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Introduction

Hours before committing Marines to intervene in the
Lebanese civil war during July 1958, President Eisenhower
reflected on the general Arab attitude: "the trouble is that we
have a canpaign of hatred against us, not by the governments but
by the people”™ and "the people are on Nasser's side".l This
perception was neither profound nor new in the thinking of
Eisenhower and his Secretary of State John Foster Duiles. Both
men were aware of the general hostility America's intervention
could generate. Almost two years earlier, during November 1956,
when the United States rebuked Britain at Suez. Dulies had
written:

| could not see any end to the situation that might
be created if the British and the French occupied the
canal...They would make bitter enemies of the entire
population of the Middlie East....

Everywhere they would be compelled to maintain
themselves by force and...their own economy would be
weakened virtually beyond repair...The Soviet Union wouid
reap the benefit of a greatly weakened Europe and would

move into a pgsutlon of predominant influence in the
Middle East.

1 Quoted in Douglas Little's, "Cold War and Covert Action:
The United States and Syria, 1945-1958", Middle East Journal,
Winter 1990, Vol. 44, #1. p.79.

2 Quoted in Wn. Roger Louis and Roger Owen’s, Suez 1956:
The Crisis and its Consequences (Clarendon Press, 1989), p. 201-
02.




Had America's policy changed drastically in only twenty-one
months to the point where it was committing its own Suez crisis?

In Lebanon, Eisenhower and Dul les knew thgzhware opposing
the very force which had eaten away at the British position, a
force which they understood in terms of its strength and
weaknesses. The radical nationalists’' goals of independence and
autonomy from previous decades of Western inperialisﬁ found
sympathetic ears in the White House, appealing to America's own
historical values.3 Both Washington and Cairo shared mutual
objectives of: blocking the internal spread of communism,
establishing strong political and economically independent
states, and ensuring defense fromoutside threats. The means to
obtaining these goals would prove to be different however.
Nasser's ﬁould pursue a revolutionary path, while Washington
advocated.ab evolﬁlioﬁary process in the transformation and
defense of the Arab East.‘ The emergence of Nasser and radical
nationalism throughout the area'required a modified approach to

secure Wastern interests.

3 Robert A. Packenhaim, Liberal America and the Third
Wrid, Political Development Ideas in Foreign Aid and Social
Sciences (Princeton, 1973), Chapter 1.

4 The Arab East is defined in this paper as Jordan, Syria,

Lebanon, lraq, and Saudi Arabia.
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Dominant in this new approach was Dulles' concern with the

weaknesses of Nasser's brand of nationalism. Following his 1953
trip to the region, Dulles accurately assessed A(g? hostility to
Western imperialism, their fear of an expansionist Israel, and
the United States’' awkward position as its benefactor. In his
observations lay the direction United States' foreign policy was
to pursue. Testifying before a Congressional Senate cqhnittee
Duiles stated, “"Let none forget that the Kremlin uses extreme
nationalism to bait the trap by which it seeks to capture the

§ Dulles believed radical nationalism could

dependent peoples”.
also be a potential- Soviet weapon to be used in disrupting if
not destroying Western strategic interests.

America‘'s reaction to this potential weakness would lead
to the Eis?nhower Doctrine, new conmitments to the stability of
Jordan, tﬁéb Aner{;an;éyrian crisis, and ultimately to the
containment of the nationalist revolution in Lebanon and Jordan
during 1958. It would also prove to be one of the most
misinterpreted elements of the Eisenhower era. Al though

Eisenhower and Dulles would achieve their ultimate objectives,

their policy would be considered by many observers to be a

§ "Six Major Policy lssues”: Address by Secretary of State
John Foster Dulles to Congress upon his return from the region,
1 JUN 53.




failure. Citing the Administration's over emphasis on stopping
communist subversion, critics would contend that Dulles in
particular defined regional characters and evgrlts within the
context of the global Cold War. Eisenhower and Dulies in fact
pursued the opposite, trying to keep the global Cold War from

coming into the Arab East.




Anglo-American Interests and the Character

of Radical Nationalism

In 1952, two types of Arab nationalism were firmly
established in the Middle East. The conservative version
included older statesmen who had led the new Arab codntrie#
after Worid War |I. In many ways they carried over the existing
social order and political practices from the Ottoman era.
Political elites dominated quasi~parliamentary states by means
of favoritism, rigged elections, and pay offs. Power flowed
along pre-nineteenth century class lines. "Feudal®" style land
owners, established merchant families, and various tribal or
sactarian leaders monopolized political power and national
resources iﬁrough the éovernnnnt n'nchinery.8 The conservative
nationalists were remnants of the elite who had colluded with
the French and British empires. They were generally pro-West

and key players in representing Western interests in their

national policies.

8 Numerous sources exist on this topic. See Marwan
Buheiry, The Formation and Perception of the Modern Arab Worid.
A.H. Hourani, Syria and Lebanon: APolitical Essay and A History
of Arab Peoples. and Kamai Salibi, A House of Many Mansions; The
History of Lebanon Reconsidered.




The social character of the conservative nationalists also
encouraged the political orientation of the next generation.
Oi1l and Western aid increased national wealtb, but little
benefit filtered down to the classes below the elite. Both
British and American leaders recognized the unstable ground on
which their influence was based. In 1849, Britain's Foreign
Secretary Ernest Bevin wrote:

The old regimes which we were forced to support,
would not stand up to revoiutionary conditions and would
be swept away. These regimes were greedy and seifish and
had not aliowed any of the wealth which they had made out
of the war and out of the oil to benefit the poorer
classes. If we -ontinue to support them we should be
blamed in the event of the Communists succeedin? in
turning the people of the Middie East against us. ...

This observation was followed in 1952, by America's Secretary of
State Dean Acheson:

The Middle East presented a picture that might have
been. drawn by Karl Marx himself- with the masses
disinherited,...no middle class, a small and corrupt
ruling class pushed about by foreigners who sought to
exploit priceless resources, whether oil or canai. Ws
there ever such an opportunity to invoke inherent
xenophobia to destroy the foreigner and his system and
substitute the Communist solution?

7 Quoted in Wn. Roger Louis, The British Enpire in the
Middle East (Oxford, 1984), p. 604.




Anglo~American solidarity on a policy of sitting
tight offered no solution, but was |like a couple locked in
warm ewbrace in a rowboat about to go over Niagara Falls.
it was Qigh time to break the embrace and take to the
oars. ...

The direction in which both the British and the Americans began
moving in the early fifties was toward economic development.
Both governments looked at their own histories and hoped to
achieve long term socia stability in Arab countries fhrough
economic prosperity.9 Their processes were evolutionary and
optimistic. It would require decades to accomplish what had
taken centuries in their own societies.lo It also required
numerous foreign teohnicians and progressive political leaders,
the latter being excluded from the political process by the
conservatives. Many of these younger leaders also did not share
the VQsterp patience, optimism, or strategic concerns.
Ensuffng thef?lou;of Middlie East oil was the basic goal of
Anglo-American policy in the region. Europe's economic recovery

after World War |1 depended on this resource. |In Eisenhower's

s Quoted in Dean Acheson, Present at Creation (New York,
1969), p. 600.

s The American and British philosophies regarding economic
devetopment can be found in Michael lonides, Divide and Lose,

Burton Kaufman, Trade and Aid, and Millikan and Rostow,
A Propsoal: Key to an Effective Foreign Policy.
10

Egya Sangmuah, "Eisenhower and Containment in North
Africa, 1956-1960", MEJ, Winter 1980, Vol. 44, #1, p. 78.
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words i ranked, "almost in equal priority with an adequate
supply for ourselves'.” Maintaining the flow of oil rested
upon two strategies: First, stability of Arab r_egimes friendly
to the West, and second, their physical security from an
external Soviet military threat. Stability entailed strong
popularily supported governments which would stand-up against
domestic revolutionary forces. Both the United Statés and
Britain devised programs of economic aid and development in an
attenmpt to eliminate wide spread poverty, considered the root
cause of discontent and a breeding ground for communist
sympathies. Military security was to be obtained through
assistance in arms supplies and regional alliances, such as the
Baghdad Pact, designed to contain the expansion of the Soviet
Union into. the Middie East. But the implementation of both
stratogiesAr'equifeé’a éegree of control or influence over the
domestic and foreign policies of the Arab countries. This in
itself increased the hostility to the Western powers by the
younger nationalists, a hostility Dulles sought to avoid.
Before the Suez crisis the United States had walked a fine
line between sympathy for Nasser's revolutionary objectives and

providing ful!l support for her British allies. In a 1953

" Legislative Leadership Meeting. 8 MAY 56, Box 2,

Legislative Meeting Series, Eisenhower Papers.

8




testimony to Congress, Dulles said:

..without breaking from the framework of Western
unity, we can pursue our traditional dedication to
political liberty. In reality, the V\bstern powars can
gain, rather than M:se from an orderly development of
self government.

In short, the United States supported the independence goals of
Nasser's generation, providing they did not threaten the orderly
transition of power. But when the evolutionary process a;-)peared
to be threatened as in lran during 1953, or Syria in 1956,
Washington did not hesitate to contemplate or actually use
covert operstions to influence domestic events.‘s Yet, the
American official mind of the late forties and early fifties was
also generally negative and sometimes openly hostile to what it
perceived as the continued imperial behavior of Britain.
Imnsdiate|_y after the Egyptian revolution, the United States
sought to éé-opt N:sserq into the West's cause in the Cold V\kr."
The British believed this reflected American naivete' and

inexperience in the region.

Robin Hankey, the British embassy Charge'd’'affairs,

12 "Six Major Policy Issues”: Address by the Secretary of
State to Congress on 1 JUN 53.

1 Little, "Cold War and Covert Action™, p. 51-55.

" Early American efforts at bringing Nasir into the
Western alliance are described in Wilbur Eveland, Ropes of Sand,
(W.W. Norton & Company Inc., 1980)

9




described American efforts in Egypt as “starry eyed". He
particularly singled out the American Ambassador, Jefferson
Caffery, for playing the middie between Egyptian nationalism and
British imperialism. Sir William Strang, Permanent Under
Secretary at the Foreign Office reported: “There seemed to be
peoplie in the U.S. embassies who were dominated by the old anti-
colonial feeling to the extent they seemed to think the éritish

18 Clement Attlee contributed to the British

were always wrong”.
complaint in his open article in Foreign Affairs 1954, reminding
the Amaricans of Britain's long term experience with the Arabs
versus the United -States whose status to them was one of
"newcovmrs".16 The primary British criticism was that America
was supporting forces which threatened to de-stabilize the
region. _In short, who would control the road to orderly
developfmn.t,.‘ self ;over-nment and thus, stability and security?
Wuld nasserist radicals and “non-alignment”™ be given
partnership in the responsibility for the economic and strategic
security of the West? The British thought not.

The "progressive” or radical nationalists in the region

matured not oniy during the time of the British and French

s Quoted Louis and Owen, Suez 1956, p. 60.

18 Clement Attlee, "Britain and America, Common Aims,
Different Opinions”, Foreign Affairs, Vol 32, No. 2, JAN 1954.

10




mendates, but during the rise of Soviet Russia and spread of
European social ism. Thé egalitarian precepts of socialism found
fertile ground among elite and middle class social critics,
creating an environment in the 1950's where i;'intellectual
usually meant a Marxist and at least a democrat." It was
particularly appealing to young military officers, many with
origins in the lower middle income and poor agrarian classes.

By 1954, the Soviets, like their Czarist predecessors,
looked at the Middie East with renewed interest. It was filled
with opportunities to score regional victories against the
United States in the global competition of the Cold War. Moscow
also provided the radical nationalists with an alternative
source of economic and military resources. External support,
usually necessary to tip the balance of power in internal
struggles.f was na, longer based on collusion with Western
imperial powers alone. The Soviet Union was also an economic
‘model of sorts for the internal transformation of Arab
societies. Its rapid industrialization and modernization

presented what appeared a much better alternative to the decades

of evolutionary growth under the old "feudal" classes envisioned

" Abdul Salsam Yousif. "The Struggle for Cultural

Hegemony"“, Chapter 10 of Louis and Fernea, The Iraqgi Revolution
of 1958: The Old Social Classes Revisited (London, 1981), p.
176-77.

1




in the Anglo-American modelis.

Conflicts in National Interests

After consolidating his power and securing a British
evacuation treaty by late 1954, Nasser began to focus on more
regional issues. The Czech Arms Deal in 1955, and merely
surviving the Suez invasion in 1956, flaunted the new terms of
independence in the face of the old inperial powers. Internal
policies geared toward land redistribution, nationalization of
industry, and plans to increase economic autonomy signaled a
change in the social order, not just a break from imperialism.
The policy of non-alignment became the stated foreign policy of
the new Egypt. While it was not an absolute enbrace with the
Soviet Union, it was a _strong symbolic rejection of dependance
or alignment with the West which had served as the "evil force"
in the radicals mobilization of the people. The Czech Arms deal
greatly irritated Washington, but Nasser's inability to deal
with Israel led to a break in the White House's tolerance.

Ilsrael was the largest problem in the Egyptian-American
relation. The Arab frustration and hostility to the Jewish
State was initially absorbed by the British. But as the British

Enmpire retracted and the role of the United States grew. so did

12




the difficulty of reconciling Washington's support of Israel to
the Arab world. Israeli security interests made it impossible
for Washington to fully meet those of the Arabs. |f the weapons
purchases were not blocked by political lobbying, pro-israel
representatives in congress insisted on sending Amer ican

! For Nasser, the return of Western

advisors with the such aid.’
military personnel was as irreconcilable as re-establishing
relations with Britain.

Washington attempted to reduce the negative affects of its
Israeli connection by launching the Anderson peace mission in
January of 19566. A resolution between Egypt and Israel could,
in Washington's eye;. at least achieve cordial relations with
the radical nationalists. Nasser's reaction to the proposal was
simple and prophetic. Upon realizing the American plan entailed
Egyptian rbqognitigp of Israel he said, | could never do that,

19

|'d be assassinated!”. Eisenhower's reaction was much deeper.

¥ Although the Mutual Security Act of 1954 required U.S.
advisors accompany arms to ensure the terms of their intended
usage, simiiar shipments went to other countries, including
Israel, without advisors.

1 Quoted in H.W. Brandis, The Specter of Neutralism: The
US and the Emergence of the Third Worid 1947-1960, p. 260-62.
In Waging Peace, p. 185-89. Eisenhower describes the actions of
both the Egyptians and the Israelis regarding Israeli withdrawal
from positions in Gaza, taken during the February 1955 raid.
Although both sides dragged their feet on a potential
settiement, Eisenhower centered the blame on Nasir after he
moved his administrators back into Gaza, apparentiy in violation

13




He identified Nasser as the “primary stumbling block™ towards a
greater Arab-lIsraeli peace settlement which Washington needed to

achieve stability in the Arsb East.20

But Nasser could never
compromise on the lIsraeli issue and maintain "his spreading
popularity and political influence. The Administration wanted
to appear neutral in a dispute where the israelis and radical
nationalists were absolutely polarized. When America was trying
to align the Near East against the Soviets in the context'of tﬁe
Cold War, the Arab-Israeli dispute left no middie ground by the
antagonists very own "with us or against us" mentality.
Nasser's foreign policy also threatened the basis of
Amer ican strategy. '}he Czech arms deal enabled the Soviet Union
to jump over the Northern Tier states compromising the Baghdad
Pact. This broke the_pillat of security in the Anglo-American
strategy., giving quiet; military advisors access into Egypt and
jater Syria. Egypt's acceptance of Soviet funding and technical
assistance to build the Aswan dam threatened the second piliar,
economic development. Washington always had a sense of

superiority in her economic resources. They were used as a

large carrot for developing nations to follow the Western line.

of the negotiations, after months of diplomacy by American
representatives.

u Robert H. Ferreli, The Eisenhower Diaries, p. 319.

14




But Moscow began economic aid, coupled with less restrictive
payment terms in late 1954, threatening America's self perceived

monopoly on development.ﬂ

By the end of 1956, Nasser not only
rid himself of the British presence, but expanded his sources
for foreign economic and military assistance. Egypt's
“positive neutralism®, the basis of Nasser's foreign policy
success and regional popularity, was also the key justification

22

to his own domestic political stability. The American

administration saw it as a practical political move on Nasser's
part.23 But when America's relation with Israel was added into
the equation, Egyptian neutralism quickliy leaned towards the
Soviet Union. )

By March 1956, it became apparent to the Administration

that Nasser would not be co~opted to support American interests.

Eisenhower” began tg identify Nasser himseif as a threat:

u Kaufman, Trade and Aid, Chapter 4.

2 Hrair R. Dekmejian., Egypt Under Nasir; A Study in
Political Dynamics (Albany, N.Y., 1971) p. 40. Throughout
1955, as Nasir's foreign policy successes increased, internal
Egyptian opposition to his regime decreased.

¥ 4. W Brandis, "What Eisenhower and Dulles Saw in
Nasser", American-Arab Affairs, #17, Summer 1986. Also, in
Brandis, Specter of Neutralism, parts | and il, the author
concludes that neither Dulles or Eisenhower were hostile to
neutralism providing it did not run counter to U.S. interests.

15




A fundamental problem is the growing ambition of
Nasser, the sense of power he has gained out of his
associations with the Soviets, his belief that he can
emerge as the true leader of the entire Arab world. ..
Because of this, | suggested to the State Department
that we begin to build up some other individual...in the
thought that mutually antagonistic personal ambitions
might disrupt the agﬂressive plans that Nasser is
evidently developing. ..
Eisenhower and Dulles did not see him as a Soviet stooge, but
neither could they confidently determine his basic political
orientations. Nasser was his own man, but for how tong? The
Administration began to look to the conservative Arab leaders to

ratly a pro-West bloc of Arab st:ates.zs

The gliobal strategy
of the Cold War was Leing applied at the regional level. Nasser
was to be isolated and his revolution contained. This would
require Washington to enter the under currents of Arab politics
at a time ﬁ\gn the foundations of these regimes foundations were
dramatically changing.

Egypt and Saudi Arabia were aligned against Iraq's bid for

regional Arab leadership. The Saudi position in 1956 was based

on historical and contemporary considerations. Traditionally at

u Quoted in Brandis®, Specter of Neutralism, p. 323.

% ibid #19. Eisenhower's choice as an alternative to
Nasir would be King Saud of Saudi Arabia. According to Neff,
Warriors at Suez, p.317, American organization of Arab states in
opposition to Nasir began in October 1956.

16




odds with the Hashemite monarchies of iraq and Jordan, King Saud
wished to contain lraqi aspirations of being the leader of the
Arab states. The lraqi, Saudi, and Egyptian governments
competed for regional predominance and at times outright
control, of Syria and Jordan. There was also friction between
Saudi Arabia and Britain. The Saudis challenged British efforts
to control the Gulf in the 1820s. In 1855, after a two year
dispute and Saudi occupation, the British took the Burami QCasis.
King Saud countered with support to tribali leaders threatening
the British position in Yem»n.ze Both Saudi Arabia and Egypt
attacked the lragi alliance with Britain as remnants of imperial
control . )

The United States was strategically aligned with Britain,
yet a regional proponept of Riyadh. It was also ironic in that
it was Saudi oil thgt Washington sought to secure, primarily for
Western European use. While Iraq had her patron, Saudi Arabia
was being courted by America. Egypt had yet to confirm her
global partner. Past experience and Anglo-lraqi relations

excluded Britain. Border problems with israel excluded the

United States. But the Suez invasion and Moscow's subsequent

% The clash of national, regional and international
interests regarding American-Saudi and Anglo-American interests
and relations are addressed in Davis Lesch's, Syria and the
United States: Eisenhower's Cold War in the Middle East
(Westview Press, 1992), p. 129-32.
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support provided Nasser the impetus to move closer to the
Soviets. Such a move was also not inconsistent with Egypt's
internal policies.

Fol iowing Bangdung, socialist dogma became more frequent

in Nasser's speeches. Throughout 1955, capitalism came under
27

increasing attack by the government. The Egyptian
constitution of January 1956, institutionalized a  mixed
socialist-capitalist eccmomy.28 After its publication, some

Communist Party members were released, although the Egyptian
regime remained suspicious of the Party. With the
nationalization of the Canal and the beginning of the Suez
crisis, Nasser mobi;ized all the forces he could. The Egyptian
Communist Party praised Nasser's actions for moving Egypt's
revolution to a 'highe_r plane® which they contended was possible
by the economic q)r_ld political support of a "reinvigorated”

% With the Tripartite attack in October, more

socialist camp.
left wing critics of the regime were released from confinement
and used to organize and fight in Port Sa'id. By the end of

Suez, many of the Egyptian radical left were out of prison,

u For discussion of anti-capitalist measures, see Charles
Issawi, Egypt in Revolution, p. 52-3.

28

Dekmejian, Egypt Under Nasir, p.127.

28
p. 80.

M. S. Agwani, Comunism in the Arab East (India, 1969),

18




being incorporated into government ministries, and establishing
party contacts in other Arab countries.

The left wing political parties of the Arab East comprised
the majority of the radical nationalists and grew in popularity
during the 1950s. Two of the most important would be the Ba'th
Socialist Party and the Conmmunist Party. The Ba'th was strongly
anti-Wast. |t considered Western inperialism to be the cause of
contemporary Arab divisions, the existence of Israel, and the
perpetuation of the old social status quo. |t founder, Michael
Aflaq, was also the author of Pan-Arabism, advocating the unity
of Arab states into one nation. The Ba'th and Communist parties
were not instantly~ successful. They did not control the
government bureaucracies or satisfy the skepticism of the
commercial classes in _regards to domestic policies. The Ba'th
and the c‘ommnistg wouid overcome this handicap by allying
themselves against the conservatives, a practice which increased
their power and eventually their suspicions of each other. As
the Arab East became increasingly anti-West, the left woulid
capitalize on their Soviet contacts, declaring political
neutralism in the Cold War.

Nasser was alsowilling to use the Cold War rivalry to his
advantage, which alarmed both Eisenhower and Dulies as early as

1955. Egypt’'s increasing socialism during 1956, added to

19




suspicions in the White House that Nasser was slowly becoming
entrapped by Soviet advisors who would subvert and dominate
affairs in Egypt. Washington's concerns about Nasser, were the
mirror image of the radical nationalists about Western advisors.
Yet Dulles still sought to “avoid any open break which wouid
throw Nasser irrevocably into a Soviet satellite status" and
provide him "a bridge back to good relations with the V\bst'.3°
Despite Nasser's growing estrangement from Western interests,
Dulies was reluctant to forces an open confrontation. This was
based off American observations during Suez, and popular Arab
reaction towards Britain and France.

Washington hc;waver. was in the process of inheriting
primary leadership and responsibility to pursue stability which
entailed containing thp spread of Egypt's revolutionary spirit.
Dul les ani ._Eisenhcger needed a means to confront and contain
Nasser, without appearing to be purposely targeting him. The
American domestic and regional Arabic forces that the

Administration had to contend with would result in one of the

most misunderstood policies of the Eisenhower era.

30
p. 191.

Quoted in Louis and Owen's, Suez and its Consequences,

20




Radical Nationalism and the Eisenhower Doctrine

- .

One of John Foster Dulles’' primary points throughout the
Suez crisis of 1958, was to avoid any action that would fﬁrther
enhance the prestige of Nasser. The Anglo-French-israeli
intervention had precisely the impact he feared. Alien Dulles,
Director of the Central intelligence Agency, concluded that the
primary result of the invasion was a "unanimous revulsion" and
“revival of age-old hatred of Western inperialism and

colonialism™ in the~Arab peoples.:“

The joint attack swellied
regional outrage against the West and elevated Nasser's
popularity. The Suez crisis also greatly diminishaed Britain's
capability to promote. Western influence. As Irag would soon
prove, clo;e‘ association with London was now a serious political
liability for an Arab government.

The Administration saw itself now as being primarily
responsible for Western interests and the security of moderate
regimas in the Arap East. The American strategy remained the

same; to achieve stability. With Britain's influence reduced,

washington needed a policy change. Fearing expanding subversion

3 Mermorandum of meeting with legisfative leaders, 9 NOV
1956, Legislative meeting series, Staff secretary records.
Quoted in Brands, The Specter of Nationalism. P. 280.

21




sponsored from Moscow or Cairo, the White House wanted a means
to actively confront both. The resuit of the Administrations
efforts became known as the Eisenhower Doctrine. The most well
known function of the Doctrine, or Resolution 1;7 was to put
the Soviet Union on notice that the United States considered the
Arab East a vital American interest. Another equally vital
function was to stop Nasser ‘s expansion, without igniting Arab
emotions similar to those that exploded during the canal
invasion. It is this second function in which the Eisenhower
administration planned to channel and contain Arab radical
national ism. .

