the United Nations.

1
8/4007, May 22, 1958,
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APPENDIX V

The Security Council's Resolution
of June 11, 1958

"The Security Council;

"Having heard the charges of the representative of
Lebanon concerning interference by the United Arab Republic in
the internal affairs of Lebanon and the reply of the representativwe
of the United Arab Republic;

"l. Decides to dispatch urgently an observation group
to proceed to Lebanon so as to ensure that there
1s no 1llegal infiltration of personnel or supply
meterial across the Lebanese borders;

"2. Authorizes the Secretary-General to take the
necessary steps to that end;

"3. Requests the Observation Group to keep the Security
Council c&rrently informed through the Secretary-
General."

18/4023, June 11, 1088.
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AFPZENDIX VI
Action Taken by the General Assembly

At its 746th plenary meeting, on 21 August, 1958, the
General Assembly adopted the draft resolution submitted by Iraq,
Jordan, Lebanon, Libya, Morocco, Saudi Arabian, Sudan, Tunisila,
United Arab Republic, and Yemen (A/3873/Rev.l). See resclution
1237 (ES-111) below,

Resolution 1237 (ES-111) questions considered by the
Security Council At its 838th Meeting on 7 August, 1958,

The General Assembly,

Having considered the item entitled "Questions considered
by the Security Council at its 838th meeting on 7 August, 1958"

Noting that the Arab States have agreed, in the Pact of
the League of Arab States, to strengthen the close relations and
numerousties which 1link the Arab States, and to support and
stabilize these ties upon a basis of respect for the independence
and soverelgnty of these States, and to direct thelr efforts
toward the commun good of all the Arab countries, the lmprovement
of their status, the security of thelr future and the reallzation
of their aspirations and hopes,

Desiring to relieve international tension,

3

1. Welcomes the renewed assurances glven by the Arab
States to observe the provisions of Article 8 of the Pact of the
League of Arab States that each member State shall respect the
systems of Government established in the other member States and
regard them as exclusive concerns of these States, and that each
shall pledge to abstalin from any action calculated to change
established systems of Government;

2, Calls upon all States Members of the United Nations
to act strictly in accordance with the principles of mutual
respect for each others territorial integrity and sovereignty,
of non-aggression, of strict non-interference in each other's
internal affairs amd of equal and mutual benefit, and to ensure
that their conduct by word and deed conforms to these principles;

II
Requests the Secretary-General to make forthwith, in
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consultation with the Yovernments concerned and in accordance with
the Charter, and having in mind section I of this resolution, such
practical arrangements as would adequately help in upholding the
purposes and principles of the Charter in relation to Lebanon and
Jordan in the present circumstances, and thereby facilitate the
early withdrawal of the foreign troops from the two countries;

II1X

Invites the Secretary-General to continue hils studies
now under way and in this context to consult as appropriate with
the Arab countries of the Near East with a view to possible
assistance regarding an Arab development institution designed
to further economic growth in these countries;

IV

1. Requests Member-States to co-operate fully in
carrying out this resolution;

2. Invites the Becretary-General to report hereunder,
as appropriate, the first such report to the made not later than
30 September 1958.1

1
A/3893/Rev.1l, August 21, 1958.
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