Littlie changed regarding the American assessment of Soviet
tactics. Washington believed that the two primary objectives of
the Kremlin were to; "undermine Western political and military
power in ‘th'e area™ and “"weaken the West economically and
strategically® by reducing its access to oil. The
Administration considered direct military action in the area by

2 The focus of Eisenhower and Dulles

Russia a low probability.
sharpened on Egypt and Syria as the principle instruments of
instability. Nasser was a political probiem due to his mass

popularity and willingness to use it against pro-West Arab

% special National Intelligence Estimate 11-10-56, "Soviet
Actions in the Middie East™, 29 NOV 1856. Foreign Relations of
the United States, p. 355. (Referred to hereafter as FRUS)

<22




regimes. Syria was increasingly perceived as becoming a Soviet

satellite, also opening up “greater political and subversive

i The White House's

- -

distinction between Nasser's nationalism and what it considered

opportunities®™ in other Arab nations.

a more classical Soviet supported subversion in Syria was
subtle, yet significant in the manner American power would be
projected.

Nasser was not considered a stooge of Moscow. The probliem
was that his popularity transcended national boundaries and
could inspire similar revolutions in Jordan., Lebanon, Iraq, or
even Saudi Arabia. lﬁhi le Nasser's could easily mobilize support
for a revoiution in another Arab country, there was no guarantee
he could control the results. Within the instability of a
revolt or coup, Washington feared the Arab communists would gain

the initiative over the Nasserists, seize the government, and

k1]

pave the way for Soviet domination. Dulles perceived a

¥ bid #2.

3‘ Though not specifically stated, Dul les appeared fearful
that Syria and Egypt could cause a regional "Czech Scenario".
During his 7 JAN 1957, testimony to the House of Representatives
Commi ttee on Foreign Affairs, Dulles described his inmpressions
of the Czechosiovakian crises in 1948. QCulles felt the country
submitted to a Communist Party take over because of Russian
troops massed on the border at the time. The Czech peoples fear
of invasion, particularly when no other power sought to counter
the external Soviet Threat, was the principle reason the
subversion was successful. See P. 13-14, Economic and Military
Cooperation with Nations in the General Area of the Middle East,
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pattern of planned coercion from the Kremlin. Moscow would
first provide military and economic aid. They would then ensure
the aid was controlled by Soviet sympathizers in the target
country, providing the individual with power.f‘ul resources.
Eventually these resources would be used to submit the country

% pulles

to international communism, controlied from Moscow.
believed Nasser and his desire to “fulfill his role” would
create conditions the Kremlin would exploit.

Syria appeared to be such a situation. Throughout 1955
and most of 19568, conservatives struggled against an uneasy
alliance of the socialist Ba'th Party and the communists for
control of the parliament. The Suez crisis and subsequent
exposure of a British—-lragi coup attenmpt, seriousiy undermined

the popularity of the conservative Syrian politicians.30

Particularly after SBuez, any radical challenge to a conservative
government was |likely to generate large public support sinply by

espousing anti-Wast positions. As of Decenber 1956 however,

United States Government Printing Office, Washington D.C., 1957.

% Dulles to Eisenhower. 20 AUG 1957, FRUS. P.641.

¥ Lesch, David W. Syria and the United States:
Eisenhower's Cold War in _the Middle East, Chapters 5 and 6. See
also, Abu Jaber, The Arab Ba'th Socialist Party. For
discussion of British-iraqi intrigue in Syria during 1956, see
Little's "Cold War and Covert Action", Middlie East Journal,
Winter 1990, Vol. 44, #1.
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neither the socialists nor the communists could gain supremacy
over the other. Each used the imperialist threat as a political
platform to rally domestic support. in trying to outdo each
other, they increased the country's economic lna.military ties
to the Soviet Union. This was precisely the pattern bullos
feared. When Nasser's popularity was added to the force of
anti-Wastern sentiments, the potential dangers of Washington
projecting its own regional interests doubled.

Eisenhower and Dul les needed to more actively support pro-
West regimes, but could not appear to be directly challenging
Nasser and his 'progfessive' Arab nationalism. This concern was
reflected in a State Department planning document reconmmending
a new regional approach. The Bureau of Near Eastern, South
Asian, and African Affairs listed the “anmbitions of Nasser" as
the first?of three faetors behind Soviet penetration of the
region. Reducing Nasser's "power and influence” was the first
of four requirements considered necessary for a new American
program to succeed. Yet in order to mobilize support from other

Arab countries, the Bureau concluded "our actions will be

largely self defeating if they create a general impression that

our objective is to directly overthrow Nassqr‘.u

" Paper prepared by the Dept of State Near Eastern Policy
Planning Staff, "Program to Counter Soviet Penetration of the
Middle East”, 5 DEC 1956. FRUS, p. 383.
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The American dilemma was clear. Nasser was the immediate
threat to Wastern interests, due to the popularity behind his
social as well as political revolution. But specifically
identifying him as a policy target risked creati-;g popular Arab
reaction against the United States. it would also uﬁko it
difficult for conservative Arab leaders to request American
assistance without being associated with a foreign threat to the
Arab nationalist hero. Yet pro-West Arab nations, in and out of
the Baghdad Pact, were also calling on the White House to
clarify its position in the region.“ Eisenhower, Dulles, and
the primary staff in~State and Defense perceived the need to act
rapidly. If not, moderate Arab regimes would be forced to seek
a middle ground with Nasser and the Soviets to ensure their own

survival.

Searching for a Means to Apply the Doctrine

Since 1855, the Baghdad Pact served as the principle

u In addition to countries of the Baghdad Pact, Lebanon
and Saudi Arabia were also seeking stronger assurances of United
States resolve to support. See memorandum, “Notes on
Presidential-Bipartisan Congressional Leadership Meeting”, 1 JAN
1957. FRUS, p. 434.
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instrument for demonstrating Western power and resolve. Britain

had been the primary Western power in the Pact, due to
consistent Amrican hesitation to become a full signatory.n
On 4 December 1956, despite the intensification :f anti-British
feelings in the region, the American Secretary of D;afcnso
recoomended to Eisenhower that the United States formally join
the Pact. Of the principle reasons, Secretary Wilson stated:
“to fill the political and military vacuum" created by Britain's
decline as a resu!t of Suez, to “reinforce the firm support of
the U.S." to the collective security of regional conservative
states. This would ?resunnbly “demonstrate to the Soviet Union®
the resolive of the United States to "protect the sovereignty and
territorial integrity" of the Arab states.‘o The
recommendation noted the probable negative reactions that such
a8 move ml;ld genecate ~in the Arab world; but it also treated
them as secondary to the requirement of sending an immediate
warning to the Soviets and assurance to regional allies.

A second proposal, generated in the State Department's

Bureau of Near Eastern and African Affairs under William

¥ William Stivers, America's Confrontation with
Revolutionary Change in the Middle East (St. Martin's Press,
19868), p. 12-13.

1 Letter from Secretary of Defense(Wilson) to the
President, 4 DEC 1956. Eisenhower Library, Staff Secretary
Records. FRUS, p. 372.
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Rountree. reached Dulles’' desk the next day. This proposal
rejected Baghdad Pnct‘ merrbership because most Arab nations
associated it with an extension of British control. Could the
United States atford to step in to the British ;;sition in the
Pact and not expect to be regarded as & new power in in old
game? Not in Rountree's opinion. The bureau proposed replacing
the Pact with "A New Grouping of Middle Eastern States®. The
proposal stated:

This framework will have to accord with the basic
drives of the area-which is to say in addition to being
anti-Communist it will aiso have to be anti~inperialist
and pro-nationalist. It will, also, unfortunately, have
to recognize the ss{ong anti-israeli sentiments of most of
the area statds. ..

Essentially Rountree and his staff recommended that work begin
on an entirely new organization, larger in scope than the
Baghdad Pact. It spccifically excluded Israel, as wall as two
key Europégg alli;;. é}itain and France. With an optimistic
implementation date of 28 January 1957, the proposal risked
failure by trying to create a consensus of conservative Arab
nations in a short period of time.

Whatever the approach woul!d be it had to be in a form Arab

allies could adopt, without fueling radical nationalist

" Memorandum From the Assistant Secretary of State for
Near Eastern, South Asian, and African Affairs(Rountree) to the
Secretary of State, "Revised Proposal for a New Middle Eastern
Grouping”, 5 DEC 1956. FRUS, p. 376.
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propaganda. The essence of the problem and hints of the

solution were highlighted during a December 7th meeting in the

State Department:

-

...to find a vehicle for meeting the desire of the
Arab governments, particularly Saudi Arabia and lraq, for
a convincing demonstration of U.S. intention to make its
power felt in the area in a manner which would not smack
of inmperialism an?zwhich would leave the initiative to

local countries...
Dulles agreed with his own department that membership in the
Baghdad Pact would play into the hands of the nationalists; but
he appeared less inclined to follow Rountree's recommendation on
the Middie East Charter. The Charter would involve months if
not years to develop. In the interim, the United States would
be without an instrument to handie interim problems in the
region. American security concerns were rising as many
countries . were expe}iencing inmediate economic problems.
Jordan, Iriq. and éaudi Arabia were losing considerable revenues
due to the closure of the canal and destruction of pipeline

Lk

across Syria. Dulles believed this could soon lead to social

and political instability. The vehicle, in addition to being

i informal Record of a Meeting., Secretary Dulles’' Office,
Department of State, "Middle East™, 7 DEC 1956, FRUS, p. 393.

4 See paragraph 26, State Department Operations
Coordinating Board Report., "Progress Report on U.S. Objectives
and Policies With Respect to the Near East", released 22
Decerrber 1956, FRUS, p. 427.
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quickly obtainable, also needed the ability to distribute
military and economic support on short notice in order to be
effective.

Duiles realized any policy change woula‘also require
maneuvering through a gauntiet of U.S. domestic interests.
There was a risk in the process of provoking increased
subversion from the Soviets or radical nationalists, if they
perceived that the American government was not united. Dulles
illustrated his concern to the American Ambassadors of the
Baghdad Pact countries. He asked them, "suppose we can't get a
2/3 vote of Oong[ess to join the Baghdad Pact without
guaranteeing the same sort of thing to Israel, would you still
want us to join? The (Secretary) said none of the Arbassadors

knew the answer to that." “

This same dilemma applied to the
State Depa.rtmnt‘wv “New Middle East Grouping”. Rountree's
proposal did not explain how the administration would get
Congress to support an organization which recognized “strong
anti-israeli sentiments"”.

Eisenhower and Dulles decided on a Congressional

resolution, which would eventually be known as the Eisenhower

Doctrine. it would demonstrate, with Congressional support,

i Memorandum of a Telephone Conversation Between the
President and Secretary of State, 6 December 1956. FRUS, p.
390.
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American determination to bolster the military defense

capabilities and economies of countries whose governments showed

45

a determination to combat Communist infiltration®. This would

be the equivalent of a commitment to promote sé:bility in the
region by containing subversion or reducing external political
coercion from Egypt or Syria. Being a bi-lateral policy,
between the United States and the country requesting support,
the White House hoped to avoid placing a stigm on pro-Wst
Arab governments which radical nationalist propaganda could
label as lackeys of imperialism. It also kept the United States
away from being formally associated with an organization that
could be accused of “supporting” or “threatening” the security

interests of Israel} Within the next 90 days, the Doctrine

would be worded to pass a Congressional vote and at the same

time give the admifristration a capability to intervene quickly

in different types of conflicts.

Rhetoric and Continuity in Strategy

In addition to placating popular anti-Western sentiments

4 Memorandum of Conversation Between the Secretary of
State and Senator Knowland, 8 DEC 1956. FRUS, p. 397.

48 Memorandum of Telephone Conversation Between the
President and Secretary of State, 8 DEC 1856, FRUS, p. 394.
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against a more interventionist American role, the administration
needed to sell its increased involvement to Congress. Rountree
sunmed up the administration's domestic legisiative strategy in
a mamorandum to Dulles: h
Communist imperialism is a clear and present danger
and is s$0 recognized by the American people and their
representatives in Congress. W consider it uniikely that
the . I.attor would a?proye a. r-esolu”on not aimed
specifically at Coomunist imperialism...
In the text of the Eisenhower Doctrine, communist inperialism
was transcribed to international communism, which reflected
Dulles®' consistent concerns of the Soviets using the radical
nationalists. In Dulles' mind, Moscow's ultimate plan was to
subjugate the Middle Eastern states, as it had done to those in
Eastern Europe. By painting the doctrine as a fight against
communism, the White House reduced the possibility of
congressio;\dl rejedtion. Not even the administration's sharpest
policy critics wanted to appear "soft on communism”". It also

avoided explaining to Congress why the administration was

confronting nationalism, particularly after trying to co-opt

Nasser the previous three vyears. This would have been an
admission of failed foreign policy. It would aiso avoided
a7

Memorandum From Deputy Under Secretary of State for
Political Affairs (Murphy) to the Secretary of State. "Proposed
Joint Resolution of Congress Regarding the Middie East”, 15 DEC
1856. Drafted by Rountree and Wilkins. FRUS, p. 410.
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exposing the Doctrine's primary target, Nasser and the radical

nationalists.

This inability to openly clarify the target of the
resolution created ambiguities however, which in;idently became
the source of questions during subsequent congressional
hearings. Representatives sought to clarify the resolution's
use of “subversion” and “countries controlled by international
communism®. The resolution authorized the President:

...to secure and protect the territorial integrity
and political independence of any...nation...requesting
such aid againft ovor{ armed nggrgssion“from any nation
controlled by international communism. ..

During his testinbn§ before Congress, Dulles affirmed that the
administration did not think a Soviet invasion of the region was
likely. He also could not identify any Arab nation “"controlled
by internggional 'fOﬂ;Pnism'. but made general connections

4 Under casual

between the Soviet Union, Egypt, and Syria.
analysis it appeared to be a dramatic but poorly thought out
policy taken by Washington, to combat an unidentifiable

communist threat. But Dulles' answers betrayed the inherent

Excerpt from Resolution 117. Quoted in Economic and
Military Cooperation with Nations in the General Area of the
Middie East, U.S. Government Printing Office, P.1.

4 See Dulle's 7-9 JAN 1957 testimony before the House
Commi ttee on Foreign Affairs, Economic and Military Cooperation
with Nations in the General Area of the Middle East, 1957.
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strategy of the resolution, which wvas no more, and no less. than
an extension of the previous ten years of American regional
policy.

Duiles was questioned about why the rotolut.ion referred to
the threat of "internal subversion® but only dealt with "overt
armed aggression from any nation controlled by international
communism® . Dulles claimed it dealt with subversion in

“substance” by achieving three things:

First, by reducing the fear of opened armed attack,
a fear which...encourages the subversive elements within

a8 country ....second,...it enables us to assist in
military planning, so that they (Host government)
will...have adequate and loyal and well equipped and
adequately paid security forces...third,...is to permit

economic assistance.. .
It was this combination that Dulles stated would provide as

“complete a program against internal subversion as possible'.so

The first7 element™ heTped avoid a "Czech Scenario”, where
Nasserist or communist forces might combine internal unrest with
external pressure from either Egypt or Syria. The second and
third elements, military and economic assistance, were
continuations of the Two-Pillar development strategy pursued by
both the British and the United States since the late 1940s.

The most significant aspect regarding these two, was that the

administration was not required to get congressional

 1bid #19, P.16.
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authorization before coomitting American resources.

Eisenhower and Dulles requested $200 million for economic
and military programs. The money for 1857 had already been
appropriated for such projects and the sama' amounts were
requested for both 1958 and 1859. The key was not necessarily
the amount, but the change in the process. Before January 1957,
a Congressional committee had to approve each project on an
individua! basis. Not only was this time consuming, but each
action risked rejection or being weakened by respective interest
groups. The resolutior let the administration commit funds to
programs the White House considered necessary to halt the
“"spread of international communism”, only having to justify the
entire program to Congress during January of each year. This
avoided potential road blocks by Israel's congressional
supportors—' and critics of foreign spending who previously
Slockod or diluted such aid to Arab states. It also gave the
administration a speed almost equal to the Kremlin in providing
aid as a political tool.s' The second pillar, that of regional
military security, proved to be the aspect most modified.

American strategy was now more concerned in controlling

5 For a detailed account of the evolution of Eisenhower's
Economic aid strategy and the inpact of U.S. domestic
legislation, see Burton Kaufman, Trade and Aid: Eisenhower's
Foreign Economic Policy, 1953-18961, 1982.

35




the spread of the radical nationalists; than in organizing the
region against & Soviet military invasion. The concept of
global containment took on a regional character in the
Eisenhower Doctrine, but its creators did not ﬁecessarily see

the region purely in Cold Wwar terms. The stability of

conservative Arab regimes was the immediate objective, but in
52

the interest of evolutional development. The survival of the
status-quo was not an end in itself. Although the
Administration was putting Nasser on notice, it still regarded

“this nationalism as an inevitabie development which should be
channeled, not oppoged'.53 Eisenhower and Dulles, while more
skeptical of Nasser than before, were in fact unchanged
regarding the Arab revoiution. But Washington's increased
responsibility for Western concerns required the administration
to act on ;nbrican-ﬁntefests, not the radical nationalists. The

next seventeen months would prove that as Nasser sought to

expand his role, which required political turmoii, Washington

i The theory and assumptions predominantiy adoptéd by the
Eisenhower administration and their applications in the fight

against the spread of Communism are best illustrated in Millikan
and Rostow, A Proposal: A Key to an Effective Foreign Policy,
1957. It is almost identical, if not sinmpiy a continuation of
earlier British and American development philosophies.

53

Operations Coordinating Board Report, "Progress Report
on US. Objectives and Policies with Respect to the Near
East (NSC 5428)", FRUS, p. 424.
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would respond to re-establish stability.

The House of Representatives passed the Eisenhower
Doctrine on 30 January 1957, foliowed by the Senate on 5 March.
VWhile legislators changed the basic outline of .the White House
draft, Eisenhower and Dulles obtained their essential olmnt.s‘
The President could provide military and economic aid without
justifying each individual requirement under the requirements of
the 1954 Mutual Security Act. With the domestic actions nearly
complete, the regional ramifications were about to begin. The
first test of the Eisenhower Doctrine was to come in Jordan, a
country usually of _secondary importance to Washington. The

events of April 1957, would begin a regional Cold War within the

context of the global Coid War, between Cairo and Washington.

S The final House and Senate versions were essentially the
same as the original draft submitted 5 JAN 1957. The most
substantive changes were: the Administration had to justify its
expenditures every July, in addition to January, and that no
more above the $200 million could be spent without special
approval by Congress. For adopted Resolutions, see American
Foreign Policy, Current Documents, 1957, Pg. 816 and 829.
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The Eisenhower Doctrine in Jordan: 1957

Prior to February 19857, Dulles was not amenabie to
committing American resources to Jordan. As late as 24 December
1956, the British Ambassador to Washington observed that in
Duties' view, “the brutal fact was that Jordan had no

§ Dulles was not alone in this

justification as a state".
opinion. Few observers at the time thought the kingdom would
survive the social and political upheavals in the Arab East.
Hussein's ability to survive however, would surpass the
qxpectations of his allies and adversaries. Supported by
resources provided under the Eisenhower Doctrine, his actions in
early 1957"w'ould establish an opposition to Nasser that had thus
far eluded the American administration. The King would use a
political attack against the Jordanian radical nationalists,
similar to the Administration's sales strategy of the Doctrine
with Congress. This stalled his opponents long enough for the

King to secure his own position, achieving to what amounted to

a counter-coup.

5 Quoted in Uriel Dann, King Hussein and the Challenge of
Radical Nationalism (Oxford, 1989), p. 47.
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Jordan: Two Concepts of Nationalism, One Country

On 15 December 1856, The New York Times carried an

-

interview with Jordan's Premier Sulayman Nabulsi. “Jordan

cannot live forever as Jordan,“ he proclaimed. "It must be
connected militarily, economically and politically” with another
Arab state, presumably Syria.se In a political meeting five
days latter, Nabuilsi praised Nasser for thirty minutes without

§ The Premier did not elaborate

mentioning Hussein or Jordan.
on what would be his King's role in the eventual confederation.
Such was the attitude of the country's highest elected official.
who was also the Chairman of the national socialist party.
Since the October 1956 elections, The nationalist socialists and
their coalition had controlled 75% of parliament. Nabulsi's
seven m;f cabin€t included the first known communist to hoid
such a high level government position in the Arab world.
Another member, the Minister of State for Foreign Affairs,
Abdallah Rimawi, was also secretary of the Jordanian Ba'th
party.

Nabulsi's remarks came five days after he manipulated the

% bid #1. p. 45.

5 George M. Haddad, Revolutions and Military Rule in the
Middle East: The Arab States. Part | (University of California
Press, 1971), p. 498.
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withdrawa! of an Ilraqi army brigade from East Jordan. Iraqi,
Syrian, and Saudi units had been sent during the Suez crisis to
counter a potential israeli invasion, but neither Damascus nor
Riyadh had been asked to recail their forces. Nabulsvi was
against presence of Ilragqi troops from the start; he
declared their presence illegal because Baghdad was not a
signatory of the tripartite pact between Egypt, Syrii. and

Jordan .“

Nabulsi did not explain why Saudi forces were allowed
to stay, nor did he seek the King's approval. On 10 Decenber,
the lraqi brigade and its Commander, Brigader General Qassim,

left Jordan.ss

Jordan's civilian government had left almost

3.000 Syrian troops within a 45 minute truck ride to Amman.
King Hussein had been forced to hold elections in October

1956. The Jordanian ‘Ba'th and the communists had organized

several demonstrat{ons which had paralyzed his government. The

organizers were supported in numbers by the socialists and

' bid # 3. p. 497.

5 Qassim would eventually lead the coup in Iraq on 14 July
1958 and the Hashemite monarchy in lraqg. During his units tour
in Jordan he reportedly passed his intentions to stage a coup to
Colonel Bizri of the Syrian army. See Haddad's, Revolutions and
Military Rule in the Middle East, p. 544.
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financed by Cairo and Saudi Arabin.“ Once Nabulsi's party

gained office, there was a struggle between the two elements of
government: the parliament and the monarchy; The army,
Hussein's source of power, was becoming increasingly political
just like its counterparts in Egypt and Syria. The Bedouin
units were strongly Iloyal to the King; however, army
headquarters in Amman and units conmanded and staffed by
officers from the urban areas were less reliable. ' These
elemants formed the basis of Jordan‘'s own "Free Officers”, led
by the Army Chief of Staff, thirty-four year old General Abu
Nuwar. Only a major months before, he gained the Monarch's
confidence and subsequent rank as Hussein's aide during the
turbulent year of 1856. As Chief of Staff, he ensured that his
omn men were placed in influential military positions;
sirmltaneoﬁély try'Tng to lessen the resentment of the bedouin
officers and growing suspicions of the King. But there was
tittle question of Nuwar's loyalty. When the moment came to

choose between the monarch or radical nationalists, Nuwar

readily opted for the latter.

4 Agwani, Comunism in the Arab East, p. 150. Through the
end of 1956, King Saud's actions were parallel to Nasir's. This
was to damage the positions of lraq and Britain more than to
enhance that of Nasir. It was not until after the Suez crisis
and Nasir's soaring popularity, that Saud appears to realize
Saudi Arabia was not immune to the same methods of subversion.
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Prior to the October 1956 elections, the national
socialists, the Ba'th, and the communists had called for the
termination of the Anglo-Jordanian Treaty. To r‘oplacc British
subsidies associated with the treaty, the Ba'th ndvqcntod
economic ties with Egypt and Syria while the communist front
championed the benefits of Soviet aid; neither masked their
anti-monarchy sentiments. Until a greater Arab foderatioh could
be achieved, Nabulsi's socialists tolerated a constitutional
monarchy. This relation worked as i(ong as the country's
direction was pro-Egypt and Syria, suspicious of Iraq., and
sympathetic to the Soviet Union." All three Jordanian parties
endorsed a proposal made by Egypt, Syria, and Saudi Arabia that
they would replace the British subsidy. VWhen the Anglo-
Jordanian Treaty terminated on 13 March 1857, Hussein would rely
financially on his three Arab neighbors.

Once Cairo and Damascus controlied a large portion of
Jordan's budget, the bablanco of power would tip to Nabuisi and
the cabinet. Hussein realized this and looked for assistance
from the United States in December 1956, but Dulles' response
was cool. The only thing the Secretary of State offered was to

keep the ruler's entire request for American assistance

d Dann, King Hussein and the Challenge of Radical

Nationalism, p. 42.
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confidential. He told the King that Washington was not happy

with the direction Nabulsi was tnking. and needed to see “Jordan
maintain strong ties with the Wast if Jordan's economic needs

8 In other words, if Hussein wanted

(were) to be met"”.
American help. he wouid have to prove himself first.

On 168 January 1957, the British confirmed they would
abrogate the Jordanian treaty in March. Hussein was iﬁ Cairo
three days latter to sign the Egyptian-Saudi-Syrian offer, but
"e was also preparing to meet Dulles’' requirements. On 2
February 1957, Hussein broadcasted a message without prior
warning to Nabulsi- The King attacked the infiltration of

communist influence in the government, labelling it as a

national danger. He turned the nationalist appeal against the

radicals,

...Arag'nationalism is at the very present facing a
peril that threatens to destroy [Arab
independence]... . These aim at replacing an inperialism
which no longer exists...with an imperialism of a new
sort...if we allow the Communist doctrine a foothold in
our counﬁﬁy. we would be loosing all our heritage as a
nation. ..

Though Hussein mentioned no specific names or policies. the

cabinet felt conpelled to reassure the public they were not

82 Dulles to Matlory, 24 DEC 1956, FRUS, p. 79.

8 Quoted in Richard H. Sanger's, Where the Jordan Flows
(Washington D.C., 1963), p. 379.
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comunists, simply ardent nationalists.“ On 5 February 1957,

security forces Iloyal to Hussein confiscated comunist
publications and films, stopped the inport of Sov_i‘ot and Chinese
journals, and closed down the weekly publication of_ the
Jordanian Conmunist Party.

Nabulsi was not a communist. but a ba'thist. He and most
of his cabinet members were anti-West as a result of their
nationalism more than out of affiliation with Moscow. The
source of their conflict with the King was that they saw the
kingdom as a British creation. In their view, there was little
legitimacy for the .nation let alone a throne. Hussein could
expect the same from Nasser and the Syrian regime. Neither were
likely to tolerate any continued form of a monarchy initially
established by the British. Hussein was also capable of using
the same ifguman’? aaainst his opponents, however. By
associating the radical nationalists with communism and Soviet
imperialism, the King questioned their legitimacy. Hussein was
creating doubt in the public as to who the better nationalist
was. The King was not only a descendent of royaity, he was the
direct descendent of the first generation nationalists. For the

first time, a conservative nationalist was putting radical

Dann, King Hussein and the Challenge of Arab Radicalism,

p. 49
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nationalists on the defensive.

The King's argument of communist imperialism not only
played upon the fears of his own people, but‘dircctly lent
itself to the threat identified in the Eisenhower Doctrine.
Here wvas the communist menace, ready to swallow Jordan. He did
not have to wait long for a response. On 6 February Dulles
notified the American Arbassador in Avman, Lester D. Nhllbfy. to
“immediately inform (the) King that we are highiy gratified...in
pointing out (the) Comunist menace. We strongly share his view
that Communist imperialism poses primary threat to the sound

85

development of Arah nationalism". A new partnership was

forged between Dulles and Hussein.

THE_APRIL CRISIS

During March 1957, Amman was again the site of several
mass protests. During the three-day holiday proclaimed by the
cabinet, celebrating the end of the Anglo~Jordanian Treaty,
demonstrators choked the streets of Amman denouncing imperialism
and the Eisenhower Doctrine. On 27 March, Hussein met with the
Turkish Ambassador. The King acknowledged the potential of

American assistance and stated extraordinary developments would

% pulles to Mallory, FEB 1957, FRUS, p. 83.
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occur soon.“ On 1 Apriil 1857, Nuwar announced Jordan coulfd

acquire Soviet arms any time it wished. The next day, the
Cabinet voted to recognize the Soviet Union dosfito Hussein's
well known opposition. The pogition between the King lqd his
cabinet was becoming irreconcilable. On 8 April, the First
Arnmored Car Regiment moved from Zarqa to Amman. Finding his
palace surrounded, Hussein angrily confronted his Chief of Staff
and Premier. The leaders of the Coup hesitated. Nuwar ordered

the regiment to rotum."

On 10 April, realizing how close he
had come to being deposed, Hussein dismissed the Nabulsi
government. -

The next chailenge came during the evening of 13 April.
Hussein was informed by his uncle that officers were inciting
specific units in Zarqa to march on Avtan while trying to send
those loyal to Hussein on maneuvers in the desert. Hussein
again confronted Nuwar, who expressed surprise and offered to
drive to the Zarga canp and dispel these rumors. Hussein went

personally, taking Nuwar with him. On the road, they

encountered Bedouin units on their way to Anman to investigate

% Maltory to Dulles, 29 MAR 1957, FRUS. p. 89.

8 Uncertainty exists whether the events of 8 April 1957,
were an actual coordinated attempt to overthrow Hussein, a
rehearsal, or events initiated by one or a few Free Officers.
See Agwani's, Communism in the Arab FEast, or Haddad's,
Revolutions and Military Rule in the Middle East.
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rumors that the King had been killed. When Hussein appeared the

soldiers cheered. Upon seeing Nuwar they asked Hussein's
permigsion to kill the Chief of Staff. The King sent Nuwar back
to the palace, raliied his forces at Zarga, and ensured qunr's
clique of officers were removed. The next morning Nuwar and his
family were escorted to the Syrian border.

Early on 14 April, Hussein learned that the Syrian brigade
was preparing to move tomards Avman. During the night of 15
April, after receiving permission from King Saud to place the
Saudi brigade wunder Jordanian command, Hussein informed
President Quwat!i that any move by Syrian troops would be
opposed by force. The President told Hussein that he was sure
it was only a night maneuver, but he would order his troops to

their barracks immediately. The threat of internal

subversion from Hussein's own army was now minimal . The
possibility of a "Czech scenario” using Syrian troops appeared
to be contained. After months of acquiescing to challenges to
his authority, Hussein was able to act.

in the previous years the King had few practical allies.

King Saud had not yet recognized Cairo as a threat to his own

monarchy. Bringing in lraq, with its British stigma, as a

%  Sanger. Where the Jordan Flows. p. 385. All Syrian
units would leave Jordan by 26 May 1957, at Jordan's demand.

47



partner in the expulsion of Nabulisi's government would have
associated Hussein to Western imperialism. This would have
mocked his self proclaimed role as the real defender of
Jordanian nationalism. The King did not want to'ﬁ;nd Nabulsi or
Cairo a justification for his ovearthrow. By linking the ridicnl
nationalists to communist inmperialism, Hussein aiso connected
his omn interests into the philosophy behind the Eisenhower
Doctrine. The King, as an Arab national leader, was making an
association that Eisenhower and Dul les could never credibly make
in the region. Communismwas just as much an imperialist threat
to the Arab East as Western capitalism was perceived to be. It
was the same association as the Administration's reference to
international communism, but without the accusation of Cold War
interests. Hussein had just made Jordan as a "vital national

interest of -the Un},.ted-States'.ss

EGYPT'S LOST OPPCRTUNITY

Throughout the military conspiracies of 8-15 April, the
Egyptian government appeared ambivalent regarding events in

Jordan. Nasser was vacillating. Nabulsi's cabinet had

89
767.

Department of State Bulietin, v. 36, 13 May 1957, p.
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threa.3ned to resign on 1 April due to “unconstitutional
conduct” by the King. Hussein had sent nis own representative
to Cairo, without the knowledge of Nabulsi. The purpose of the
delegation was to convince Nasser that no rmtterr.what Jordan's
internal composition was, Amman would stand for the regiona!

policies of C:uiro."l

Nasseor renortedly instructed Nabulsi not
to resign, but to remain in place. Hussein appears to have cast
some temporary doubt about Jordan's radical nationalists in
Cairo, similar to what he . 'd with the Jordanian people. Also,
Nasser probably did not want to alarm King Saud by disposing of
a fellow monarch at 8 time when Saudi Arabia could lean over to
the Amaricans.” it also appears Cairo was over confident.
With the odds so heavily against Hussein, Nasser probably
thought he could wait. If the coup attempts failed, the
rovolution-ary spirpt would rally overwhelming crowds which would
sweep Hussein away. Whatever the Egyptian leader was thinking,
by the time he became more involved, it was too late.

On April 17, during a National Security Council meeting,

Allen D ''as reported that American intelligence had learned

1 Dann, King Hussein and the Challenge of Arab
Radicalism, p. 51. .

n King Saud had visited Washington during the last week of
January 1957, when the American's did their best to present
Nasir as more of a threat to the Saudi monarchy than the
Hashemi tes.
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Nasser was “extremely unhappy” and “"seeking every means of

12

reversing the situation in Jordan”. The Egyptian leader was

also reported to be irritated with King Saud, probably due to
the Saudi military assistance to Hussein on tg; night of 15
April. Radio Cairo came back into full swing on 21 April with
an announcement from General Hiyari. Hiyari, Nuwar's
replacement as Chief of Staff, requested political asylum in
Damascus. [n a radio address from the Syrian capital, Hiyari
claimed that the King, along with certain foreign elements, had
master-minded the events of the last two weeks as part of a plot
“to conspire against the independence of Jordan and ties with
sister Arab countries".73 The next day dJordanian radical
nationalists drafted their final! resolutions to the King.

The 22 April resolutions cailed for the expulsion of the
American ;nbassadof and army attache, rejection of the
Eisenhower Doctrine, and an immediate federation with Syria. On
24 April the mob was formed and prepared to march, but a
spokesman from the Foreign Ministry informed the protest leaders

that the government would announce its decision regarding the

Nablus resolutions on the next day. The riots were delayed.

n Conversation between Allen Duiles and Secretary Dulles,
17 April 1957, FRUS, p. 98. :

" Mallory to Dulles. 21 April 1957, FRUS. p. 100.
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That night comunist and ba'thist leaders were arrested and the
police dissolved, their functions absorbed by the Army. The
next morning, 25 April, all political parties were disbanded and
martial law imposed. When the protésters tried-;; assemble the
next day, most of their leadership was broken and their
organizations declared illegal. The demonstrators were
confronted by bedouin troops with blackened faces to avoid
recognition should they have to fire into the crowmds. There was
no popular revoit in Atman that day.

it was not until Cairo came back publicly into the game
and tried to forcg a popular revolt that Washington felt
compelied to openly deciare its support for Hussein. On 24
Aprii, the Sixth fleet was dispatched to the Eastern
Mediterranean under the authority of the Eisenhower Doctrine.

The Resolution's applicability was a matter of confusion in the

State Department up to 14 April.“

On 23 April, the Secretary
of State expanded the reach of the Resolution. To Dulles, the
Doctrine was, "an attitude, a point of view, a state of mind".

In the case of Jordan, Dulles stated the Doctrine was to help

Hussein keep his country from falling "under the domination of

T The Acting Secretary of State, in a meeting with the
British Arbassador, stated that the Eisenhower Doctrine would
not apply because Jordan's problems were essentially internal.
There was no overt aggression from states controlled by
international communism. FRUS, p. 93.
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other countries which.. .work contrary to what the King considers

s There wvas no mention of

the best interests of his country”.
international communism. The Secretary was speaking of Cairo,
not Moscow. Within twenty-four hours howaver,-;uring a State
Department news conference, international communism, not rﬁdfcal
nationalism, became the source of the threat against Hussein.
The switch back to identifying communism as the source of
instability was a justification, not an analysis. Hussein still
had to estabiish his own credentiais as an Arab nationalist.
The King based his actions on saving Jordan from communism, not
Egypt. He could nothafford to be perceived as America's lackey.
He would in fact never make an outright public endorsement of
the Eisenhower Doctrine. Embracing the Doctrine was not a
requirement however, containing Nasser was. During the last
week of Ap}rl, Dul bes was also concerned that too much support

T8 He preferred assisting

would be an embarrassment to Hussein.
Jordan via Saudi Arabia or other states to avoid the impression
of strong Western ties. Yet, by the end of June 1957, the

United States was providing $30 million in economic and military

15 Statement by Dulles at News conference, 23 April 1957.
Quoted in Documents on American Foreign Relations, 1957, p. 231.

16 Phone conversation between Eisenhower and Dulles, 25
April 1957, FRUS, p. 109.
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aid, almost the annual sum of the previous British subsidy.”

Two-thirds of this was economic aid from Point Four funds, and
all of it was administered under the less binding process of the
Eisenhower Doctrine. h

Hussein's victory resulted from his own actions more than
the support he received from Washington, however. Washington's
execution of the Doctrine and its related actions were actually
anti-climatic. Hussein had already outmaneuvered and beaten his
domestic opponents, although the presence of the 6th Fleet and
American guarantees certainly would have to be weighed by Cairo
and Damascus if they contenplated further intimidation with
troops, as they had done on 15 April. The Doctrine cleariy
helped in terms of providing Hussein an option, however. V\hen
he appeared to have no allies, Washington had given him support
with condiftions. Musse€in had to gain control on his own. Once
he displayed his determination to establish his authority, the
United States reciprocated with support. 1ironically, in only
four months, Hussein went from having no future to being the
first to deal a real set-back to Nasser, removing some of the

aura surrounding the force of radical nationalism.

Hussein's success was also a model victory of sorts to

Excerpts from News Conference Comments by the Secretary
of State, 2 July 1957, Documents on American Foreign Relations,
1957. p. 233.
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Washington. On the surface, the strategy behind the Eisenhower
Doctrine appeared to be working. The spirit of the Resolution
was in fact to assist efforts against subversion and not for the
United States to do it alone. By taking limit;a; actions, the
Administration had supported a “re-birth” of conservative Arab
nationalism in Jordan, without igniting the emotions of Suez.
Unfortunately, the White House was about to forget some of the
basic lessons it had learned. As the end of 1957 approached,
the inherently reactive and defensive nature of the Eisenhower

Doctrine would be replaced for a proactive policy in Syria. The

results would not bg as positive as in Jordan.
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Syria 1957: Forgetting Lessons Learned

-

King Hussein's success in the April 1957 proved th;t the
power of the radical nationalists could be tempered. For the
next three months Hussein continued to attack publicly the
regimes in Cairo and Dmscus. labeling them “false
nationalists". The King argued that close ties to Moscow and
the atheism of communism threatened the foundation of the Arab
religious culture. !-le also contended there was no such thing as
Egyptian and Syrian neutralism, and that they had sided with

Moscow in the Cold V\hr.z Radio Cairo countered with

accusations of its own against Amman, but Nasser himself
remained c.iu"iot. With~ Nasser's momentum apparently stalled,
Washington began to' concentrate aimost exclusively on what
Dulles perceiv~d to be the other face of radical nationalism.

When fornulating the Eisenhower Doctrine, Dulles focused
on Syria, not Egypt, as the most likely to become a Soviet

satellite in the Arab East. He was concerned that the alliance

between the Communist and Ba'th parties would lead to the latter

b Dann, King Hussein and the Challenge of Arab Radicalism,
Chapter 5.
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being manipulated and consumed by international conmmunism.
Because of Syria‘'s central location, it couid prove to be a
greater threat to Western interests than Nasser. Dulles’' plan
to deal with such a situation was to “pinch o\;?' the country
from Soviet control. |f the country was not contiguous io the
Soviet Union like Eastern Europe, Dulles did not believe Moscow
would exert itself to maintain Syria as a ntellite.n “In May
1957, Washington began pianning to el iminate the perceived Arab
communist thrnt.‘0

The White House approach to Syria concentrated on
combatting intemgtional communism more than radical
nationalism. The American administration displayed littie of
the respect it had previously given to Nasser's revolution when
develioping the Eisenhower Doctrine. This wouid prove to be the
Adninistra}ron's critical mistake in applying the "attitude" of
the Doctrine. By September 1957, Washington would create its
owmn Suez crisis and tip the initiative back to Cairo.

(ronically, Nasser would feel conpelled to finish what Dulles

started in Syria, but for very different reasons.

L Memorandum of conversation between Dulles and Lloyd, 10
DEC 1956, FRUS, p. 73.

% Little. "Cold War and Covert Action™. p. 72.

56




Syrian Radicalism: The Ba'th, the Communists, and the Army

Dulles wvas not alone in his assessment that Syria could
evsily become a Soviet satellite. The Amtricah Arbassador in
Damascus wrote to Dulles on 17 May 1857:

Syria has wilifully become ([a] base for anti-

American propaganda, leftist penetration of labor,
sabotage and Communist activity throughout {the]
area...[conservative] opposition s no sign of

conpetent and courageous leadership...
These interpretations were not only a product of the current
administration in Washington and its appointees. Syria had
long been the con}or of revolutionary political action,
attracting the attention of the Truman administration as well.
For almost ten years, the United States unsuccessfully tried to
promote conservative Syrian politicians. Washington's inability
to sirmlta;\oously satisfy israeli and Arab concerns however, led
to the same predicament the White House experienced with Egypt
during 1955 and 1956. A key difference between Egypt and Syria
though, was that no leader with the charisma and power of Nasser
emerged in Damascus.

Between 1949 and 1955, Syria's government suffered from
chronic instability, having been overthrown six times by

mititary coups. By 1956, the Syrian Army was split in two

8 Moose to Dulles, 17 May 1957. FRUS. p. 618.
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primary blocs: older conservative officers with social roots in
prominent Damascene commercial families and younger officers
from religious minorities with predominantly rural backgrounds.
Iinspired by Nasser's success in Egypt and disirlusioned with
Syria's traditional politicians, the younger Syrian officers
were drawn to the goals of radical nationalism. Some turned to
communism as an alternative, but a larger number were nore
attracted to the doctrine of “Arab-Socialism" as defined by the
Ba'th party.

The Syrian Ba'th conmbined two popular political themes
circulating in the erab world during the 1950s. The first of
these was socialism and its promise to reform the existing
social structure. The second was that of "Pan Arabism™, or the
unification of all Arab lands into one greater Arab nation.82

As in Joréan. both~parties found a common domestic enemy in the
conservative politicians. Yet throughout the early 1950s, the
Ba'th could not win a majority in Syria's elected government.
Most of Syria‘'s strong merchant families distrusted socialism.
The Ba'th and the Communists allied to combine their strength

against the conservative politicians. The radical nationalists

recruited and achieved political influence through military and

8 Albert Hourani, A History of the Arab Peoples
(Canbridge, 1981)., p. 404-407.
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civilian officials in key government positions. They |imited
themselves to foreign affairs, which was less alienating to the
commercial traditions of the country. Their foreign policy did
find popular support, promoting similar and som.?imes identical
policies as Egypt: neutrality in the Cold War, olimiﬁating
Israel, and increasing pofitical autonomy from the Western bloc.

Nasser's growing popularity enhanced the status of Syria's
own radical nationalists and their ability to control the
direction of the country's foreign policy. During the Suez
crisis, the White House became afarmed by the possibility of
Soviet fighter airf:ruft being stationed on airfields near

84

Damascus. On 17 January 1957, the Joint Chiefs confirmed that

Syria had received 24 MIG~-15 fighters, 130 T-34 battie tanks
with approximately 100 Soviet technicians.ss in the May 1957
eloctions.? the Ba'th and Conmunist Parties coordinated their
campaign efforts. Using the anti-Western feelings generated by

the Suez crisis, they scored their first success in general

elections. The Soviets also contributed by encouraging many

4 Jaber, The Arab Ba'th Socialist Party; History,
ldeclogy, and Organization, Chapter 3.

4 National Security Counci! notes, 68 NOV 1956. Quoted in
Little, p. 68.

8  JCS memorandum, 17 JAN 1957. Quoted in Little, p. 69.
In subsequent reports the number of technicians would be reduced
to about 50.
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hard line communist candidates to withdraw their names, al lowing
more Ba'thists or independent socialists to capture the vote."
The Syrian political left captured half of the civilian
government, but the previous years of nﬁli:;ry political
involvement eroded the strength of the civilian instituiions.
‘Real power lay in the hands of the Syrian Army, particularly its
inteliigence chief, Major Abd al-Hammid Sarraj.

With a monopoly on Syrian intelligence and the internal
security apparatus, Sarraj was in a very powerful position.”
He was a strong supporter of Nasser, but extended his influence
through the Ba‘th.fa Foltowing the May elections, Sarraj
established a Revolutionary Command Council modeled after
Egypt's. All but one of the eight members of the council were
agssociated with the Ba'th or Comunist Parties. The goal of the
council wn;*not torimmediately seize the government, but to use
it as a front, and control the country through its civilian

conttcts.a’ It was this complexity of relationships that

% Lesch, Syria and the United States . p. 113.

Sarraj’'s position as director of the country's security
services was equivalent to the authority of the Directors of the
American CIA and FBl combined.

88
245.
89

Patrick Seale, The Struggle For Syria (London, 1965), p.

Lesch, Syria and the United States, p. 116.
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alarmed Washington:

The {Revolutionary Command Council] is reportedly
receiving support from Nasser. It plans to dissolve
parliament, purge the Army of rightist elements., and to
declare an immediate union with Egypt...the USSR has
promised o0 support.. . with troops and material, if
needed. . .

The pattern of the Army's ties to the Ba'th and Conmmunist
Parties were parallel to Dulles’ concerns regarding
international communism. The previous distinctions Dulles and
Eisenhower made in Jordan regarding Nasser, radical nationalism,
and communism were becoming increasingly difficult to identify.
In Washington's opinion, Syria appeared to be transforming into
a Soviet client state.

The American administration felt that events in Syria
portrayed a more advanced stage of subversion and that
international communism could very well prevail over the
Nasserists and the Ba'thists. On 29 April, Eisenhower stated
that if Syria could be stabilized, "America would come a long
way in an effort to establish peace in that troubled area".91

Establishing peace entailed removing the Syrian radical

nationalists, now almost synonymous with the communists in the

¥ Memorandum for the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff,
"Possible Leftist Coup in Syria™, 17 JUN 1957. Quoted in Lesch,
p. 116.

¥ Eisenhower. Waging Peace, p. 193-194.
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eyes of the Administration. The probiem that Eisenhower and
Dulles faced, was that the conmunists were not yet in control.
An American attempt to reverse events in Damascus would equate

to an attack on the Ba'th, Arab radical nationalism, and

uitimately Nasser.

American Intervention: “Suez in Reverse”

On 30 July 1857, the Syrian Defense Minister, Khalid al-
Azm, signed a $500 million economic and military agreement with
Moscow. This apparqptly convinced the White House that events
in Damascus had gone too far. On 12 August, Sarraj expelled
Howard Stone and two other American Embassy employees on the
grounds that they were.plotting to overthrow the government and
replace i{:with a conservative regime. The plot, code named
"Wappen", was consisiently exposed to Sarraj by Syrian officers

0 the

whom Stone and his operatives attempted to recruit.
Syrian Revolutionary Conmand Council used the incident to arrest
or dismiss conservative and moderate political opponents. The

moderate Army Chief of Staff was replaced by General Bizri,

1 For descriptions of the American operation code named
"Wappen", see lLesch's, Syria and the United States, Eveland's,
Ropes of Sand, and Seale's, _Struggle for Syria.
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generally believed to be a communist synpathizer.“ With a

failure in the covert arens, Eisenhower and Dulles modified
their efforts to "pinch off" the Syrian left by encouraging
conservative Arab countries to pressure Dmscu;.

The purpose of using Washington's Arab allies was to try
to create a situation where the Eisenhower Doctrine could be
used. Unlike Jordan, there was no established leader who would
request American assistance or to declare that the country was
being subverted by communism. Due to the complexity of
relations between the various radical nationalist factions,
Washington could not identify a clear scenario which would
justify the Doctrine. Dulles advised Eisenhower on 20 August
1957, not to assert that Syria was controlled by international
communism, because the situation was “still confused™ and the

United States did "hot 'yet know how far along this pattern has
yet gono'.“ The wording of the Eisenhower Doctrine had
provided flexibility in responding to the Jordan crisis. In

Syria. it was serving as a straight jacket. The Ba'thists and

the Army were quick to issue public statements and press

¥ Special National Intelligence Estimate, 36.7-57, 3 SEP
1957. "Developments in the Syrian Situation™, FRUS, p. 675.

%  Duiles to Eisenhower. 20 AUG 1957. FRUS. p. 641. The

pattern Dulles referred to was that of the method used by
international communism to gain control of a country.
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conferences to point out they were not comunists. I f
washington intervened they would look like the British and
French at Suez. |f the Doctrine could not be implemented due to
Syrian domestic circumstances however, there w;; a chance it
could be initiated by outside forces.

On 24 August 1957, Eisenhower dispatched Loy Henderson,
Deputy Under Secretary of State, to Istanbul for a meeting with
representatives of lraq, Jordan, Saudi Arabia, and Turkey. The
purpose of the meeting was provide the material and funds for an
intervention initiated and conducted by one of the three Arab
participants.ss E(senhomnr believed that combined military
pressure from Jordan, Syria, and Iraqg would force the Syrian
regime to collapse, if not overthrown by its own people.96 The
Administration hoped to rally Syrian conservatives to try a
counter-céhp, simitar to what trenspired in Jordan, or entice
Syria to become militarily engaged with one of the conservative
Areb states. Once engaged, the United States could respond to
the conservative nation's request for assistance under the

auspices of the Doctrine. Despite American and Turkish

encouragement, none of the Arab monarchies would participate.

% Dulles to Henderson in Turkey. 23 AUG 1957. FRUS. p.

650.

3 Eisenhowe: , Waging Peace. p. 198.
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Jordan, lraq, and Saudi Arabia agreed that the Syrian regime was

undesirable, but none were willing to openly take on the radical
nationalists and face the potential political repercussions at
home .

The weaknesses of America's conservative Arab allies were

exposed by the crisis. One probiem was a mutual distrust

¥ None of them wanted

between Jordan,iraq, and Saudi Arabia.
to initiate such a provocative action against Syria with the
possibility of being abandoned by the other two in the middie of
a crisis. This would leave the provocateur isolated, appearing
to be the lackey of American imperialism. This dilemma actually
materialized when King Saud tried to use the crisis to bolister
his own prestige in the Arab worid.

With Nasser apparently out of the picture, still quiet
after the.' ‘Jordan™ affair, Saud tried to assume regional
leadership by pursuing & diplomatic solution. On 10 Septenber
1957, the Saudi Ambassador in Damascus said Riyadh would “spare
no effort to support, back, and aid” Syria if it was the target

of aggression.98 The two Hashemite kings were forced to quickiy

follow Saud or be left alone on the side of the United States.

v Embassy in Turkey to Department of State, 3 SEP 1957,
FRUS, p. 670.

% EBIS. 11 SEP 1957. Quoted in Lesch. Syria and the
United States, p. 174.
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Saud's actions proved to be premature. He alienated Eisenhower
and degraded the appearance of an Arab conservative alliance.
Saud was also mistaken in his perception that Nasser was doing
nothing. Events soon proved that Nasser had hié‘own plans.
The Administration's second try to bring down the Syrian
left had failed. Washington would escalate ion again
by encouraging Turkey to bring pressure on Damascus, using
similar tactics it had hoped the Arab monarchies would use. The
Syrian crisis extended into October 1957, ultimately leading to
open Soviet threats against Turkey in the Kremlin's support of
Damascus. For hbgcow. this produced a similar propaganda
victory as the one achieved during the Suez crisis. Although
Eisenhower and Duiles eventually backed out, they accomplished
what the British Prime Minister, Harold MacMi |l lan described as
"Suez in r"evmse".g! The conservative states of the Arab East
were forced to distance themselves temporarily from the United
States to avoid mass protests of American pressure on Damascus.
Even Hussein felt compelled to switch his own propaganda themes

from challenging the nationalist credibility of Egypt and Syria,

to that of the Israeli threat, not a theme of particular benefit

% Harold MacMillan, Riding the Storm, 1956-1959 (New York.
1971), p. 279-280. MacMiilan further commented that, "tf it
were not serious (referring to the crisis)...it would be rather
comic”.
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to the United States. Despite the failure of the Eisenhower
administration's actions, its objectives were not lost. Nasser
would recognize the threat to his own position and remove the

Syrian Comunistis; but Cairo's uitimate objectives were far from

Washington's.

Egypt Takes Control

Nassor was quick to take advantage of the situation that
Washington and Riyadh provided in September 1957. While King
Saud was advancing hjs solution to the Syrian crisis, Nasser was
formulating his owmn. On 11 September 1957, General Bizri, (who
had commanded the Syrian brigade which threatened Hussein in
Jordan), and Sarraj, now a Colonel, met with Nasser in Cairo to

W on 13 October

plan Egypt's military intervention in Syria.
Egypt landed 2,000 troops at Latakia. The message to the Arab

worid was clear. While Saud talked about resolving the Syrian

100 Lesch, Syria and the United States. p.179. In his
work, Lesch inplies that the Eisenhower administration's actions
in Syria were representative of Washington's entire approach to
the Arab East during the late 1950s. While this author agrees
with many of Lesch's conclusions specifically regarding
Washington's policy towards Syria in 1957, to treat the Syrian
crisis as the norm is an over sinplification of Eisenhower and
Dulies' approach to Nasser, radical nationalism, and the Arab
East.

101

Seale, The Struggle For Syria, p. 306.
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crisis, Nasser was taking action. The military significance of
2.000 troops wvas minimal if in fact Syria were to be invaded by
an outside force. The political victory however, re-affirmed
that Nasser was the ieader of Arab nationalisn\iﬁ‘zhe Arsb East.
There was littie question, despite Hussein's rhetbticll
chal ienges and Saud's professed leadership, that Nasser remained
the hero of the Arab revolution.

Cairo's intervention surprised everyone but its planners.
Nasser, like Dulles, was becoming increasingly alarmed with the
growing power of the communists in Syria. He and his Syrian
allies had been uqaware of the depth of Syria's economic
agreement with the Soviet Union, negotiated by Khalid al-Azm in

02

late July.l In August 1957, Nasser promised the Syrian

populist party leader that Egypt would not allow Syria to fall

18 Both the Ba'th and

victim to fa'- Communrist Party take over.
the Conmunist Parties had achieved what they wanted in the
country, eliminating the Syrian conservatives from constituting

a domestic political threat. The Ba'th Party leaders were now

beginning to perceive that they had been used by the communists

2 g itish Embassy-Beirut. 19 AUG 1957. FO 371/128228.
Quoted in Lesch, P. 167.

108 Lesch, Syria and the United States, p. 182.

68




who would soon become too powerful for the Ba'th to fight
104

alone. The Ba'thists in the Syrian Army went to Cairo for

support, which they found in Nasser.

Despite his omn concerns regarding the cou;unists. Nasser
conveyed to the United States that it was over reacting.
During a discussion with the American Arbassador in Egypt on 1
September 1957, Nasser commented that the situation in Syria,
"is much better, much caimer” and “"there is a greater feeling of
ucurity".‘os He claimed Syria would not sacrifice its
independence to the Soviet Union. Nasser also recommended that
VWashington should 'go in for a bit of psychiatry” and deal with
Syria more "gentiy“. Nasser’'s own actions on 11 September with
Bizri and Sarraj however, betray the sincerity of his own advice
to Wagshington. As the United States and the Soviet Union were
debating .in the WUnited Nationsz over the future political
orientation of Syria, Nasser was preparing to handle the crisis
his owmn way.

Nasser ‘s actions over the next four months were based more
onmaintaining his own leadership in the Arab East, than fear of

communism itself. [n November of 1957, the Syrian Ba'th began

negotiations with Nasser to unify the two countries. Membership

o4 Jaber. The Arab Ba'th Socialist Party, p. 44.

108 Hare to Dulles. 1 SEP 1957, FRUS. p. 665.
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to the Syrian Communist Party was increasing in popularity. The
conmmunists were becoming more demanding in their partnership
with the Ba'th and pushing for closer ties with the Soviet

106 The Ba'th was beginning to fear that it was losing

Union.
control of the comunists, something they had always discodntcd.
A comunist regime in Syria would not necessarily threaten
Nasseor in Egypt, but it could threaten his position as the
leader of Arab radical nationalism. For years the socialist and
conmunists had been the main political parties conmprising
radical nationalism, but did not fully control a governmant as
Nasser did. If thg Comunist Party dominated Syria however,
could Nasser continue to get the same level of Soviet support
without competing with the Syrian Communists for it?

in December 1957, Nasser approached the American
An’bassadorf‘ in Cairo and requested that the United States keep
its "hands off Syria for a period of three months®. Citing the
need to counter the communists., he wanted to ensure that
Washington did nothing to furtker s-tagonize anti-Wastern
feelings.m On 1 February 1957, Egypt and Syria announced the

formation of the United Arab Republic. The growing popularity

of the comunists was absorbed by Nasser in the euphoria

108 Seaie, The Struggie For Syria p. 316-317.

" Hare to Dulles. 11 DEC 1957. FRUS, p. 745.
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surrounding what appeared to be the first step towards Pan-
Arabism. The Egyptian lesder accomplished what Dulles had tried
four months before: keeping Syria from falling deeper into the
Soviet sphere of influence. At the same time, Nasser achieved
his highest leve! of popularity, surpassing that of the Suez
crisis.
Nasser did not waste his moment. Although Washington and
Egypt had finaily found comnmon ground in opposition to Arab
conmunism, they arrived there with different objectives. Dulles
and Eisenhower sought stability, but could not find an effective
way to apply their Doctrine in Syria. It had been designed to
counter subversion, not create it. Nasser sought expansion of
his power through revolution and viewed American efforts =a
threat to his source of strength. An Egyptian official
a summarized Cairo's™attitude to the American Ambassador:
The main difference between the United States and
Egypt was their attitude towards nationalism. Egypt felt
that nationalism among the masses was the driving force
which would prevail, whereas the United States elected to
deal with governments which.. .were out of touch with basic
reality, w?uch as Lebanon, Jordan, and even Saudi
Arabia. ..
Nasser was miscaliculating American desire to maintain the status

quo, however. In Lebanon, American policy would prove that it

emphasized stability more than maintaining conservative regimes.

108 Ibid #30. Remark contained in note 2 of message 1426.
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Lebanon: Containing Nasser's Revolution

The formation of the United Arab Republic signifi;d the
most dramatic turning point in the evolution of radical
nationalism. At Suez, Nasser stood firm and survived the
conbined force of Britain, France, and israel. in February
1958, he went one step further by agreeing to unite with Syria.
To the Arab world, Nasser appeared to be dismantling the
political boundaries imposed on it by the European enpires. His
partnership with the Syrian Ba'th made Egypt the center of two
prominent political themes in the Arab East during the decade,
Arab socialism and Pan Arabism. Cairo was now the undisputed
capital of" the Aral revolution.

The reactions of conservative Arab states were mixed.
Jordan and Iraq put aside their mutual distrust long enough to
try to forma similar union, the Arab Federation, on 14 February
1958. It paled in popularity to the United Arab Republic. King
Saud paused, as Nasser did after the Jordan affair, and
attempted to minimize the damage to his prestige brought on by
his lost bid for leadership in the Arab East. The Syrian

Communists were forced underground by the Nasserist-Ba'thist
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alliance in Damascus. In Lebanon, the revolutionary forces

began to stir with new energy that would ultimately bring the
struggle between Cairo and Washington out in the open.
Subversion in Lebanon, sponsored fromCaiu;, would be more
active and overt than it was in Jordan during 1957.
International communism, which dominated the conversations of
the White House in late 1957, almost disappeared from Eisenhower
and Dulles' vocabulary in their discussions regarding Lebanon.
America would take its most dramatic actions to contain radical
nationalism, but with little reference to the Eisenhower
Doctrine. The Lebanese crisis was about to expose the

consistency behind the American approach to the region and

assumptions on which it was based.

Chamoun and ‘the ReBel|ion: Setting the Stage

The focus of the American-Egyptian confrontation in
Lebanon revolved around President Camille Chamoun. Elected in
1952, he was then seen as a source of stability in the Lebanese
political arena. His reputation was that of a patriot and a
nationalist. As Arab nationalism split into its respective
radical and conservative paths in the mid 1950s however, Chamoun

proved to be more along the lines of the first generation
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nationalists. His Maronite background and roots from one of the
country's more cosmopolitan families clashed with the
increasingly socialistic radical nationalism. _‘Ho refused to
break relations with Britain and France during the Suez c;isis.
in earily 1857, Chamoun was the only leader in the Arab East to

%  Neither event

openiy embrace the Eisenhower Doctrine.‘
ingratiated him with Nasser, nor with the Lebanese political
opposition.

The domestic opposition was a mixture of religious and
ethnic groups with various political agendas, but united in
their opposition to Chamoun. The beginning of their revolt can
be traced to the May 1857 elections. Chamoun's supporters in
the Lebanese pariiament won a clear majority, apparently by
rigging t!\o elections better than the opposition.”0 it
appeared tblmny f:tdo?s. across the political spectrum, that
Chamoun was purposely trying to destroy their bases of political
pmr.m Chamoun's intentions to use his new parliament to

amend the constitution and secure for him a second term,

confirmed the opposition's suspicions. The anti-Wast sympathy

108 Maicom Kerr, "The Lebanese Civil War", Chapter 4 in The
International Regulation of Civil Wars (London, 1972), p.69.

110

Eveland, Ropes of Sand. p. 250-3.

1
" Hudson., The Precarious Republic. p. 44 and 52.
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generated by the American-Syrian crisis, followed by the

formation of the United Arab Republic, also contributed to the
popuiar Lebanese apathy towards to the Chamoun fggimo.

Months of limited violence in late 1957 and the first
months of 1958 attracted American attention. Dulles took an
early position of regarding the next Presidential elections in
Lebanon an internal matter. Despite reports that certain rebel
factions were receiving support from across the Syrian border,
Dul les expressed concern that Chamoun's bid for a second term
was also affecting Lebanon's internal stability. In March 1958,
Dulles conveyed to Ghamoun that Amarica would adopt an attitude
of “aloofness to this internal Lebanese problem".”2 Dulles’
response to Chamoun came when Washington and Cairo were making
small signs of reconciliation to each other.

The Uﬁitod States received the formation of the United
Arab Republic cautiousiy, but also with some comfort because it
perceived that Nasser had over extended himself. The American
Ambassador in Egypt, Raymond Hare, suggested to Duiles that if
Cairo "did not rashiy embark on a hostile campaign against us or
our friends", it would then be advisable to take on a more

113

reconcifable approach to Nasser. Over the next 90 days

"2 bultes to McClintock, 18 MAR 1958. FRUS. p. 17.

" Hare to Dulles. 10 FEB 1958, FRUS. p. 425.

75




Amer ican-Egyptian diplomatic approaches, though cordial.
reflected early efforts to find a common ground on which each
other's interests could be met. Nasser, througr the Egyptian
Ambassador in the United States, professed that Egypt had no
intention of attacking her neighbors. Duilles stressed that

Egypt had nothing to fear from A:mrica.m

By early My
however, it became evident that Nasser's radical nationalism had

not yet played out.

The Lebanese Rebellion

The rebellion itself was touched off on 8 May 1958, by the
assassination of a journalist, Nasib Metni. widely known for his
criticism of the Chamoun government. The rebel Ileadership
blamed thé 'governd"\’ent.— The government accused the ret:sels.”s

The combatants of both sides operated in militia, divided along

religious and political factions. Despite the many differences

L Memorandum of Conversation between Awbassador Hussein
of Egypt and Dulles, 3 MAR 1958, FRUS, p. 432.

1S The identity and motivation of the assassins is still
contended. In Revolution and Military Rule in the Middle East,
p. 419-20, Haddad cites a conspiracy by Chamoun's political
opposition, claiming they in fact kilted Metni in order to spark
the rebellion. The majority of studies on the Lebanese crisis
cite the opposition claim. No hard evidence currently exists to
draw firm conclusions.
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of the insurgents, they repeatedly proclaimed their common
objective; the immdiate removal of Chamoun. The Army,
commanded by Gene ' Chehab. did not enter the fight except to
protect key government facilities. Chehab, being as neutfal as
he could be, feared the Army would dissolve along the same
religious and political lines of the militia, if it entered the
fighting on the side of the regime. Unable to get his Arny to
act, Chamoun began appealing to the United States for support.
He promptly accused the United Arab Republic as the perpetrator,
claiming it was supporting the rebels.

Evidence did exist regafding the regime's claims. In
ear iy May 1958, Border guards discovered arms and explosives in
the car of the Beigian Consul from Damascus. This was followed
by a Syrian raiding party, which crossed the border and killed

five Lebanese bo¥der  guards.''

American intelligence
assessed that the rebels, both Christian and Mosliem, were
receiving weapons, supplies, "volunteers™, and policy guidance

from Egypt. through Syria.m

On 16 May 1958, in reference to
the Metni assassination, Nasser proclaimed, "The conscience of

the people of Lebanon was shocked because it knew the assassins

e Kerr, "The Lebanese Civil War", p. 75.

" SNIE 36.4-58. FRUS. p. 94.
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and criminals”. On 13 May 1958, Chamoun informed Robert

McClintock, the American Ambassador in Beirut, that he might

request foreign troops within 24 homs.”9 Washington clearly

g

believed Nasser was assisting the rebels, but Dulles and

Eisenhower were reluctant to move into Lebanon.

Negotiations with Nasser and the Eisenhower Doctrine

During meetings in the White House on 13 May 1958, it was
quite clear that Dulles was not enthusiastic about applying the
Eisenhower Doctrine, He spent more time outlining why the
United States could not invoke it.no Opposite to his broad
interpretations of the Doctrine's applicability in Jordan during
1957, Dulles stated that it could not be invoked unliess it couid
be proven 7that the” United Arab Republic attacked Lebanon and
that Cairo was under the control of international communism.
Dulles obviously knew that the raquirement of international

communism would not be proven. After the Syrian crisis and the

formation of the United Arab Republic, was the "spirit" of the

"8 uoted in Haddad. p. 420.

"8 McClintock to Dulles. 13 MAY 1955, FRUS. p. 41.

1 Memorandum of Conversation, Dulles and Eisenhower, 13
MAY 1958, FRUS p. 46.
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Doctrine not as strong?

The message sent back to Chamoun on 13 May, displayed the
American reluctance by adding three more interdependent points:
Lebanon would have to file a complaint with the United Nations
regarding Cairo's support to the rebelis, America would receive
the public support of at least some Arab states, and that

K The Administration

Chamoun would not seek a second term.
wes informing Chamoun that he did not possess a blank check
regarding American assistance. On 15 May 1958, Dulles
instructed Ambassador Hare in Cairo to approach Nasser. The
message was simple:. America was committed to uphold Lebanon's

122 Washington was also convinced

“independence and integrity”.

Cairo was supporting the Lebanese rebels. |f Nasser was sincere

in his earlier statements regarding better relations with the

S United States, he” would use his influence to moderate the
subversion.

On 20 May 1958, Nasser met with Hare and offered to

mediate with the rebels. He stated three primary points:

amnesty for the opposition, that General Chehab become the Prime

Minister, and for Chamoun to disclaim any intention of modifying

1 bultes to McClintock, 13 May 1958. FRUS, p. 49.

2 pylles to Hare. 15 MAY 1958. FRUS. p. 55.
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the constitution, but serve his full term.us On 27 May 1958,

the Lebanese government announced on Radio Beirut that the
government would not introduce any constitutional amendment
al lowing Chamoun a second term. This however, wc.»uld be the most
conciliatory gesture on the part of the Lebanese government.
Negotiations continued between Nasser's representative Muhammad
Heikal and Arbassador Hare, but Chamoun considered the talks a
'sellout'.m Cairo could not, or did not, get the Lebanese
rebels to stop demanding Chamoun's immediate resignation.
Attacks against Chamoun from radio Cairo also continued
unabated. By Jupe 1958, Dulles also became increasingly
reluctant to push Nasser's proposal on Lebanon and contribute to
what he described as “"placing a seal of respectability upon

Nasser's intervenl:ior\".]25 By 13 June 19858, it was evident

-

that the négotiati8ns were leading nowhere. Nasser, reported
Heikal, felt he was “"being played for a sucker".m The next
day, a fierce rebel offensive began in downtown Beirut.

The Eisenhower administration was caught not only between

Beirut and Cairo, but within its own philosophy as well. The

" pare to Dulles. 20 MAY 1958. FRUS p. 69.

' MeClintock to Dulles. 6 JUN 1958, FRUS p. 98.

' Dulles to Hare. 5 JUN 1958. FRUS p. 92.

% pare to Dulles. 16 JUN 1958, FRUS. p. 452.
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reluctance of the American administration showed that it was not
willing to intervene sinmply to maintain the status quo in
Lebanon. Dulles made it very explicit to Chamoun, that the
Lebanese government could not depend on American troops to
settle what WVashington considered an internal political

matter,'d

On the other hand, Dulles and Eisenhower felt they
could not let Nasser achieve his aims, or those of his Lebanese
alliies, by insurrection. Washington would not bilindly support
the status quo, nor would they stand aside and (et Chamoun be
taken out by rebellion. By not containing radical nationalism
in Lebanon, the only country in the Arab East which had embraced
the Eisenhower Doctrine, the United States would destroy its own
credibility as an ally.

Following a meeting on 27 June 1958, Hare reported that
Nasser still sought to find a negotiafod settlement regarding
fLebanon and couid not understand America's unwillingness to
follow Egypt's proposal. On 3 July, Hare reported he had been
informed that Nasser wanted Washington to give him six months to

128

demonstrate his good intent. On 7 July 1958, Nasser

"7 Dylles to McClintock. 23 MAY 1958, FRUS. p. 75.

120 Nasir discussion contained in 27 JUN 1958, message from
Hare to Dulies, FRUS, p. 458. Arbassador Designate Kamel
discussion of 3 JUL 1958, contained in message from Hare to
Dulles, FRUS, p. 461.
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departed the country for an Eastern European tour. The
rebellion in Lebanon continued unabated consuming much of
Washington's rogional focus. Joint Anglo-American planning to
intervene militarily, begun as early as Nove&;er 1957, was
essentially completed and ready to be implemented. The most
significant events of late June and early July however, did not
occur in Lebanon, but in Jordan and lIraq.

On 29 June 1958, a second plot against King Hussein's
regime was uncovered. While Nasser had been professing his
intent to help stabilize Lebanon, evidence was building that the
plot had been engineered by Syria's Colonel Sarraj, now a key

official of the United Arab Republic.'®

On 1 July 1958, the
iraqi government agreed to send one brigade to bolster Hussein,
at least until Jordan- could sort out the conspirators in its
Army. ThefbkigadeAEOHNEnder. General Arif, had other plans. As
his unit passed through Baghdad on 14 October 1958, his troops
overthrew the Iraqi government and killed the royal family.
General Qassim, arrived shortly after to assume leadership of

the countty.130 As the details of the revolution and the

124 Dann, King Hussein and the Challenge of Arab Radical
Nationalism, p. 87.

1 Khalidi, Rashid. "The lmpact of the Arab Revolution on
the Arab Worid", in Fernea and Louis', The iraqgi Revolution of
1958, p. 111-13.
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loyalties of its conspirators would unfold in later years, it
becarme evident that Cairo was not aware of the Iraqi coup.
Pictures of Nasser however, quickly filled Baghdad street front
windows and Cairo's political themes were ;;Loed in mess

protests celebrating the coup. To Duiles and Eisenhower, there

was probably tittle doubt regarding the origins of the coup.

Intervention in Lebanon

Within hours of the iraqi coup, Chamoun requested American

forces.l31

United States Marines began landing on 15 July, but
not to destroy his opposition, but only to ensure that he
completed his lawful term. The White House also received an
imediate message from Saudi Arabia, urging the administration
not only t; stabilize the Arab East, but to reverse the coup in
Iraq.”z The British Prime Minister, Harold MacMillan,
reconmended that Britain and the United States intervene in lraq
and possibly Syria, essentially to secure the entire Arab East

133

by force. Eisenhower and Dulles would assist British troops

31 McClintock to Dulles. 14 JUL 1958, FRUS, p. 208.

192 Dann, King Hussein and the Challenge of Radical Arab
Nationalism, p. 92.

"W William B. Quandt. "Lebanon 1958. and Jordan 1970".
Chapter 7 in Force Without War, p. 252-53.
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in Jordan with logistical support, but nothing further. The
Administration was not intent on re-establishing Wstern
hegemony over the Arab East. Dulles and Eisenhower were instead
focused on the Arab revolution under Nasser's:ontrol. which
they believed was challenging the global credibility of the
United States.

Eisenhower had already discounted the Soviets intervening
in the Lebanese crisis, providing the American response was

4 Dulles

jimited and did not threaten Egypt or Syria.
however, reasoned that American actions towards Nasser's
challenge in Lebanon, would have far reaching giobal
implications. He argued that by moving into Lebanon, the United
States would make future confrontations less likely, because it
would retain its allies, and give the Soviet Union less
encourlgen;fit to ™ spénsor subversion in other areas.'35
Regionally, Eisenhower and Dul les saw intervention as the lesser

of two evils. Dulles reflected, "we thought we had a third way

out in Lebanon, but with events in lraq, that is no longer

" bid #25, p. 227.

13 Memorandum of Conversation between Dulles and
Eisenhower, 14 JUL 1958, FRUS, p. 213.
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available to us". The Administration recognized it would

antagonize anti-West sentiments not only from Suez, but aiso now
from the American-Syrian crisis. However, if the Administration
did nothing., there was general agreement that Nasser would
eventually dominate the area. with the backing of the Soviet
Union The need not to openly challenge Nasser, a major tenant
of the Eisenhower Doctrine, was secondary to maintaining
American global credibility.

it was during the Lebanon crisis that Dulles' opinion of
Nasser and his threat to the United States apparently
crystaliized. In a_25 July 1958 letter to Eisenhower, Dulles
wrote:

Nasser counts as “"friends”™ those who help him to
achieve his ambitions...[He] woulid be glad to get help
from us as well as from the Soviet Union, but that
would...lead him to merely move on, and not to moderate
his ambition€...[he is not] interested in consolidating
what he has, but in going from one political success to
another. ..

Dulles highlighted the policy dilemma of the United States:

...This is what makes the problem so difficult. W
are basically wholly sympathetic with Arab nationalism if
it means a constructive and productive unity of the Arab

peoples. Unfortunately, Nasser's brw,d of nationalism
does not seem to be leading to that...

138 ibid #27, p. 210. The third way out was clearly Hare's
negotiations in May and June with Nasir, which came to be seen
by Dulles as rewarding subversion more than discouraging it.

"W Dulles to Eisenhower. 25 JUL 1958, FRUS. p. 464.
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Dul les perceived Nasser was being deceitful in his dealings with
the United States. Nasser did appear to be playing a double
game with the United States. His communications with Washington
regarding Syria in December 1957, his overtures of better
relations with Washington through March and early July of 1958,
followed by events in Jordan and lraq, surely convinced Dulles
that Nasser could not be trusted and his objectives were counter
to those of the United States. Nasser's actions upon hearing
of the American intervention in Lebanon proved Dulles’
assessment to be correct.

Nasser was in Yugoslavia when he learned of the coup in
Iraq and the American decision to intervene in Lebanon. Instead
of returning to Cairo, he travelled to Moscow to consult with
the Soviet..leadership. .Unknovm to the American administration at
the time, Nasser w;nted Soviet intervention similar to what had
transpired in the Syrian crisis, by putting Russian troops on
the Turkish border. Khrushchev toid him the Soviet Union was
"not ready for confrontation" with America.ws Nasser argued

for more support. Khrushchev promised maneuvers on the Turkish

border, but reminded Nasser that it is only a maneuver. “Don't

138
p. 132.

Mohammed Heikal, The Cairo Documents (New York, 1973),
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depend on anything more than thut'.m Khrushchev also

recommended to Nasser that he alter his tactics and reily less on
ingsurgency to obtain Cairo's goals. To this Nasser did not
agree, countering that the Soviets' assossm.ni of the Arab
countries was “unrealistic” and that “nothing could be changed
without military interference” in other stntos.m

VWhen Nasser left for Cairo on 7 July 1958, he appeared to
be in a no-lose situation. American intervention could fuel his
propaganda machine and popular imege, if Washington did nothing
it was only a matter of time before Chamoun would foid. That
the intervention seems to have taken Nasser by surprise displays
his level of confidence in controlling events in the Arab East
prior to 14 July 1958. Perhaps he had come to believe that he
was not Washington's .third option, but its only option, if
Eisenhomrtdnd Dul les wished to avoid & Suez scenario. Upon his
return however, there were British troops in Jordan and American
Marines in Lebanon, but he also found American objectives in
Lebanon closely aligned with his own. Washington was not
seeking a solution which supported Nasser's expansionism, but it

was sympathetic to Arab nationalism.

On 16 July 1958, Eisenhower dispatched Under Secretary of

"M bid # 30. p. 134,

W0 ibid #30. p. 144.
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State, Robert Murphy to Lebanon. As Murphy's visits with
various Lebanese leaders progressed, he consistently stressed
that American troops were not in the country to solely support
Chumun.m The rebe! leaders seemed surprised"to hear this,
stating they were under the inpression the United States was
there to hold up Chamoun. Had Nasser failed to inform the
rebels of all of Dulles’ stated objectives during his mediation
efforts? Within a week of the intervention and Murphy's initial
negotiations with rebel leaders, the violence subsided. On 31
July 1958, elections were held in the Lebanese parliament, which
determined that Chohgb would succeed Chamoun. Another objective
of Murphy's diplomacy was to assure Cairo and Baghdad that they
were not targets of the intervention and that foreign troops
would depart once the situations in Lebanon and Jordan were
calm. B ~ -

Murphy's diplomacy appeared aimed at pacifying the
Lebanese rebels before going to Cairo. Once in Cairo Murphy did
not bargain, he simply informed Nasser what the United States
was going to do. Facing the return of American and British

forces in the Arab East, conbined with doubts of Soviet support.

8 second failed coup attempt in Jordan, and a stalled

1 Robert Murphy, Diplomat Among Warriors (New York,
1964), p. 404-07.
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insurrection in Lebanon, there was little Nasser could do but go
along with the American intervention.

In terms of containing the Arab revolution in Lebanon
itself, the actions of the United States were sQ;cessful. The
14,000 American troops would be completely withdrawn by 28
October 1858, followed by the last contingent of British troops
from Jordan on 2 November. Although Lebanon's many social and
economic problems would resurface a decade later, Chehab proved
capable of rebuilding the authority of the Presidency that had
been weakened by the 1958 Civil War. In addition to achieving
a political settleﬂgpt in Lebanon, King Hussein was bolstered,
at least moraily, when the General Assembly unanimously adopted
a resolution in the name of the Arab League calling for all
states in the Arab East to "abstain from any action calculated

to change?established-systems of governmant'}42

Though not
specifically stated, this no doubt applied not just to Egypt,
but to all powers to inciude the United States.

The resolution was still more a victory for Washington
than Cairo. In a sense, one of the primary objectives of the

Eisenhower Doctrine, minimizing subversion, had just been

adopted by the United Nations. It was no longer the Washington

1 Dann, King Hussein and the Chailenge of Arab
Radicalism, p. 95.
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containing Cairo, the goal itself was now being given
recognition on an international scale. The Lebanese
intervention did not diminish the popularity of Nasser and
radical nationalism, but it did force into the Jan and condem
the method of expansion on which Nasser relied. The pattern of
Suez was broken.

The American admiriistration's assessment of Nasser during
late 1956 and early 1957, also proved to be justified. Lebanon
did show Nasser that he could not depend on the Soviet Union for
unlimited support and that he had to beware of Moscow's
interests. This diq not fully materialize however, until 1959.
The revolution in traq brought in 8 second Arab leader, General
Qassim, who did not intend to subjugate himself to Cairo. To
counter his growing Nasserist opposition in lraq, Qassimallied
with the -lraqi Communists who reached a level of power and
influence that Dulles always feared. Qassim then established
his position to conpete for Soviet aid, something Nasser had
precluded in Syria, but was powerless to stop in Iirag. By 1959,
Nasser was publicly quarreling with both Moscow and Baghdad,

while beginning a new dialogue with Washington.
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Conclusion

-

The reaction of Eisenhower and Dullies tc; events in the
Arab East iliustrate a consistency in their adherence fo the
Two-pilliar philosophy behind Anglo-American policy: stability
and security. The objective of stability focused on channeling
the revolutionary process in the area. The Eisenhower
administration was sympathetic to radical nationalism's goal of
political autonomy from previous decades of Wastern inmperialism.
Washington also advocated increased democracy and economic
development, assuming the two together woul!d enhance social and
political stability. The method in which the Arab revolution
progressed however, ran counter to the second policy pillar of
security. . - As the revolution became more socialistic in
character and Nasser's willingness to export it more pronounced,
the objectives of Cairo and Washington became more antagonistic
towards each other.

For Eisenhower and Dulles, security was achieved by
keeping the Soviets away from the oil supplies in the Persian
Gulf. Nasser however required Soviet support and the revolution
to maintain his prestige and power. Dulles' fear of

international communism, coupled with Nasser's requirement of

9




expansion, put Cairo and Washington on a collision course. It

was a conflict of intérest which the American administration
realized would have to be allowed to take its course. To
chalienge radical nationalism was to challenQ; Nasser, and
likely result in another Suez scenario. To avoid this, the
Vhite House developed the Eisenhower Doctrine. It was
simul taneously an open challenge to Moscow, as well as a veiled
method of containment directed against Nasser.

The Doctrine was also a practical! tool designed to achieve
the two objectives of stability and security. in Jordan, it
proved the most succ?ssful. The Doctrine provided the resources
for Hussein to use to secure his position. in Syria, the
Doctrine proved useless as an offensive policy, particularly
when it became obvious that the Syrian radical nationalists were
the intend;d target. The American failure in Syria was not by
fault of the Doctrine however, but in Eisenhower and Dullzas
equating the ba‘'thists with the conmunists. In Lebanon, the
Doctrine was not applied. Dulles dismissed its applicability as
early as March 1958. By the time of the lraqi revolution, the
Administration was not as concerned with concealing its
intentions to contain Nasser, as much as it was in stopping his
sponsorship of the Lebanese subversion.

By July 1958, the American leadership perceived that the
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relation between Nasser's revolution and the Soviet Union, had
evolved to a point where it threatened the global credibility of
the United States. This is perhaps the source of Eisenhower's
statemant, “behind everything was our deep—seated conviction
that the Communists were principally responsible for the
trouble” in Lel’:anon.“3 This contrasts sharply with Under
Secretary Murphy's own conclusion, that communism "was playing
no direct or substantial part in the insurrection'.m
Eisenhower was most likely speaking of Nasser's connection to
the Soviets. He never considered Nasser a communist, but
Cairo's objectives were paraliel to those of Moscow. Both
desired instability; Nasser required it for expansion and the
Soviets saw Nasser pulling the Arab East away from the West.
Washington consistently pursued stability. i1t is around this

fundamental difference that the actions of the Eisenhower

administration in the Arab East can best be understood.

143 Eisenhower, Waging Peace, p. 266.

1 Murphy, Diplomat Among Warriors, p.450.
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Introduction

Hours before committing Marines to intervene in the
Lebanese civil war during July 1958, President Eisenhower
reflected on the generai Arab attitude: "the trouble is that we
have a canpaign of hatred against us, not by the governments but
by the people” and "the people are on Nasser's side'.1 This
perception was neither profound nor new in the thinking of
Eisenhower and his Secretary of State John Foster Duiles. Both
men were aware of the general hostility Amarica's intervention
could generate. Almost two years earlier, during Noverber 1956,
when the United States rebuked Britain at Suez, Dulles had
written:

| could not see any end to the situation that might
be dreated if the British and the French occupied the
canal...They’ “would make bitter enemies of the entire
population of the Middle East. ..

Everywhere they would be compelled to maintain
themselves by force and...their own economy would be
weakened virtually beyond repair...The Soviet Union would
reap the benefit of a greatly weakened Europe and would

move into a pgsutlon of predominant influence in the
Middie East.

1 Quoted in Douglas Little's, "Cold War and Covert Action:
The United States and Syria, 1945-1958", Middle East Journal,
Winter 1990, Vol. 44, #1. p.79.

2 Quoted in Wn. Roger Louis and Roger Owen's, Suez 1956:
The Crisis and its Consequences (Clarendon Press, 1989), p. 201-
02.




Had America's policy changed drastically in only twenty-one
months to the point where it was conmitting its own Suez crisis?

{in Lebanon, Eisenhower and Dul les knew thg!_wero opposing
the very force which had eaten away at the British position, a
force which they understood in terms of its strength and
weaknesses. The radical nationalists' goals of independence and
autononmy from previous decades of Western iupefialiaﬁ found
sympathetic ears in the White House, appealing to America‘'s own
historical vuluos.3 Both Washington and Cairo shared mutual
objectives of: blocking the internal spread of communism,
establishing strong political and economicaily independent
states, and ensuring defense fromoutside threats. The means to
obtaining these goals would prove to be different however.
Nasser's !ould pursue a revolutionary path, while Washington
advocated-aﬁ evolﬂiioﬁhry process in the transformation and
defense of the Arab East.‘ The emergence of Nasser and radicatl
nationalism throughout the area required a modified approach to

secure Whstern interests.

§ Robert A. Packenhaim, Liberal America and the Third
Wrid, Political Deveiopment ldeas in Foreign Aid and Social
Sciences (Princeton, 1873), Chapter 1.

4 The Arab East is defined in this paper as Jordan, Syria,

Lebanon, lraq, and Saudi Arabia.
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Dominant in this new approach was Dulles concern with the
weaknesses of Nasser's brand of nationalism. Following his 1953
trip to the region, Dulles accurately assessed Ar'a_b hostility to
Wastern inmperialism, their fear of an expansionist Israel, and
the United States' awkward position as its benefactor. In his
observations lay the direction United States' foreign policy was
to pursue. Testifying before a Congressional Senate con;mittee
Dulles stated, "Let none forget that the Kremlin uses extreme
nationalism to bait the trap by which it seeks to capture the

§ Dufles believed radical nationalism could

dependent peopies”.
also be a potential-Soviet weapon to be used in disrupting if
not destroying Western strategic interests.

Amarica's reaction to this potential weakness would lead
to the Eisgnhower Doctrine, new commitments to the stability of
Jordan, tﬁe. Mari"tk:an—éyrian crisis, and ultimately to the
containment of the nationalist revolution in Lebanon and Jordan
during 1958. It would aiso prove to be one of the most
misinterpreted elements of the Eisenhower era. Al though

Eisenhower and Dulles would achieve their ultimate objectives,

their policy would be considered by many observers to be a

; “Six Major Policy Issues”: Address by Secretary of State
John Foster Dulles to Congress upon his return from the region,
1 JUN §3.




failure. Citing the Administration's over emphasis on stopping
communist subversion, critics would contend that Dulles in
particular defined regional characters and evquts within the
context of the global Cold War. Eisenhower and Dulies in fact
pursued the opposite, trying to keep the gliobal Cold War from

coming into the Arab East.




Anglo-American Interests and the Character

of Radical Nationalism

in 1952, two types of Arab nationalism were firm!v
established in the Middle East. The conservative ver:
included older statesmen who had led the new Arab coﬁntrios
after World War |. In many ways they carried over the existing
social order and political practices from the Ottoman era.
Political elites dominated quasi-parliamentary states by means
of favoritism, rigged elections, and pay offs. Power flowed
along pre-nineteenth century class lines. “Feudal” style fand
owners, established merchant families, and various tribail or
sectarian-leaders monopolized political power and national
resources fﬁrough the §ovornment mchinery.‘ The conservative
nationalists were remnants of the elite who had colluded with
the French and British empires. They were generally pro-West

and key players in representing Western interests in their

national policies.

‘ Numerous sources exist on this topic. See Marwan
Buheiry, The Formation and Perception of the Modern Arab Wrid,
A.H. Hourani, Syria and Lebanon: A Political Essay and A History
of Arab Peoples. and Kamal Salibi, A House of Many Mansions; The
History of Lebanon Reconsidered. ,




The social character of the conservative nationalists also

encouraged the political orientation of the next generation.

Oil and Western aid incressed national wnltj:. but little

benefit filtered down to the classes below the elite. Both

British and American leaders recognized the unstable ground on

which

their influence was based. In 1949, Britein's Foreign

Secretary Ernest Bevin wrote:

The old regimes which we were forced to support,
would not stand up to revoliutionary conditions and would
be swept asway. These regimes were greedy and seifish and
had not aliowed any of the wealth which they had made out
of the war and out of the oil to benefit the poorer
classes. if we continue to support them we shouid be
blamed in the event of the Communists succeedin9 in
turning the people of the Middie East against us....

This observation was followed in 1952, by America's Secretary of

State

Dean Acheson:

The Middle East presented a picture that might have
been. drawn by Karl Marx himself- with the masses
disinherited,...no middle class, a small and corrupt
ruling class pushed about by foreigners who sought to
exploit priceless resources, whether oil or canal. Ws
there ever such an opportunity to invoke inherent
xenophobia to destroy the foreigner and his system and
substitute the Conmmunist solution?

7

Quoted in Wn. Roger Louis, The British Empire in_ the

Middie East (Oxford, 1984), p. 604.




Anglo-American solidarity on a policy of sitting
tight offered no solution, but was |ike a couple locked in
warm erbrace in a rowboat about to go over Niagara Falls.
it wvas laigh time to break the embrace and take to the
oars. ...

The direction in which both the British and the Americans began
moving in the early fifties was toward economic development.
Both governments looked at their own histories and hoped to
achieve long term social stability in Arab countries fhrough
economic prospority.9 Their processes were evolutionary and
optimistic. |t would require decades to acconplish what had
taken centuries in their own societies.m It also required
numerous foreign teshnicians and progressive political leaders,
the latter being excluded from the political process by the
conservatives. Many of these younger leaders also did not share
the V\bsterp patience, optimism, or strategic concerns.
Ensu};ng the'?ldof Middle East oil was the basic goal of

Anglo~American policy in the region. Europe's economic recovery

after Worid War || depended on this resource. ln Eisenhower's

s Quoted in Dean Acheson, Present at Creation (New York,
1969), p. 600.

¢ The American and British philosophies regarding economic
development can be found in Michael {onides, Divide and Lose,
Burton Kaufman, Trade and Aid, and Miliikan and Rostow,
A Propsoal: Key to an Effective Foreign Policy.

0 Egya Sangmuah, "Eisenhower and Containment in North
Africa, 1956-1960", MEJ, Winter 1990, Voi. 44, #1,  p. 78.
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words it ranked, "aimost in equal priority with an adequate
supply for ouu’solvos'." Maintaining the flow of oil rested
upon two strategies: First, stability of Arab r_e‘gims friendly
to the Wast, and second, their physical security from an
external Soviet military threat. Stability entailed strong
popularly supported governments which would stand-up against
domestic revolutionary forces. Both the United StatAos and
Britain devised programs of economic aid and development in an
attempt to eliminate wide spread poverty, considered the root
cause of discontent and a breeding ground for communist
sympathies. Military security was to be obtained through
assistance in arms supplies and regional alliances, such as the
Baghdad Pact, designed to contain the expansion of the Soviet
Union intcl the Middle East. But the inplementation of both
stntogiosr ;equireg a aegree of control or influence over the
domestic and foreign policies of the Arab countries. This in
itself increased the hostility to the Wastern powers by the
younger nationalists, a hostility Dulles sought to avoid.
Before the Suez crisis the United States had walked a fine
line between sympathy for Nasser's revolutionary objectives and

providing full support for her British allies. in a 1953

1 Legisiative Leadership Meeting, 8 MAY 56, Box 2,

Legisiative Meeting Series, Eisenhower Papers.
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testimony to Congress, Dulles said:

..without breaking from the framework of Western
unity, we can pursue our traditional dedication to
political liberty. in reality, the Western powers can
gain, rather than hose. from an orderly aevclopment of
self government.

in short, the United States supported the independence goals of
Nasser ‘s generation, providing they did not threaten the orderly
transition of power. But when the evolutionary process appeared
to be threatened as in Iran during 1953, or Syria in 1956,
Washington did not hesitate to contenplate or actually use

¥ vet. the

covert operations to influence domestic events.
American official mind of the late forties and early fifties was
also generally negative and sometimes openly hostile to what it
perceived as the continued imperial behavior of Britain.
Inmediately after the Egyptian revolution, the United States
sought to éé-opt N:sserq into the Wast's cause in the Cold V\hr."
The British believed this refliected American naivete' and

inexperience in the region.

Robin Hankey, the British enmbassy Charge‘'d'affairs,

12 “Six Major Policy lssues”: Address by the Secretary of
State to Congress on 1 JUN 53.

1 Little, "Cold War and Covert Action™, p. 51-55.

" Early American efforts at bringing Nasir into the
Western alliance are described in Wilbur Eveland, Ropes of Sand,
{W.W. Norton & Company Inc., 1980)

9




‘escribed American efforts in Egypt as "starry eyed". He
particularly singled out the American Ambassador, Jefferson
Caffery, for playing the middie between Egyptian 'n_ational ism and
British imperialism. Sir William Strang, Permanent Under
Secretary at the Foreign Office reported: “There seemed to be
people in the U.S. erbassies who were dominated by the old anti-
colonial feeling to the extent they seemed to think the éritish

15

were always wrong". Clement Attlee contributed to the British

conmplaint in his open article in Foreign Affairs 1954, reminding

the Americans of Britain's long term experience with the Arabs
versus the United -States whose status to them was one of
"newc:omsrs".16 The primary British criticism was that America
was supporting forces which threatened to de-stabilize the
region. ‘ln short, who would control the road to orderliy
dovelopcmn‘.t self ;over.nment and thus, stability and security?
Wuid nassefist radicals and “"non-alignment® be given
partnership in the responsibility for the economic and strategic
security of the West? The British thought not.

The "progressive” or radical nationalists in the region

matured not only during the time of the British and French

18 Quoted Louis and Owen, Suez 1956, p. 60.

16 Clement Attlee, "Britain and America, Common Aims,
Different Opinions™, Foreign Affairs, Vol 32, No. 2, JAN 1954.

10




mandates, but during the rise of Soviet Russia and spread of
European socialism. The egalitarian precepts of socialism found
fertile ground among elite and middle class social critics,
creating an environment in the 1950's where é; intellectual
usually meant a Marxist and at least a deﬂncrat.” It wes
particularly appealing to young military officers., many with
origins in the lower middle income and poor agrarian classes.

By 1854, the Soviets, like their Czarist predecessors,
looked at the Middle East with renewed interest. It was filled
with opportunities to score regional victories against the
United States in the global competition of the Cold War. Moscow
also provided the radical! nationalists with an alternative
source of economic and military resources. External support,
usually necessary to tip the balance of power in internal
struggles.f was no. longer based on collusion with Western
inperial powers alone. The Soviet Union was also an economic
model of sorts for the internal transformation of Arab
societies. its rapid industrialization and modernization
presented what appeared a much better alternative to the decades

of evolutionary growth under the old “feudal” classes envisioned

" Abdul Salaam Yousif, "The Struggle for Cultural

Hegemony®, Chapter 10 of Louis and Fernea, The lraqi Revolution
of 1958: The Olid Social Classes Revisited (London, 1981)., p.
176-77.
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in the Anglo-American models.

Conflicts in National Interests

After consolidating his power and securing a British
evacuation treaty by late 1954, Nasser began to focus on more
regional issues. The Czech Arms Deal in 1955, and merely
surviving the Suez invasion in 1956, flaunted the new terms of
independence in the face of the old inmperial powers. Internal
policies geared toward land redistribution, nationalization of
industry, and plans to increase economic autonomy signaled a
change in the socia; order, not just a break from imperialism.
The policy of non-alignment became the stated foreign policy of
the new Egypt. While it was not an absolute embrace with the
Soviet Union, it was a_strong symbolic rejection of dependance
or alignment with the West which had served as the "evil force"
in the radicals mobilization of the people. The Czech Arms deal
greatly irritated Washington, but Nasser's inability to deal
with Israel led to a break in the White House's tolerance.

Israe) was the largest problem in the Egyptian-American
refation. The Arab frustration and hostility to the Jewish
State was initially absorbed by the British. But as the British

Empire retracted and the role of the United States grew. so did

12




the difficulty of reconciling Washington's support of Israel to
the Arab worid. Israeli security interests made it inpossible
for Washington to fully meet those of the Arabs. |f the weapons
purchases were not blocked by political lobbying, pro-lIsrael
representatives in congress insisted on sending American

s For Nasser, the return of Wastern

advisors with the such aid}
military personnel wes as irreconcilable as re-establishing
relations with Britain.

Washington attenpted to reduce the negative affects of its
Israeli connection by launching the Anderson peace mission in
January of 19568. A resolution between Egypt and Israel could,
in Washington's eye;. at least achieve cordial relations with
the radical nationalists. Nasser's reaction to the proposal was
simpie and prophetic. Upon realizing the American plan entailed
Egyptian récpgnitiqg of lIsrael he said, "1 could never do that,

18

1'd be assassinated!". Eisenhower's reaction was much deeper.

18 Although the Mutual Security Act of 1954 required U.S.
advisors accompany arms to ensure the terms of their intended
usage, similar shipments went to other countries, including
Israel, without advisors.

1 Quoted in HW. Brandis, The Specter of Neutralism: The
US and the Emergence of the Third Wborild 1947-1960, p. 260-62.
In Waging Peace, p. 185-89, Eisenhower describes the actions of
both the Egyptians and the Israelis regarding israeli withdrawal
from positions in Gaza, taken during the February 1955 raid.
Although both sides dragged their feet on a potential
settiement, Eisenhower centered the blame on Nasir after he
moved his administrators back into Gaza, apparently in violation

13




He identified Nasser as the "primary stumbling block”™ towards a
greater Arab-israeli peace settiement which Washington needed to
achieve stability in the Arab East.zo But Nasser could never
compromise on the Israeli issue and maintain “his spreading
popularity and political influence. The Administration wanted
to appear neutral in a dispute where the Israelis and radical
nationalists were absolutely polarized. VWhen America was trying
to align the Near East against the Soviets in the context of the
Cold War, the Arsb-lIsraeli dispute left no middle ground by the
antagonists ve}y own “"with us or against us® mentality.
Nasser's foreign policy also threatened the basis of
American strategy. }he Czech arms deal enabled the Soviet Union
to jump over the Northern Tier states compromising the Baghdad
Pact. This broke the.pillar of security in the Anglo-American
strategy, giving ngiet; military advisors access into Egypt and
later Syria. Egypt's acceptance of Soviet funding and technical
assistance to build the Aswan dam threatened the second pillar,
economic development. Washington always had a sense of

superiority in her economic resources. They were used as a

large carrot for developing nations to follow the Western line.

of the negotiations, after months of diplomacy by American
representatives.

2 Robert H. Ferrell, The Eisenhower Diaries, p. 319.

14




But Moscow began economic aid, coupled with less restrictive
payment terms in late 1954, threatening America’s self perceived

u By the end of 1956, Nasser not only

monopoly on development .
tid himself of the British presence, but expandéd his sources
for foreign economic and military assistance. Egypt's
“positive neutralism", the basis of Nasser's foreign policy
success and regional popularity, was also the key justification

22

to his owmn domestic political stability. The Amqrican

administration saw it as a practicai political move on Nasser's
part.23 But when America's relation with Israel was added into
the equation, Egyptian neutralism quickly leaned towards the
Soviet Union. )

By March 1956, it became apparent to the Administration

that Nasser would not be co-opted to support American interests.

Eisenhower” began to identify Nasser himself as a threat:

2 Kaufman, Trade and Aid, Chapter 4.

u Hrair R. Dekmejian, Egypt Under Nasir: A Study in
Political Dynamics (Albany, N.Y., 1971) p. 40. Throughout
1955, as Nasir's foreign policy successes increased, interna!
Egyptian opposition to his regime decreased.

¥ 4. W Brandis, "What Eisenhower and Dulles Saw in
Nasser", American-Arab Affairs, #17, Summer 1886. Also, in
Brandis, Specter of Neutralism, parts | and |}, the author
concludes that neither Dulles or Eisenhower were hostile to
neutralism providing it did not run counter to U.S. interests.
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A fundamental probiem is the growing ambition of
Nasser, the sense of power he has gained out of his
associations with the Soviets, his belief that he can
emerge as the true leader of the entire Arab worlid. ..
Because of this, | suggested to the State Department
that we begin to build up some other individual...in the
thought that mutually antagonistic personal anbitions
might disrupt the agﬁrcssive plans that Nasser is
evidently developing...
Eisenhower and Dulles did not see him as a Soviet stooge, but
neither could they confidently determine his basic political
orientations. Nasser was his own man, but for how long? The
Administration began to look to the conservative Arab leaders to

rally a pro-West bloc of Arab statos.“

The global strategy
of the Cold War was ;eing applied at the regional level. Nasser
was to be isojated and his revolution contained. This would
require Washington to enter the under currents of Arab politics
at a time whpn the‘iounQations of these regimes foundations were
dramatical ly changing.

Egypt and Saudi Arabia were aligned against lrag's bid for

regional Arab leadership. The Saudi position in 1956 was based

on historical and contemporary considerations. Traditionally at

u Quoted in Brandis', Specter of Neutralism., p. 323.

% Ilbid #19. Eisenhower's choice as an alternative to
Nasir would be King Saud of Saudi Arabia. According to Neff,
Warriors at Suez, p.317, American organization of Arab states in
opposition to Nasir began in October 1956.

16




odds with the Hashemite monarchies of iraq and Jordan, King Saud
wished to contain lraqi aspirations of being the leader of the
Arab states. The Iraqi, Saudi, and Egyptian governments
conpeted for regional predominance and at times outright
control, of Syria and Jordan. There was also friction between
Saudi Arabia and Britain. The Saudis challenged British efforts
to control the Gulf in the 1920s. In 1955, after a two year
dispute and Saudi occupation, the British took the Burami Oasis.
King Saud countered with support to tribal leaders threatening

28

the British position in Yemen. Both Saudi Arabia and Egypt

attacked the Iragi alliance with Britain as remnants of imperial
control. )

The United States was strategically aligned with Britain,
yet a regional proponef\t of Riyadh. It was also ironic in that
it was Sau(liﬁ oil that vwashington sought to secure, primarily for
Western European use. While lraq had her patron, Saudi Arabia
was being courted by America. Egypt had yet to confirm her
global partner. Past experience and Anglo-iraqi relations

excluded Britain. Border problems with Israel excluded the

United States. But the Suez invasion and Moscow's subsequent

& The clash of national, regional and international
interests regarding American-Saudi and Anglo-American interests
and relations are addressed in Davis Lesch's, Syria and the
United States: Eisenhower's Cold War in the Middle East
(Westview Press, 1992), p. 129-32.
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support provided Nasser the impetus to move closer to the
Soviets. Such a move was also not inconsistent with Egypt's
internal policies.

Following Bangdung, socialist dogm becamé more frequent
in Nasser's speeches. Throughout 1855, capitalism came under
increasing attack by the govermnt.u The Egyptian
constitution of January 1956, institutionalized a mixed

socialist-capitalist ecconomy.28

After its publication_. some
Communist Party menmbers were released, although the Egyptian
regime remained suspicious of the Party. With the
nationalization of the Canal and the beginning of the Suez
crisis, Nasser mbi;ized all the forces he could. The Egyptian
Communist Party praised Nasser‘s actions for moving Egypt's
revolution to a 'highe_r plane” which they contended was possible
by‘ the economic ggd political support of a “reinvigorated®

% Wwith the Tripartite attack in October, more

socialist camp.
left wing critics of the regime were released from confinement
and used to organize and fight in Port Sa'id. By the end of

Suez, many of the Egyptian radical left were out of prison,

u For discussion of anti-capitalist measures, see Charles
Issawi, Egypt in Revolution, p. 52-3.

2 Dekmejian, Egypt Under Nasir, p.127.
“ M. S. Agwani, Communism in the Arab East (india, 1969),
p. 80.
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being incorporated into government ministries, and establishing
party contacts in other Arab countries.

The left wing political parties of the Arab East conprised
the majority of the radical nationalists and grew in popularity
during the 1950s. Two of the most important would be the Ba'th
Socialist Party and the Conmunist Party. The Ba'th was strongly
anti-West. ([t considered Western inmperialism to be the cause of
contemporary Arab divisions, the existence of Israel, apd the
perpetuation of the old social status quo. It founder, Michael
Aflag, was aiso the author of Pan-Arabism, advocating the unity
of Arab states into one nation. The Ba‘'th and Coommunist parties
were not instantly~ successful. They did not control the
government bureaucracies or satisfy the skepticism of the
commercial classes in _regards to domestic policies. The Ba'th
and the c‘_ommnistg would overcome this handicap by allying
themselves against the conservatives, a practice which increased
their power and eventually their suspicions of each other. As
the Arab East became increasingly anti-West, the left would
capitalize on their Soviet contacts, declaring political
neutralism in the Cold War.

Nasser was also willing to use the Cold War rivalry to his
advantage, which alarmed both Eisenhower and Dulles as early as

1955. Egypt's increasing socialism during 1956, added to
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suspicions in the White House that Nasser was sliowly becoming
entrapped by Soviet advisors who would subvert and dominate
affairs in Egypt. Washington's concerns about Nasser, were the
mirror image of the radical nationalists about Western advisors.
Yet Dulles still sought to "avoid any open break which would
throw Nasser irrevocably into a8 Soviet satellite status® and
provide him “"a bridge back to good relations with the Wist".30
Despite Nasser's growing estrangement from Western interests,
Dulles was reluctant to forces an open confrontation. This was
based off American observations during Suez, and popular Arab
reaction towards Britain and France.

Washington hc;wever, was in the process of inheriting
primary leadership and responsibility to pursue stability which
entailed containing thp spread of Egypt's revolutionary spirit.
Dulles and_ Eisenhcynr needed a means to confront and contain
Nasser, without appearing to be purposely targeting him. The
Mnricin domestic and regional Argbic forces that the

Administration had to contend with would result in one of the

most misunderstood policies of the Eisenhower era.

30
p. 191,

Quoted in Louis and Owen's, Suez and its Consequences,
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Radical Nationalism and the Eisenhowsr Doctrine

-~

One of John Foster Dulles' primary points trhroughout the
Suez crisis of 18568, was to avoid any action that would ﬁ:rthor
enhance the prestige of Nasser. The Anglo-French-~lisraeli
intervention had precisely the impact he feared. Allen Dulles,
Director of the Central Intelligence Agency, concluded that the
primary resuit of the invasion was a "unanimous revulsion® and
“revival of age-old hatred of Western imperialism and

3 The joint attack swelled

colonialism® in the Arab peoples.
regional outrage against the West and elevated Nasser's
popularity. The Suez crisis also greatly diminished Britain's
capability to promote. Western influence. As lrag would soon
prove, clo;i’ agssocimtion with London was now a serious political
liability for an Arab government.

The Administration saw itself now as being primarily
responsible for Western interests and the security of moderate
regimes in the Arab East. The American strategy remained the

same; to achieve stability. With Britain's influence reduced,

Washington needed a policy change. Fearing expanding subversion

3 Memorandum of meeting with legislative leaders, 9 NOV
1956, Legislative meeting series, Staff secretary records.
Quoted in Brands, The Specter of Nationalism, P. 280.
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sponsored from Moscow or Cairo, the White House wanted a means
to actively confront both. The result of the Administrations
efforts became known as the Eisenhower Doctrine. The most well
known function of the Doctrine, or Resolution 1;7 was to put
the Soviet Union on notice that the United States considered the
Arab East a vital American interest. Another equally vital
function was to stop Nasser's expansion, without igniting Arab
emotions similar to those that exploded during the  canal
invasion. It is this second function in which the Eisenhower
administration planned to channel and contain Arab radical
nationalism. .

Littie changed regarding the American assessment of Soviet
tactics. Washington believed that the two primary objectives of
the Kremlin were to; "undermine Western political and military
power in ftho areg” und “weaken the Whst economically and
strategically®™ by reducing its access to oil. The
Administration considered direct military action in the area by

2 The focus of Eisenhower and Dulles

Russia a low probability.
sharpened on Egypt and Syria as the principle instruments of
instability. Nasser was a political problem due to his mass

popularity and willingness to use it against pro~-Wsst Arab

R Special National Intelligence Estimate 11-10-56, "Soviet
Actions in the Middle East", 29 NOV 1956. Foreign Relations of
the United States, p. 355. (Referred to hereafter as FRUS)
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regimes. Syria was increasingly perceived as becoming a Soviet

satellite, also opening up “greater political and subversive

3 The VWhite House's

- -

distinction between Nasser's nationalism and what it considered

opportunities” in other Arab nations.

a more classical Soviet supported subversion in Syria was
subtlie, yet gignificant in the manner American power would be
projected.

Nasser was not considered a stooge of Moscow. The problem
was that his popularity transcended nationa! boundaries and
could inspire similar revolutions in Jordan, Lebanon, lraq, or
even Saudi Arabia. While Nasser's could easily mobilize support
for a revolution in another Arab country, there was no guarantee
he could control the results. Within the instability of a
revolt or coup, Washington feared the Arab communists would gain

the initiative over the Nasserists, seize the government, and

3

pave the way for Soviet domination. Dulles perceived a

¥ bid 2.

u Though not specifically stated, Dul les appeared fearful
that Syria and Egypt could cause a regional "Czech Scenario”.
During his 7 JAN 1957, testimony to the House of Representatives
Committee on Foreign Affairs, Dulles described his impressions
of the Czechoslovakian crises in 1948. Dulles felt the country
submitted to a Communist Party take over because of Russian
troops massed on the border at the time. The Czech peoples fear
of invasion, particularly when no other power sought to counter
the external Soviet Threat, was the principle reason the
subversion was successful. See P. 13-14, Economic and Military
Cooperation with Nations in the General Area of the Middie East,
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pattern of planned coercion from the Kremlin. Moscow would
tirst provide military and economic aid. They would then ensure
the aid was controlied by Soviet synpathizers in the target
country, providing the individual with pomr.f‘ul resources.
Eventually these resources would be used to submit the céuntty

¥ Dulles

to international communism, controlled from Moscow.
believed Nasser and his desire to "fulfill his role" would
create conditions the Kremlin would exploit.

Syria appeared to be such a situation. Throughout 1955
and most of 1958, conservatives struggled against an uneasy
alliance of the socjalist Ba'th Party and the communists for
controt of the parliament. The Suez crisis and subsequent
exposure of & British-lraqi coup attempt. seriously undermined
the popularity of the conservative Syrian politicians.“
Particular}y after Suez any radical challenge to a conservative

government was likely to generate large public support sinply by

espousing anti-West positions. As of December 1956 however,

United States Government Printing Office, Washington D.C., 1957.

¥ Dulles to Eisenhower, 20 AUG 1957, FRUS, P.641.

3 Lesch, David W. Syria and the United States:
Eisenhower's Cold War _in the Middle East, Chapters 5 and 6. See
also, Abu Jaber, The Arab Ba'th Socialist Party. For
discussion of British-iraqi intrigue in Syria during 1956, see
Little's "Cold War and Covert Action”, Middle East Journal.
Winter 1990, Vol. 44, #1.
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neither the socialists nor the comunists could gain supremcy

over the other. Each used the inperialist threat as a political
platform to rally domestic support. in trying to outdo each
other, they increased the country's economic an&‘militnry ties
to the Soviet Union. This was precisely the pattern bullos
feared. Vhen Nasser's popularity was added to the force of
anti-Western sentiments, the potential dangers of Washington
projecting its own regional interests doubled.

Eisenhower and Dulles needed to more actively support pro-
West regimes, but could not appear to be directly challenging
Nasser and his 'progfessivo' Arab nationalism. This concern was
reflected in a State Department planning document recommending
a new regional approach. The Bureau of Near Eastern, South
Asian, and African Affairs listed the "ambitions of Nasser” as
the first:of three factors behind Soviet penetration of the
region. Reducing Nasser's "power and influence”" was the first
of four requirements considered necessary for a new American
program to succeed. Yet in order to mobilize support from other
Arab countries, the Bureau conctuded "our actions will be
largely self defeating if they create a general impression that

our objective is to directly overthrow Nasser".37

" Paper prepared by the Dept of State Near Eastern Policy
Planning Staff, "Program to Counter Soviet Penetration of the
Middie East”, 5 DEC 1956. FRUS, p. 383.

i
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The American dilemma was clear. Nasser was the inmediate
threat to Western interests, due to the popularity behind his
social as well as political revolution. But specifically
identifying him as a policy target risked crnti.n‘g popular Arab
reaction against the United States. it wouid ailso nn-ko it
difficult for conservative Arab leaders to request American
assistance without being associated with a foreign threat to the
Arab nationalist hero. Yet pro-West Arab nations, in and out of
the Baghdad Pact, were aiso calling on the White House to
clarify its position in the region.“ Eisenhower, Dulles, and
the primary staff in~State and Defense perceived the need to act
rapidly. |f not, moderate Arab regimes would be forced to seek
& middle ground with Nasser and the Soviets to ensure their own

survival.

Searching for a Means to Apply the Doctrine

Since 1955, the Baghdad Pact served as the principle

u In addition to countries of the Baghdad Pact, Lebanon
and Saudi Arabia were also seeking stronger assurances of United
States resolve to support. See memorandum, “Notes on
Presidential-Bipartisan Congressional Leadership Meeting™., 1 JAN
1957. FRUS, p. 434.
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instrument for demonstrating Western power and resolve. Britain
had been the primary Western power in the Pact, due to
consistent American hesitation to become a full signatory.”
On 4 December 1956, despite the intensification :f anti-British
feelings in the region, the American Secretary of Defense
recommended to Eisenhower that the United States formally join
the Pact. Of the principle reasons, Secretary Wiison stated:
"to fill the political and military vacuum” created by Britain's
decline as a result of Suez, to "reinforce the firm support of
the U.S." to the collective saeacurity of regional conservative
states. This would ?resun'nbly “demonstrate to the Soviet Union”
the resolve of the United States to "protect the sovereignty and
territorial integrity" of the Arab states.w The
recommendation noted the probable negative reactions that such
a move ml;ld generate -in the Arab world; but it also treated
them as secondary to the requirement of sending an immediate
warning to the Soviets and assurance to regional allies.

A second proposal, generated in the State Department's

Bureau of Near Eastern and African Affairs under William

¥ William Stivers, America's Confrontation with
Revolutionary Change in the Middle East (St. Martin's Press,
1986), p. 12-13.

0 Letter from Secretary of Defense(Wilson) to the
President, 4 DEC 1956. Eisenhower Library, Staff Secretary
Records. FRUS, p. 372.
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Rountree, reached Dulles' desk the next day. This proposal
rejected Baghdad Pact menbership because most Arab nations
associated it with an extension of British control. Could the
United States afford to step in to the British b;sition in the
Pact and not expect to be regarded as a new power .n in old
game? Not in Rountree's opinion. The bureau proposed replacing
the Pact with "A New Grouping of Middle Eastern States™. The
proposal stated:

This framework will have to accord with the vasic
drives of the area~which is to say in addition to being
anti-Communist it will also have to be anti-imperialist
and pro-nationalist. It will, also, unfortunately, have
to recognrize the ss;ong anti-lsraeli sentiments of most of
the area states. ..

Essentially Rountree and his staff recommended that work begin
on an entirely new organization, larger in scope than the
Baghdad Pagt. It spec{fically excluded Israel, as well as two
key Europe;; allié:. B;itain and France. With an optimistic
implementation date of 28 January 1957, the proposal risked
faifure by trying to create a consensus of conservative Arab
nations in a short period of time.

Whatever the approach would be it had to be ina form Arab

allies covld adopt, without fueling radical nationalist

" Mermorandum From the Assistant Secretary of State for
Near Eastern, South Asian, and African Affairs(Rountree) to the
Secretary of State, "Revised Proposal for a New Middle Eastern
Grouping”", 5 DEC 1956. FRUS. p. 376.
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propaganda. The essence of the problem and hints of the

solution were highlighted during a December 7th meeting in the

State Department:

-

...to find a vehicle for meeting th§ desire ot the
Arab governments, particularly Saudi Arabia and lraq. for
a convincing demonstration of U.S. intertion to make its
power felt in the area in a manner which would not smack
of imperialism an?zwhich would leave the initiative to
focal countries...
Dulles agreed with his own department that membership in the
Baghdad Pact would play into the hands of the nationalisté; but
he appeared less inclined to follow Rountree's recommendation on
the Middle East Charter. The Charter would involve months if
not years to develop. In the interim, the United States would
be without an instrument to handle interim problems in the
region. Amarican security concerns were rising as many
countries _were expel.'iencing immediate economic problems.
S ~ -
Jordan, lraq, and Saudi Arabia were losing considerable revenues
due to the closure of the canal and destruction of pipeline

4

across Syria. Dultles believed this could soon lead to social

and political instability. The vehicie, in addition to being

i Informal Record of a Meeting, Secretary Duilles' Office,
Department of State, “"Middle East", 7 DEC 1956, FRUS, p. 393.

4 See paragraph 26, State Department Operations
Coordinating Boa-d Report, "Progress Report on U.S. Cbjectives
and Policies With Respect to the Near East", released 22
December 1956, FRUS, p. 427.
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quickly obtainable, also needed the ability to distribute
military and economic support on short notice in order to be
effective.

Dulles realized any policy change would' also require
maneuvering thrcugh a gauntlet of U.S. domestic intcfcsts.
There was a risk in the process of provoking increased
subversion from the Soviets or radical! nationalists, if they
perceived that the American government was not united. Dulles
illustrated his concern to the American Ambassadors of the
Baghdad Pact countries. He asked them, "suppose we can't get a
2/3 vote of Congc:oss to join the Baghdad Pact without
guaranteeing the same sort of thing to Israel, would you still
want us to join? The (Secretary) said none of the Arbassadors

knew the answer to that." i

This same dilemma applied to the
State Dep;rztmsnt's- "New Middlie East Grouping”. Rountree's
proposal did not explain how the administration would get
Congress to support an organization which recognized “"strong
anti-Israeli sentiments".

Eisenhower and Dulles decided on a Congressional

resolution, which would eventually be known as the Eisenhower

Doctrine. it would demonstrate, with Congressional support,

“ Memorandum of a Teiephone Conversation Between the
President and Secretary of State, 6 December 1956. FRUS, p.
390.
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American determination to bolster the military defense
capabilities and economies of countries whose governments showed

a determination to combat Communist infi Itration".‘s This would

be the equivalent of a commitment to promote s.t;bility in the
region by containing subversion or reducing external political
coercion from Egypt or Syria. Being a bi-lateral policy,
between the United States and the country requesting support,
the White House hoped to avoid placing a stigma on pro-West
Arab governments which radical nationalist propaganda could
label as lackeys of imperialism. It also kept the United States
away from being formally associated with an organization that
could be accused of “supporting” or “threatening™ the security

interests of Israel.‘ Within the next 90 days, the Doctrine

would be worded to pass a Congressional vote and at the same

time give the admiNistration a capability to intervene quickly

in different types of conflicts.

Rhetoric and Continuity in Strategy

In addition to placating popular anti-Western sentiments

4 Memorandum of Conversation Between the Secretary of
State and Senator Knowland, 8 DEC 1956. FRUS, p. 397.

4 Menmorandum of Telephone Conversation Between the
President and Secretary of State, 8 DEC 1956, FRUS, p. 394.
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sgainst & more interventionist American role, the administration
needed to sell its increased involvement to Congress. Rountree
summed up the administration’'s domestic legislative strategy in
a memorandum to Dulles: h
Communist imperialism is a clear and present &angar
and is so recognized by the American people and their
representatives in Congress. We consider it unlikely that
the latter would approve a resolu"’on not aimed
specifically at Comunist imperialism...
In the text of the Eisenhower Doctrine, communist imperialism
was transcribed to international communism, which reflected
Dulles' consistent concerns of the Soviets using the radical
nationalists. in Duiles’ mind, Moscow's ultimate plan was to
subjugate tlhe Middle Eastern states, as it had done to those in
Eastern Europe. By painting the doctrine as a fight against
communism, the White House reduced the possibility of
congressio;‘la‘l rejection. Not even the administration's sharpest
policy critics wanted to appear “soft on communism®". It also

avoided explaining to Congress why the administration was

confronting nationalism, particularly after trying to co-opt

Nasser the previous three years. This would have been an
admission of failed foreign policy. ft would also avoided
4

Memorandum From Deputy Under Secretary of State for
Potitical Affairs (Murphy) to the Secretary of State, "Proposed
Joint Resolution of Congress Regarding the Middie East", 15 DEC
1956. Drafted by Rountree and Wilkins. FRUS, p. 410.
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exposing the Doctrine's primary target, Nasser and the radical

nationalists.

This inability to openly clarify the target of the
resolution created anbiguities however, which iaz}dently became
the source of questions during subsequent congressional
hearings. Representatives sought to clarify the resolution's
use of “subversion” and “"countries controlled by international
communism®. The resolution authorized the President:

| ...to secure and protect the territorial integrity
and political independence of any...nation...requesting

such aid againft ovor{ armed lggr?ssion“ffom any nation
controlied by international communism. ..
During his testinnn} before Congress, Dulles affirmed that the
administration did not think a Soviet invasion of the region was
likely. He also could not identify any Arab nation “controlled
by internggional con&unism'. but made general connections

r-’ -
4 Under casual

between the Soviet Union, Egypt. and Syria.
analysis it appeared to be a dramatic but poorly thought out
policy taken by Washington, to combat an wunidentifiable

communist threat. But Dulles' answers betrayed the inherent

Excerpt from Resolution 117. Quoted in Economic and
Military Cooperation with Nations in the General Area of the
Middle East, U.S. Government Printing Office, P.1.

“ See Dulle's 7-9 JAN 1957 testimony before the House
Commi ttee on Foreign Affairs, Economic and Military Cooperation
with Nations in the General Area of the Middle East., 1957.
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strategy of the resoiution, which was no more, and no less, than
an extension of the previous ten years of American regiona!
policy.

Dul les was questioned about why the resolut.ion referred to
the threat of "internal subversion” but only dealt with “overt
armed aggression from any nation controlled by international
communism”. Duiles claimed it dealt with subversion in

“substance” by achieving three things:

First, by reducing the fear of opened armed attack,
a fear which.. .encourages the subversive elements within

a country ....second,...it enables us to assist in
military planning, so that they (Host government)
will.. . have adequate and loyal and well equipped and
adequateiy paid security forces...third,...is to permit

economic assistance...
It was this combination that Dulles stated would provide as
"complete a program against internal subversion as postsible'.50
The first? element™ helped avoid a "Czech Scenario”, where
Nasserist or communist forces might combine internal unrest with
external pressure from either Egypt or Syria. The second and
third elements, military and economic assistance, were
continuations of the Two-Pillar development strategy pursued by
both the British and the United States since the late 1940s.

The most significant aspect regarding these two, was that the

administration was not required to get congressional

U Ibid #19, P.16.




authorization before conmitting American resources.

Eisenhower and Dulles requested $200 million for economic
and military programs. The money for 1957 had already been
appropriated for such projects and the san;-'anounts were
requested for both 1958 and 1959. The key was not necessarily
the amount, but the change in the process. Before January 1957,
a Congressional committee had to approve esch project on an
individual basis. Not only was this time consuming, but each
action risked rejection or being weakened by respective interest
groups. The resofution (et the administration commit funds to
programs the White House considered necessary to halt the
*spread of international communism®, only having to justify the
entire program to Congress during January of each year. This
avoided potential road blocks by Israel‘'s congressional
supportors:‘hnd critics of foreign spending who previously
blocked or diluted such aid to Arab states. ([t also gave the
administration a speed almost equal to the Kremlin in providing

51 The second pillar, that of regional

aid as a political tool.
military security, proved to be the aspect most modified.

Amarican strategy was now more concerned in controlling

§l For a detailed account of the evolution of Eisenhower's
Economic aid strategy and the impact of U.S. domestic
legistation, see Burton Kaufman, JTrade and Aid: Eisenhower's
Foreign Economic Policy, 1953-19681, 1982.
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the spread of the radical nationalists; than in organizing the
region against a Soviet military invasion. The concept of
giobal containment took on a regional character in the
Eisenhower Doctrine, but its creators did not ;\;cossarily see

the region purely in Cold War terms. The stability of

conservative Arab regimes was the inmediate objective, but in

the interest of evolutional dovolopmmt.52 The survival of the
status-quo was not an end in itself. Although the
Administration was putting Nasser on notice, it still regarded

"this nationaiism as an inevitable development which should be

§ Eisenhower and Dulles, while more

channeled, not opposed".
skeptical of Nasser than before, were in fact unchanged
regarding the Arab revolution. But Washington's increased
responsibility for Wastern concerns required the administration
to act on I;'m'orican Intetests, not the radical nationalists. The
next seventeen months would prove that as Nasser sought to

expand his role, which required political turmoil, Washington

R The theory and assunptions predominantly adoptéd by the
Eisenhower administration and their applications in the fight

against the spread of Conmunism are best illustrated in Millikan
and Rostow, A Proposal: A Key to an Effective Foreign Policy,
1957. |t is almost identical, if not simply a continuation of
earlier British and American development phifosophies.

53

Operations Coordinating Board Report, "Progress Report
on U.S. Objectives and Policies with Respect to the Near
East(NSC 5428)", FRUS, p. 424.
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would respond to re-establish stability.

The House of Representatives passed the Eisenhower
Doctrine on 30 January 1957, followed by the Senate on 5 March.
VWhile legislators changed the basic outline of the White vHouso
draft, Eisenhower and Dulles obtained their essential olmnt.s‘
The President could provide military and economic aid without
justifying each individual requirement under the roquirmnts of
the 1954 Mutual Security Act. With the domestic actions nearly
complete, the regional ramifications were about to begin. The
first test of the Eisenhower Doctrine was to come in Jordan, a
country usualiy of _secondary importance to Washington. The

events of April 1957, would begin a regional Cold War within the

context of the global Cold War, between Cairo and Washington.

o The final House and Senate versions were essentially the
same as the original draft submitted 5 JAN 1957. The most
substantive changes were: the Administration had to justify its
expenditures every July, in addition to January, and that no
more above the $200 million could be spent without special
approval by Congress. For adopted Resolutions, see American
Foreign Policy, Current Documents, 1957, Pg. 816 and 829.
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The Eisenhower Doctrine in Jordan: 1857

Prior to February 1957, Dulies was not amenable to
commi tting American resources to Jordan. As late as 24 December
1956, the British Ambassador to Washington observed that in
Duiles' view, “the brutal fact was that Jordan had no

§ Dulles wvas not alone in this

justification as a state".
opinion. Few observers at the time thought the kingdom would
survive the social and political upheavals in the Arab East.
Hussein's ability to survive however, would surpass the
expectations of his allies and adversaries. Supported by
resources provided under the Eisenhower Doctrine, his actions in
early 1957-'w'ould esTablish an opposition to Nasser that had thus
far eluded the American administration. The King would use a
political attack against the Jordanian radical nationalists,
similar to the Administration's sales strategy of the Doctrine
with Congress. This stalled his opponents long enough for the

King to secure his own position, achieving to what amounted to

a counter-coup.

5 Quoted in Uriel Dann, King Hussein and the Chailenge of
Radical Nationalism (Oxford, 1989), p. 47.
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Jordan: Two Concepts of Nationalism, One Country

On 15 December 1956, The New York Times carried an
interview with Jordan's Premier Sulayman Nab;alsi. *Jordan
cannot tive forever as Jordan,” he proclaimed. "It must be
connected militarily, economically and politically” with another
Arab state, presumbly Syrin.“ in a political meeting five
days latter, Nabulsi praised Nasser for thirty minutes without

5T The Premier did not elaborate

mentioning Hussein or Jordan.
on what would bc. his King's role in the eventual confederation.
Such was the attitude of the country's highest elected official,
who was aliso the Chairman of the national socialist party.
Since the October 1958 elections. The nationalist socialists and
their coalition had controlled 75% of parliament. Nabulsi's
seven mnb;f cabindt included the first known communist to hold
such a high level government position in the Arab world.
Another member, the Minister of State for Foreign Affairs,
Abdal! lah Rimawi, was also secretary of the Jordanian Ba'th
party.

Nabulsi's remarks came five days after he manipulated the

 bid #1. p. 45.

5 George M. Haddad, Revolutions and Military Rule in the
Middle East: The Arab States, Part | (University of California
Press, 1971), p. 498.
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withdrawal of an Iraqi army brigade from East Jordan. |raqi,
Syrian, and Saudi units had been sent during the Suez crisis to
counter a potential lsraeli invasion, but noitho‘r Damascus nor
Riyadh had been asked to recall their forces. Nabulsj was
against the presence of lIraqi troops from the start; he
declared their presence illegal because Baghdad was not a
signatory of the tripartite pact between Egypt, Syrii. and
Jofdan.“ Nabulsi did not explain why Saudi forces were af lowed
to stay, nor did he seek the King's approval. On 10 Decenber,
the lraqi brigade and its Commander, Brigader General! Qassim,
left Jordan.“ Jordan's civilian government had left almost
3.000 Syrian troops within a 45 minute truck ride to Arman.
King Hussein had been forced to hoid elections in October
1956. The Jordanian "‘Ba'th and the communists had organized

several demonstratfons which had paralyzed his government. The

organizers were supported in nunbers by the socialists and

5 Ibid # 3, p. 497.

5 Qassim wouid eventually lead the coup in iraq on 14 July

1958 and the Hashemite monarchy in Iraq. During his units tour
in Jordan he reportediy passed his intentions to stage a coup to
Colone!l Bizri of the Syrian army. See Haddad's, Revolutions and
Military Rule in the Middie East, p. 544.
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financed by Cairo and Saudi Arabia. Once Nabulsi's party
gained office, there was a struggle between the two elements of
government: the parliament and the monarchy. The sarnwy,
Hussein's source of power, was becoming increasingly politicnl
just like its counterparts in Egypt and Syria. The Bedouin
units were strongly loyal to the King; however, army
headquarters in Amman and units conmmanded and staffed by
officers from the urban areas were less reliable. These
elemants formed the basis of Jordan's own “Free Officers®, led
by the Army Chief of Staff, thirty-four year old General Abu
Nuwar. Oniy a major months before, he gained the Monarch's
confidence and subsequent rank as Hussein's aide during the
turbulent year of 1856. As Chief of Staff, he ensured that his
owm men were placed in influential military positions;
sinultaneohély tryThg to lessen the resentment of the bedouin
officers and growing suspicions of the King. But there was
little question of Nuwar's loyaity. When the moment came to

choose between the monarch or radical nationalists, Nuwar

readily opted for the latter.

% Agwani, Communism in the Arab East., p. 150. Through the
end of 1956, King Saud's actions were paralle!l to Nasir's. This
was to damage the positions of lrag and Britain more than to
enhance that of Nasir. It was not until after the Suez crisis
and Nasir's soaring popularity, that Saud appears to realize
Saudi Arabia was not immune to the same methods of subversion.
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Prior to the October 1958 elections, the national
socialists, the Ba'th, and the comunists had cailed for the
termination of the Anglo-Jdordanian Treaty. To rfplaco British
subsidies associated with the treaty, the Ba'th advocated
economic ties with Egypt and Syria while the communist front
championed the benefits of Soviet aid; neither masked their
anti-monarchy sentiments. Until a greater Arab federation could
be achieved, Nabulsi's socialists tolerated a constitutional
monarchy. This relation worked as long as the country's
dive *ion was pro-Egypt and Syria, suspicious of Iraq. and

sympathetic to the Soviet Union.“

All turee Jordanian parties
endorsed a ptoposal made by Egypt, Syria, and Saudi Arabia that
they would replace the British subsidy. VWhen the Anglo-
Jordanian Treaty termihated on 13 Merch 1957, Hussein would rely
financially on his three Arab neighbors.

Once Cairo and Damascus controlled a large portion of
Jordan's budget, the balance of power would tip to Nabulsi and
the cabinet. Hussein realized this and looked for assistance
from the United States in December 1956, but Dulles’' response

was cool. The only thing the Secretary of State offered was to

keep the ruler's entire request for American assistance

§ Dann, King Hussein and the Challenge of Radical
Nationalism, p. 42.
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confidential. He told the King that Washington was not happy
with the direction Nabulsi was taking, and needed to see "Jordan
maintain strong ties with the West if Jordan's economic needs

(were) to be mst".82

In other words, if Hussein wanted
American heip, he would have to prove himself first.

On 16 January 1957, the British confirmed they would
abrogate the Jordanian treaty in March. Hussein was iﬁ Cairo
three days latter to sign the Egyptian-Saudi-Syrian offer, but
he was also preparing to meet Dulles' requirements. On 2
February 19857, Hussein broadcasted a message without prior
warning to Nabulsi - The King attacked the infiltration of

communist influence in the government, labelling it as a

national dangér. He turned the nationalist appeal against the

radicals,

...Arag'nationalism is at the very present facing a
peril! that threatens to destroy {Arab
independence)....These aim at replacing an inperialism
which no longer exists...with an inmperialism of a new
sort...if we allow the Comunist doctrine a footho!d in
our counﬁ&y, we would be loosing all our heritage as a
nation. ..

Though Hussein mentioned no specific names or policies, the

cabinet felt compelled to reassure the public they were not

2 buites to Mallory. 24 DEC 1956, FRUS. p. 79.

8 Quoted in Richard H. Sanger's, Where the Jordan Flows
(Washington D.C., 1963), p. 379.
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communists, sinply ardent nationalists.“ On 5 February 1957,
security forces loyal to Hussein confiscated communist
publications and films, stopped the import of Soyi‘et and Chinese
journals, and closed down the weekly publication of the
Jordanian Comunist Party.

Nabulsi was not a conmunist, but a ba'thist. He and most
of his cabinet members were anti-West as a result of their
nationalism more than out of affiliation with Moscow. The
source of their conflict with the King was that they saw the
kingdom as a British creation. In their view, there was little
legitimacy for the .nation let alone a throne. Hussein could
expect the same from Nasser and the Syrian regime. Neither were
iikely to tolerate any continued form of a monarchy initially
established by the British. Hussein was aiso capable of using
the same Vérgurnan’? aﬁainst his opponents, however. By
associating the radical nationalists with comunism and Soviet
imperialism, the King questioned their legitimacy. Hussein was
creating doubt in the public as to who the better nationalist
was . Thé King was not only a descendent of royalty, he was the
direct descendent of the first generation nationalists. For the

first time, a conservative nationalist was putting radical

64
p. 49

Dann, King Hussein and the Challenge of Arab Radicalism,
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nationalists on the defensive.

The King's argument of communist imperialism not only
played upon the fears of his own people, but‘directly lent
itself to the threat identified in the Eisenhower Docgrine.
Here wvas the communist menace, ready to swallow Jordan. He did
not have to wait long for a response. On 6 February Dulles
notified the American Arbassador in Amman, Lester D. wllbry, to
"immadiately inform (the) King that we are highly gratified...in
peinting out (the) Communist menace. We strongly share his view
that Cormmunist inperialism poses primary threat to the sound

85

development of Arab nationalism”. A new partnership was

forged between Dulles and Hussein.

THE_APRIL CRISIS

During March 1857, Anman was again the site of several
mass protests. During the three-day holiday prociaimed by the
cabinet, celebrating the end of the Anglo-Jordanian Treaty,
demonstrators choked the streets of Anman denouncing inperialism
and the Eisenhower Doctrine. On 27 March, Hussein met with the
Turkish Ambassador. The King acknowledged the potential of

American assistance and stated extraordinary developments would

% Dulles to Mailory, FEB 1957, FRUS. p. 83.
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occur soon.“ On 1 April 1957, Nuwar announced Jordan could

acquire Soviet arms any time it wished. The next day, the
Casbinet voted to recognize the Soviet Union despite Hussein's
wall known opposition. The position between the King aqd his
cabinet was becoming irreconcilable. On 8 April, the First
Armored Car Regiment moved from Zarqa to Amman. Finding his
palace surrounded, Hussein angrily confronted his Chief of Staff
and Premier. The leaders of the Coup hesitated. Nuwar ordered

o On 10 April, realizing how close he

the regiment to return.
had come to being deposed, Hussein dismissed the Nabulsi
government . -

The next challenge came during the evening of 13 Aprii.
Hussein was informed by his uncle that officers were inciting
specific units in Zarga to march on Amman while trying to send
those loydl‘to HuSsein on maneuvers in the desert. Hussein
again confronted Nuwar, who expressed surprise and offered to
drive to the Zarqa camp and dispel these rumors. Hussein went

personally, taking Nuwar with him. On the road, they

encountered Bedouin units on their way to Amman to investigate

% Mallory to Dulles. 20 MAR 1957, FRUS. p. 89.

87 Uncertainty exists whether the events of 8 April 1957,
were an actual coordinated attempt to overthrow Hussein, a
rehearsal, or events initiated by one or a few Free Officers.
See Agwani's, Communism in the Arab East, or Haddad's,
Revolutions and Military Rule in the Middle East.
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rumors that the King ha¢ been killed. When Hussein appeared the
soldiers cheered. Upon seeing Nuwar they asked Hussein's
permission to kill the Chief of Staff. The King sent Nuwar back
to the palace, rallied his forces at Zarqa, and ensured quar's
clique of officers were removed. The next morning Nuwar and his
family ware escorted to the Syrian border.

Early on 14 April, Hussein learned that the Syrian brigade
was preparing to move towards Amman. During the night of 15
April, after receiving permission from King Saud to place the
Saudi brigade under Jordanian command, Hussein informed
President Quwatl!i that any move by Syrian troops would be
opposed by force. The President told Hussein that he was sure
it was only a night maneuver, but he would order his troops to

their barracks immediately. The threat of internal

subversion from Hissein's own army was now minimal. The
possibility of a "Czech scenario” using Syrian troops appeared
to be contained. After months of acquiescing to challenges to
his authority, Hussein was able to act.

In the previous years the King had few practical allies.

King Saud had not yet recognized Cairo as a threat to his own

monarchy. Bringing in lrag, with its British stigma, as a

8 Sanger, VWhere the Jordan Filows, p. 385. All Syrian
units would leave Jordan by 26 May 1957, at Jordan's demand.
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partner in the expulsion of Nabulsi's governmsnt would have
associated Hussein to b\‘bstom inperialism. This would have
mocked his self proclaimed role as the real! defender of
Jordanian nationalism. The King did not want to-r;nd Nabulsi or
Cairo a justification for his overthrow. By linking the fﬁdical
nationalists to comunist imperialism, Hussein also connected
his owmn interests into the philosophy behind the Eisenhower
Doctrine. The King, as an Arab national leader, was making an
association that Eisenhower and Dul les could never credibly make
in the region. Communismwas just as much an imperialist threat
to the Arab East as Western capitalism was perceived to be. It
was the same association as the Administration's reference to
international communism, but without the accusation of Coid War
interests. Hussein had just made Jordan as a “vital national

interest off -the Unbted -States'.“

EGYPT'S LOST OPPCRTUNITY

Throughout the military conspiracies of 8-15 April, the
Egyptian government appeared ambivalent regarding events in

Jordan. Nasser was vacillating. Nabulsi's cabinet had

69
767.

Department of State Bulletin, v. 36, 13 May 1957, p.
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threatened to resign on 1 April due to “unconstitutional
conduct® by the King. Hussein had sent his own representative
to Cairo, without the knowledge of Nabulisi. The purpose of the
delegation was to convince Nasser that no nntte-r‘mat Jordan's
internal! composition was, Anman would stand for the roéional

policies of Cairo.m

Nasser reportedly instructed Nabulsi not
to resign, but to remain in place. Hussein appears to have cast
some temporary doubt about Jordan's radical nationalists in
Cairo, similar to what he did with the Jordanian people. Also,
Nasser probably did not want to alarm King Saud by disposing of
a fellow monarch at a time when Saudi Arabia could lean over to
the Americans.” It also appears Cairo was over confident.
With the odds so heavily against Hussein, Nasser probably
thought he could wait. If the coup attempts failed, the
revolution.ar-y spirpht would rally overwhelming crowds which would
sweep Hussein away. Whatever the Egyptian leader was thinking,
by the time he became more involived, it was too late. .

On April 17, during a National Security Council meeting,

Allen Dulles reported that American intelligence had learned

1 Dann, King Hussein and the Chaillenge of Arab
Radicalism, p. 51.

n King Saud had visited Washington during the last week of
January 1957, when the American's did their best to present
Nasir as more of a threat to the Saudi monarchy than the
Hashemi tes.
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Nasser was “extremely unhappy” and “"seeking every means of
reversing the situation in Jordan'.n The Egyptian leader was
also reported to be irritated with King Saud, probably due to
the Saudi military assistance to Hussein on th‘e night of 15
April. Radio Cairo came back into full swing on 21 April with
an announcement from General Hiyari. Hiyari, Nuwar's
replacement as Chief of Staff, requested political asylum in
Damascus. In & radio address from the Syrian capital, Hiyari
claimed that the King, along with certain foreign elements, had
master-minded the events of the last two weeks as part of a plot
“to conspire against the independence of Jordan and ties with

sister Arab countries” .73

The next day Jordarian radical
nationalists drafted their final resolutions to the King.

The 22 April resolutions called for the expuision of the
American .mbassado'r and army attache, rejection of the
Eisenhower Doctrine, and an immediate federation with Syria. On
24 April the mob was formed and prepared t. march, but a
spokesman from the Foreign Ministry informed the protest leaders

that the government would announce its decision regarding the

Nablus resolutions on the next day. The riots were delayed.

n Conversation between Al len Dulles and Secretary Dul les,
17 April 1957, FRUS, p. 98. ‘

"' Mallory to Dulles. 21 April 1957, FRUS, p. 100.
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That night communist and ba‘'thist leaders were arrested and the
police dissolved, their functions absorbed by the Army. The
next morning, 25 April, all political parties were disbanded and
martial law inposed. When the protesters triod.t‘o assenble the
next day, most of their leadership was broken and their
organizations deciared illegal. The demonstrators were
confronted by bedouin troops with blackened faces to avoid
recognition should they have to fire into the crowmds. There was
no popular revolt in Avman that day.

it was not until Cairo came back publicly into the game
and tried to forcg a popular revolt that Washington felt
compelled to openiy declare its support for Hussein. On 24
April, the Sixth fleet was dispatched to the Eastern
Mediterranean under the authority of the Eisenhower Doctrine.
The Rosold}ton's applicability was a matter of confusion in the
State Department up to 14 April}‘ On 23 April, the Secretary
of State expanded the reach of the Resoclution. To Dulles, the
Doctrine was, "an attitude, a point of view, a state of mind".

in the case of Jordan, Dulles stated the Doctrine was to help

Hussein keep his country from falling “"under the domination of

T The Acting Secretary of State, in a meeting with the
British Ambassador, stated that the Eisenhower Doctrine would
not apply because Jordan's problems were essentially internal.
There was no overt aggression from states controlled by
international communism. FRUS. p. 83.
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other countries which...work contrary to what the King considers

s There was no mention of

the best interests of his country”.
international comunism. The Secretary was speaking of Cairo,
not Moscow. Within twenty-four hours however, ‘:Iuring a8 State
Department news conference, international communism, not ridical
national ism, became the source of the threat against Hussein.
The switch back to identifying communism as the source of
instability wvas a justification, not an analysis. Hussein still
had to establish his own credentials as an Arab nationalist.
fhe King based his actions on saving Jordan from communism, not
Egypt. He could not~afford to be perceived as America's lackey.
He would in fact never make an outright public endorsement of
the Eisenhower Doctrine. Enbracing the Doctrine was not a
requirement however, containing Nasser was. During the last
week of Ap.r irl, Dulles was also concerned that too much support

would be an embarrassment to Hussein.n

He preferred assisting
Jordan via Saudi Arabia or other states to avoid the impression
of strong Western ties. Yet, by the end of June 1957, the

United States was providing $30 million in economic and military

8 Statement by Dulles at News conference, 23 April 1957.
Quoted in Documents on American Foreign Relations, 1957, p. 231.

L Phone conversation between Eisenhower and Dulles, 25
April 1957, FRUS, p. 109.
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aid, almost the annual sum of the previous British subsidy.”

Two-thirds of this was economic aid from Point Four funds, and
all of it was administered under the less binding process of the
Eisenhower Doctrine. h

Hussein's victory resulted from his own actions uor; than
the support he received from Washington, however. Washington's
execution of the Doctrine and its related actions were actually
anti-climatic. Hussein had already outmaneuvered and beaten his
domestic opponents, although the presence of the 6th Fleet and
American guarantees certainly would have to be weighed by Cairo
and Damascus if'thpy contenpiated further intimidation with
troops, as they had done on 15 April. The Doctrine cleariy
helped in terms of providing Hussein an option, however. When
he appeared to have no allies, Washington had given him support
with condilions. Musséin had to gain control on his own. Once
he displayed his determination to establish his authority, the
United States reciprocated with support. lronically, in only
four months, Hussein went from having no future to being the
first to deal a real set-back to Nasser, removing some of the

aura surrounding the force of radical nationalism.

Hussein's success was also a model victory of sorts to

Excerpts from News Conference Comments by the Secretary
of State, 2 July 1957, Documents on American Foreign Relations,
1957, p. 233.
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Washington. On the surface., the strategy behind the Eisenhower
Doctrine appeared to be working. The spirit of the Resolution
was in fact to assist efforts against subversion and not for the
United States to do it alone. By taking Iimit;; actions, the
Administration had supported a “re-birth" of conservative Arab
nationalism in Jordan, without igniting the emotions of Suez.
Unfortunately, the White House was about to forget some of the
basic lessons it had learned. As the end of 1957 approached,
the inherentiy reactive and defensive nature of the Eisenhower

Doctrine would be repiaced for a proactive policy in Syria. The

results would not be as positive as in Jordan.
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Syria 1957: Forgetting Lessons Learned

- -

King Hussein's success in the April 1957 proved that the
power of the radical nationalists could be tempered. For the
next three months Hussein continued to attack publicly the
regimes in Cairo and Damascus, labeling them “false
nationalists”. The King argued that close ties to Moscow and
the atheism of communism threatened the foundation of the Arab
religious culture. He also contended there was no such thing as
Egyptian and Syrian neutralism, and that they had sided with
Moscow in the Cold War.""  Radio Cairo countered with
accusations of its own against Amman, but Nasser himself
remained &u'iet. With- Nasser's momentum apparentiy stalled,
Washington began to concentrate almost exclusively on what
Dulles perceived to be the other face of radical nationalism.

When formulating the Eisenhower Doctrine, Dulles focused
on Syria, not Egypt., as the most likely to become a Soviet

sateilite in the Arab East. He was concerned that the aliiance

between the Communist and Ba'th parties would lead to the latter

8 Dann, King Hussein and the Challenge of Arab Radicalism,
Chapter 5.
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being manipulated and consumed by international conmmunism.
Because of Syria's central location, it could prove to be a
greatsr threat to Western interests than Nasser. Dulles' plan
to deal with such a situation was to “pinch of;' the country
from Soviet control. |If the country was not contiguous to the
Soviet Union |ike Eastern Europe, Dulles did not believe Moscow

18

would exert itself to maintain Syria as a satellite. In May

1957, Washington began planning to eliminate the perceived Arab
communist thf.lt.“

The White House approach to Syria concentrated on
combatting interngtional communism more than radical
nationalism. The American administration displayed littie of
the respect it had previously given to Nasser's revolution when
developing the Eisenhower Doctrine. This would prove to be the
Administra}ron's critical mistake in applying the "attitude” of
the Doctrine. By September 1957, Washington would create its
om Suez crisis and tip the initiative back to Cairo.

fronically, Nasser would feel compelled to finish what Dulles

started in Syria, but for very different reasons.

b Memorandum of conversation between Dulles and Lioyd, 10
DEC 19568, FRUS, p. 73.

% Little. "Cold War and Covert Action", p. 72.
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Syrian Radicalism: The Ba'th, the Communists, and the Army

Dulles was not alone in his assessment that Syria could
easily become a Soviet satellite. The American Ambassador in
Damascus wrote to Dulles on 17 May 1957:

Syria has wilifully become [a] base for anti-

American propaganda, leftist penetration of labor,
sabotage and Communist activity throughout [the]
area...[conservative] opposition sh no sign of

conpetent and courageous leadership. ..
These interpretations were not only a product of the current
administration in Washington and its appointees. Syria bhad
long been the cen}er of revolutionary political action,
attracting the attention of the Truman administration as well.
For aimost ten years, the United States unsuccessfully tried to
promote conservative Syrian politicians. Washington's inability
to sinulta;\eously satisfy Israeli and Argb concerns however, led
to the same predicament the White House experienced with Egypt
during 1955 and 1956. A key difference between Egypt and Syria
though, was that no leader with the charisma and power of Nasser
emerged in Damascus.

Between 1949 and 1955, Syria's government suffered from
chronic instability, having been overthrown six times by

military coups. By 1956, the Syrian Army was split in two

81 Moose to Dulles, 17 May 1957. FRUS. p. 618.
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prinnry blocs: oider conservative officers with social roots in
prominent Damascene commercial families and younger officers
from religious minorities with predominant!y rural backgrounds.
inspired by Nasser's success in Egypt and disé?lusioned with
Syria's traditional politicians, the younger Syrian officors
were drawn to the goails of radical nationalism. Some turned to
conmunism as an alternative, but a larger number were more
attracted to the doctrine of “Arab-Socialism” as defined by the
Ba'th party. |

The Syrian Ba'th conmbined two popular political themes
circulating in the érab world during the 1850s. The first of
these was socialism and its promise to reform the existing
social structure. The second was that of “Pan Arabism®", or the
unification of all Arab lands into one greater Arab nation.s2
As in Jorc-ian. bothparties found a common domestic enemy in the
conservative politicians. Yet throughout the eariy 1950s, the
Ba'th could not win a majority in Syria's elected government.
Most of Syria's strong merchant famiiies distrusted socialism.
The Ba'th and the Communists allied to conbine their strength

against the conservative politicians. The radical nationalists

recruited and achieved political influence through mifitary and

L Albert Hourani, A History of the Arab Peoples
(Cambridge., 1991), p. 404-407.
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civilian officials in key government positions. They 1imited
themse!ves to foreign affairs, which was less alienating to the
commercial traditions of the country. Their foreign policy did
find popular support, promoting similar and somltt‘imas identical
policies as Egypt: . .«.ity in the Colid War, elimir.nting
Israel, and increasing political autonomy from the Western bloc.

Nasser's growing popularity enhanced the status of Syria's
own radical nationalists and their ability to control the
direction of the country's foreign policy. During the Suez
crisis, the White House became alarmed by the possibility of
Soviet fighter air?raft being stationed on airfields near
Dan‘nscus.“ On 17 January 1957, the Joint Chiefs confirmed that
Syria had received 24 MIG-15 fighters, 130 T-34 battle tanks

% |n the May 1957

with approximately 100 Soviet technicians.
elections.f‘ the Ba'th and Communist Parties coordinated their
campaign efforts. Using the anti-Western feelings generated by

the Suez crisis, they scored their first success in general

elections. The Soviets also contributed by encouraging many

& Jaber, The Arab Ba'th Socialist Party: History,
Ideology, and Organization, Chapter 3.

u National Security Counci! notes, 6 NOV 1956. Quoted in
Little, p. 68.

% Jcs memorandum. 17 JAN 1957. Quoted in Little, p. 69.
In subsequent reports the number of technicians wouid be reduced
to about 50.
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hard line communist candidates to withdraw their names, allowing
more Ba'thists or independent socialists to capture the voto."
The Syrian political left captured half of the civilian
government, but the previous years of mili-t‘nry political
involvement eroded the strength of the civilian institutions.
Real power lay in the hands of the Syrian Army, particulariy its
intelligence chief, Major Abd al-Hammid Sarraj.

With a nmonopoly on Syrian intelligence and the internal
security apparatus, Sarraj was in a very powerful position."
He was a strong supporter of Nasser, but extended his influence

through the Ba' th.“

Following the May ~lections, Sarraj
established a Revolutionary Command Council modeled after
Egypt's. All but one of the eight menbers of the council were
associated with the Ba'th or Comunist Parties. The goal of the
council wa-s ‘not to-immediately seize the government, but to use
it as a front, and control the country through its civilian

comacts.as It was this conplexity of relationships that

8 Lesch, Syria and the United States . p. 113.

& Sarraj's position as director of the country's security
services was equivalent to the authority of the Directors of the
American CIA and FBI combined.

1
245.
89

Patrick Seale, The Struggle For Syria (London, 1985), p.

Lesch, Syria and the United States, p. 116.
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alarmed Vashington:
The [Revolutionary Command Council) is reportedly
receiving support from Nasser. It plans to dissolve
parliament, purge the Army of rightist elements, and to
declare an immediate union with Egypt...the USSR has
promised " support.. .with troops and material, if
needed. . .
The pattern of the Army's ties to the Ba'th and Communist
Parties were paraliel to Dulles’ concerns regarding
international communism. The previous distinctions Dulies and
Eisenhower made in Jordan regarding Nasser, radical nationalism,
and communism were becoming increasingly difficult to identify.
In Washington‘s opinion, Syria appeared to be transforming into
a Soviet client stafe.

The American administration felt that events in Syria

portrayed a more advanced stage of subversion and that

international communism could very well prevail over the

" -

Py

Nasserists and the Ba'thists. On 29 April, Eisenhower stated
that if Syria could be stabilized, "America would come a long
way in an effort to establish peace in that troubled area".“

Establishing peace entailed removing the Syrian radical

nationalists, now almost synonymous with the communists in the

%0 Memorandum for the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff,
"Possible Leftist Coup in Syria”, 17 JUN 1957. Quoted in Lesch,
p. 116.

¥ Eisenhower, Waging Peace. p. 193-194.
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eyes of the Administration. The problem that Eisenhower and
Dulles faced, was that the communists were not yet in control.
An American attempt to reverse events in Damescus would equate

to an attack on the Ba'th, Arab radical nationalism, and

ultimately Nasser.

American intervention: "Suez in Reverse"

On 30 July 1957, the Syrian Defense Minister, Khalid at-
Azm, signed a $500 million economic and military agreement with
Moscow. This apparently convinced the White House that events
in Damascus had gone too far. On 12 August, Sarraj expeflled
Howard Stone and two other American Embassy employees on the
grounds that they were.plotting to overthrow the governmant and
replace itT' with a conservative regime. The plot, code named
“Wappen®, was consistently exposed to Sarraj by Syrian officers

9 The

whom Stone and his operatives attempted to recruit.
Syrian Revolutionary Conmand Council used the incident to arrest
or dismiss conservative and moderate political opponents. The

moderate Army Chief of Staff was replaced by General Bizri,

9 For descriptions of the American operation code named
"Wappen®, see lLesch's, Syria and the United States, Eveland's,

Ropes of Sand, and Seale's, _Struggle for Syria.
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generally believed to be & comunist sympathizer. With a
failure in the covert arena, Eisenhower and Dulles modified
their efforts to “pinch off" the Syrian left by encouraging
conservative Arab countries to pressure Damscu;.

The purpose of using Washington's Arab allies was to try
to create a situastion where the Eisenhower Doctrine could be
used. Unlike Jordan, there was no establ ished leader who would
request American assistance or to declare that the country was
being subverted by comwunism. Due to the complexity of
refations between the various radical nationalist factions,
Washington could not identify a clear scenario which would
justify the Doctrine. Dulles advised Eisenhower on 20 August
1957, not to assert that Syria was controlled by international
communism, because the situation was “"still confused” and the

United States did ™hot 'yet know how far along this pattern has

yet gone* ."

The wording of the Eisenhower Doctrine had
provided flexibility in responding to the Jordan crisis. In
Syria, it wes serving as a straight jacket. The Ba'thists and

the Army were quick to issue public statements and press

% special National Intelligence Estimate, 36.7-57, 3 SEP
1957, "Developments in the Syrian Situation”, FRUS, p. 675.

% Dulles to Eisenhower, 20 AUG 1957, FRUS. p. 641. The
pattern Dulles referred to was that of the method used by
international communism to gain control of a country.
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conferences to point out they were not communists. If
Washington intervened they would look like the British and
French at Suez. |f the Doctrine could not be implemented due to
Syrian domestic circumstances however, there vn;s a chance it
could be initiated by outside forces.

On 24 August 1957, Eisenhower dispatched Loy Henderson,
Deputy Under Secretary of State, to Istanbul for a meeting with
representatives of lraq, Jordan, Saudi Arabia, and Turkey. The
purpose of the meeting was provide the material and funds for an
intervention initiated and conducted by one of the three Arab
participants.ss E[senhowor believed that combined military
pressure from Jordan, Syria, and irag would force the Syrian
regime to collapse, if not overthrown by its own people.ss The
Administration hoped to rally Syrian conservatives to try a
counter-co-up. simitar to what transpired in Jordan, or entice
Syria to become militarily engaged with one of the conservative
Arab states. Once engaged, the United States could respond to
the conservative nation's request for assistance under the

auspices of the Doctrine. Despite American and Turkish

encouragement. none of the Arab monarchies would participate.

¥ Dulles to Henderson in Turkey. 23 AUG 1957. FRUS. p.

650.

3 Eisenhower, Waging Peace, p. 198.
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Jordan, Iraq, and Saudi Arabia agreed that the Syrian regims was

undesirable, but none were willing to openly take on the radical
nationalists and face the potential political repercussions at
home . B

The weaknesses of America's conservative Arab allies were
exposed by the crisis. One problem was a mutual distrust
between Jordan,liraq, and Saudi Arabin." None of them wanted
to initiate such a provocative action against Syria with the
possibility of being abandoned by the other two in the middle of
a crisis. This would leave the provocateur isolated, appearing
to be the lackey of American imperialism. This dilemma actualiy
materialized when King Saud tried to use the crisis to bolster
his owmn prestige in the Arab worlid.

With Nasser apparentiy out of the picture, still quiet
after tho?‘Jordan?'affair, Saud tried to assume regional
leadership by pursuing a diplomatic solution. On 10 September
1957, the Saudi Arbassador in Damascus said Riyadh would “spare
no effort to support, back, and aid” Syria if it was the target

of aggression.98 The two Hashemite kings were forced to quickly

follow Saud or be left alone on the side of the United States.

y Embassy in Turkey to Department of State, 3 SEP 1957,
FRUS, p. 670.

%  FBIS, 11 SEP 1957. Quoted in Lesch. Syria and the
United States, p. 174.
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Saud's actions proved to be premature. He alienated Eisenhower
and degraded the appoafanco of an Arab conservative alliance.
Saud wvas aliso mistaken in his perception that Nasser was doing
nothing. Events soon proved that Nasser had hi;‘own plans.
The Administration's second try to bring down the Syrian
left had failed. Washington would escalate the situation again
by encouraging Turkey to bring pressure on Damascus, using
similar tactics it had hoped the Arab monarchies would use. The
Syrian crisis extended into October 1857, ultimately leading to
open Soviet threats against Turkey in the Kremlin's support of
Damascus. For hbgcow. this produced a similar propaganda
victory as the one achieved during the Suez crisis. Although
Eisenhower and Dulles eventually backed out, they acconplished
what the British Prime Minister, Harold MacMillan described as
“Suez in r.'ovorse'.g‘! The conservative states of the Arab East
were forced to distance themse!ves temporarily from the United
States to avoid mass protests of American pressure on Damascus.
Even Hussein felt compelled to switch his own propaganda themes

from challenging the nationalist credibility of Egypt and Syria,

to that of the Israeli threat, not a theme of particular benefit

% Harold MacMillan, Riding the Storm, 1956-1959 (New York.
1971), p. 279~-280. MacMillan further commented that, "If it
were not serious (referring to the crisis)...it would be rather
comic”.
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to the United States.'l

Despite the failure of the Eisenhower
administration's actions, its objectives were not lost. Nasser
would recognize the threat to his own position and remove the

Syrian Communists; but Cairo's ultimate objectives were far from

Washington's.

Egypt Takes Control

Nasser was quick to take advantage of the situation that
Waghington and Riyadh provided in September 1957. While King
Saud was advancing hjs solution to the Syrian crisis, Nasser was
formulating his own. On 11 September 1957, General Bizri, (who
had commanded the Syrian brigade which threatened Hussein in
Jordan), and Sarraj, now a Colonel, met with Nasser in Cairo to

" on 13 October

plan Egypt‘'s militery intervention in Syria.
Egypt landed 2,000 troops at Latakia. The message to the Arab

world was clear. While Saud talked about resolving the Syrian

100 Lesch, Syria and the United States, p.179. In his
work, Lesch implies that the Eisenhower administration’s actions
in Syria were representative of Washington's entire approach to
the Arab East during the late 1950s. While this author agrees
with many of Lesch's conclusions specifically regarding
Washington's policy towards Syria in 1957, to treat the Syrian
crisis as the norm is an over sinplification of Eisenhower and
Dulles' approach to Nasser, radical nationalism, and the Arab
East.

101

Seale, The Strugglie For Syria, p. 306.
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crisis, Nasser was taking action. The military significance of
2,000 troops was minimal if in fact Syria were to be invaded by
an outside force. The political victory however, re-affirmed
that Nasser was the leader of Arab nationalism iﬁ‘the Arab East.
There was littie question, despite Hussein's rhetorical
chal lenges and Saud's professed leadership, that Nasser remained
the hero of the Arab revolution.

Cairo's intervention surprised everyone but its planners.
Nasser, like Dulles, was becoming increasingly alarmed with the
growing power of the conmunists in Syria. He and his Syrian
alliies had been urjamre of the depth of Syria‘'s economic
agreement with the Soviet Union. negotiated by Khalid al-Azm in
late July.w2 In August 1957, Nasser promised the Syrian
populist party leader that Egypt would not allow Syria to fali

1% Both the Ba'th and

victim to frComnun%st Party take over.
the Communist Parties had achieved what they wanted in the
country, eliminating the Syrian conservatives from constituting

a domestic political threat. The Ba'th Party leaders were now

beginning to perceive that they had been used by the communists

102 British Embassy-Beirut, 19 AUG 1957, FO 371/128228.
Quoted in Lesch, P. 187.

10 Lesch, Syria and the United States, p. 182.
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who would soon becoms too powerful for the Ba'th to fight

alono.m The Ba'thists in the Syrian Army went to Cairo for

support, which they found in Nasser.

Despite his own concerns regarding the conﬁLnists. Nasser
conveyed to the United States that it was over reacting.
During a discussion with the American Arbassador in Egypt on 1
Septerrber 1957, Nasser commented that the situation in Syria,
“is much better, much calmer® and "there is a greater feeling of

security” _IOS

He claimed Syria would not sacrifice its
independence to the Soviet Union. Nasser aiso reconmended that
Washington should 'go in for a bit of psychiatry” and deal with
Syria more "gently”. Nasser's own actions on 11 September with
Bizri and Sarraj howaver, betray the sincerity of his own advice
to Washington. As the United States and the Soviet Union were
debating -in the United Nations over the future political
orientation of Syria, Nasser was preparing to handle the crisis
his own way.

Nasser's actions over the next four months were based more
on maintaining his own leadership in the Arab East, than fear of

communism itself. In November of 1957, the Syrian Ba'th began

negotiations with Nasser to unify the two countries. Membership

" Jaber. The Arab Ba'th Socialist Party, p. 44.

% are to Dulles. 1 SEP 1957, FRUS. p. 665.
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to the Syrisan Conmunist Party was increasing in popularity. The
communists were becoming more demanding in their partnership

with the Ba'th and pushing for closer ties with the Soviet
166

Union. The Ba'th was beginning to fear thai it was losing
control of the comunists, something they had always discounted.
A comunist regime in Syria would not necessarily threaten
Nasser in Egypt, but it could threaten his position as the
lfeader of Arab radical nationalism. For years the socialist and
communists had been the main political parties comprising
radical nationalism, but did not fully control a government as
Nasser did. I f thg Conmunist Party dominated Syria however,
could Nasser continue to get the same level of Soviet support
without competing with the Syrian Comunists for it?

In December 1957, Nasser approached the American
Anbassador-' in Cairo and requested that the United States keep
its "hands off Syria for a period of three months”. Citing the
need to counter the communists, he wanted to ensure that
Washington did nothing to further antagonize anti-Western

feel ings.mr

On 1 February 1957, Egypt and Svria announced the
formation of the United Arab Republic. The growing popularity

of the comunists was absorbed by Nasser in the seuphoria

18 Seale. The Struggle For Syria, p. 316-317.

" Hare to Dulies. 11 DEC 1957. FRUS. p. 745.
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surrounding what appeared to be the first step towards Pan-

Arabism. The Egyptian leader acconmplished what Dulles had tried
four months before: keeping Syria from falling deeper into the
Soviet sphere of influence. At the same time, Nasser achieved
his highest (evel of popularity, surpassing that of the Suez
crisis.
Nasser did not waste his moment. Although Washington and
Egypt had finally found conmon ground in opposition to Arab
communism, they arrived there with different objectives. Dulles
and Eisenhower sought stability, but could not find an effective
way to apply their Doctrine in Syria. it had been designed to
counter subversion, not create it. Nasser sought expansion of
his powar through revolution and viewed American e*forts a
threat to his source of strength. An Egyptian official
summarized Cairo’'s™attitude to the American Ambassador:
The main difference between the United Stztes and
Egypt was their attitude towards nationalism. Egypt felt
that nationalism among the masses was the driving force
which would prevail, whereas the United States elected to
deal with governments which.. .were out of touch with basic
reality,‘ofuch as Lebanon, Jordan, and even Saudi
Arabia. ..
Nasser was misca!culating American desire to maintain the status

quo, however. In Lebanon, American policy would prove that it

enphasized stability more than maintaining conservative regimes.

108 ibid #30. Remark contained in note 2 of message 1426.
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Lebanon: Containing Nasser's Revolution

-

The formation of the United Arab Republic signifi;d the
most dramatic turning point in the evoiution of radical
national ism. At Suez, Nasser stood firm and survived the
combined force of Britain, France, and lIsrael. in February
1858, he went one step further by agreeing to unite with Syria.
To the Arab worid, Nasser appeared to be dismantling the
po'itical boundaries imposed on it by the European empires. His
partnership with the Syrian Ba‘th made Egypt the center of two
prominent political themes in the Arab East during the decade,
Arab socialism and Pan Arabism. Cairo was now the undisputed
capital oi‘7 the AraB revolution.

The reactions of conservative Arab states were mixed.
Jordan and lraq put aside their mutual distrust long enough to
try to forma similar union, the Arab Federation, on 14 February
1958. |t paled in popularity to the United Arab Republic. King
Saud paused, as Nasser did after the Jordan affair, and
attempted to minimize the damage to his prestige brought on by
his lost bid for leadership in the Arab East. The Syrian

Conmunists were forced underground by the Nasserist-Ba‘thist
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alliiance iﬁ Damascus. In Lebanon, the revolutionary forces

began to stir with new energy that would ultimately bring the
struggle between Cairo and Washington out in the open.
Subversion in Lebanon, sponsored from Cairc.:,.would be more
active and overt than it was in Jordan during 1957.
International communism, which dominated the conversations of
the White House in late 1957, almost disappeared from Eisenhower
and Dulles’' vocabulary in their discussions regarding Lebanon.
America wouid take its most dramatic actions to contain radical
nationalism, but with little reference to the Eisenhower
Doctrine. The Lebanese crisis was about to expose the

consistency behind the American approach to the region and

assumptions on which it was based.

Chamoun and ‘the ReBellion: Setting the Stage

The focus of the American-Egyptian confrontation in
Lebanon revolved around President Camilie Chamoun. Elected in
1952, he was then seen as a source of stability in the Lebanese
political arena. His reputatirn was that of a patriot and a
nationalist. As Arab nationalism split into its respective
radical! and conservative paths in the mid 1950s however, Chamoun

proved to be more along the lines of the first generation
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nationalists. His Maronite background and roots from one of the
country's more cosmopolitan families <clashed with the
increasingly socialistic radical nationalisn..‘He refused to
break relations with Britain and France during the Suez crisis.
in early 1957, Chamoun was the only leader in the Arsb East to
openly embrace the Eisenhower Doctrinc.m’ Neither event
ingratiated him with Nasser, nor with the Lebanese poiitical
opposition.

The domestic opposition was a mixture of religious and
ethnic groups with various political agendas, but united in
their opposition to .Chamoun. The beginning of their revolt can
be traced to the May 1957 elections. Chamoun's supporters in
the Lebanese parliament won a clear majority, apparently by
rigging the elections better than the c:m:)osition.”o It
appeared tbﬂnnny Izade?s. across the political spectrum, that
Chamoun was purposely trying to destroy their bases of political
powerji, Chamoun's intentions to use his new pariiament to

amend the constitution and secure for him a second term,

confirmed the opposition's suspicions. The anti-West synpathy

108 Maticom Kerr, “"The Lebanese Civil War™, Chapter 4 in The
international Regulation of Civil Wars (London, 1972), p.69.

110

Eveland, Ropes of Sand, p. 250-3.

1
1 Hudson, The Precarious Republic, p. 44 and 52.
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generated by the American-Syrian crisis, followed by the

formation of the United Arab Republic, also contributed to the
popular Lebanese apathy towards to the Chamoun f:ginn.

Months of limited violence in late 1957 and the first
months of 1958 attracted American attention. Dulles took an
early position of regarding the next Presidential elections in
Lebanon an internal matter. Despite reports that certain rebel
factions were receiving support from across the Syrian border,
Dulles expressed concern that Chamoun's bid for a second term
was also affecting Lebanon's internal stability. In March 1958,
Dulles conveyed to GChamoun that America would adopt an attitude

"n Dulles’

of “aloofness to this internal Lebanese problem".
response to Chamoun came when Washington and Cairo were making
small sigq? of reconciliation to each other.

The Oﬁited States received the formation of the United
Arab Republic cautiously, but also with some comfort because it
perceived that Nasser had over extended himself. The American
Arbassador in Egypt, Raymond Hare, suggested to Dulles that if
Cairo "did not rashly embark on a hostile canpaign against us or
our friends”, it would then be advisable to take on a more

reconcilable approach to Nassev.”3 Over the next 90 days

"2 buites to McClintock, 18 MAR 1958, FRUS. p. 17.

! Hare to Dulles. 10 FEB 1958, FRUS. p. 425.
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Amar ican-Egyptian dipiomatic approaches, though cordial,
reflected early efforts to find a common ground on which each
other's interests couid be met. Nasser, throug:\ the Egyptian
Arbassador in the United States, professed that Egypt had no
intention of attacking her neighbors. Dulles stressed that

n By early My

Egypt had nothing to fear from Amsrica.
however, it became evident that Nasser's radical nationalism had

not yet played out.

The Lebanese Rebellion

The rebellion itse!f was touched off on 8 May 1958, by the
assassination of a journalist, Nasib Metni, widely known for his
criticism.of the Chamoun government. The rebel leadership
biamed th‘ .govornﬂ;nt._ The government accused the rebols.“5

The combatants of both sides operated in militia, divided along

religious and political factions. Despite the many differences

i Memorandum of Conversation between Ambassador Hussein
of Egypt and Dulles, 3 MAR 1958, FRUS, p. 432.

s The identity and motivation of the assassins is still
contended. In Revolution and Military Rule in the Middie East,
p. 419-20, Haddad cites a conspiracy by Chamoun's political
opposition, claiming they in fact killed Metni in order to spark
the rebellion. The majority of studies on the Lebanese crisis
cite the opposition claim. No hard evidence currently exists to
draw firm conclusions.
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of the insurgents, they repeatediy proclaimed their common

objective; the imwdiate removal of Chamoun. The Arnmy,
commanded by General Chehab, did not enter the fight except to
piotect key government facilities. Chehab, being as neutral as
he could be, feared the Army would dissoive along the same
religious and political lines of the militia, if it entered the
fighting on the side of the regime. Unable to get his Army to
act, Chanmoun began appealing to the United States for support.

He promptly accused the United Arab Republic as the perpetrator,

claiming it was supporting the rebels.

Evidence did exist regarding the regime's claims. in
early May 1958, Border guards discovered arms and explosives in
the car of the Belgian Consul from Damascus. This was followed
by a Syrian raiding party, which crossed the border and killed
five Lebanese botder” gunfds.ns American intelligence
assessed that the rebeis, both Christian and Moslem, were
receiving weapons, supplies, "volunteers”, and policy guidance
from Egypt, through Syria.”’ On 16 May 1958, in reference to

the Metni assassination, Nasser proclaimed, "The conscience of

the people of Lebanon was shocked because it knew the assassins

e Kerr. "The Lebanese Civil War", p. 75.

""" SNIE 36.4-58, FRUS. p. 94.
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and criminsls”. On 13 May 1958, Chamoun informed Robert

McClintock, the American Awbassador in Beirut, that he might

request foreign troops within 24 hours."'

Washington clearly
believed Nasser was assisting the rebels, but Dulles and

Eisenhower were reluctant to move into Lebanon.

Negotiations with Nasser and the Eisenhowar Doctrine

During meetinges in the White House on 13 May 1958, it was
quite clear that Dulles was not enthusiastic about applying the
Eisenhower Doctrine, He spent more time outlining why the
United States could not invoke it.no mbosite to his broad
interpretations of the Doctrine‘s applicability in Jordan during
1957, Duljes stated that it could not be invoked uniess it could
be proven Tthat the” United Arab Republic attacked Lebanon and
that Cairo was under the control of international communism.
Dulies obviously knew that the requirement of international

conmunism would not be proven. After the Syrian crisis and the

formation of the United Arab Republic, was the “spirit" of the

8 quoted in Haddad. p. 420.

" McClintock to Dulles. 13 MAY 1958, FRUS. p. 41.

120 Memorandum of Conversation, Dulles and Eisenhower, 13
MAY 1958, FRUS p. 46.
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Doctrine not as strong?

The message sent back to Chamoun on 13 May, displayed the
American reluctance by adding three more interdependent points:
Lebanon would have to file a complaint with the United Nations
regarding Cairo's support to the rebels, America would receive
the public support of at least some Arsb states, and that

L The Administration

Chamoun would not seek a second term.
was informing Chamoun that he did not possess a blank check
regarding American assistance. On 15 May 1958, Dulles
instructed Ambassador Hare in Cairo to approach Nasser. The
message was simple: . America was committed to uphold Lebanon's

*independence and integrity".'zz

Washington was also convinced
Cairo was supporting the Lebanese rebels. |f Nasser was sincere
in his earliier statements regarding better relations with the
United States, he” would use his influence to moderate the
subversion.

On 20 May 1958, Nasser met with Hare and offered to
mediate with the rebels. He stated three primary points:

amnesty for the opposition, that General Chehab become the Prime

Minister, and for Chamoun to disclaim any intention of modifying

121 pultes to McClintock, 13 May 1958. FRUS. p. 49.

" pyiles to Hare. 15 MAY 1958. FRUS. p. 55.
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the constitution, but serve his full torm.123 On 27 May 1958,

the Lebanese government announced on Radio Beirut that the
government would not introduce any constitutional amendment
allowing Chamoun a second term. This however, would be the most
conciliatory gesture on the part of the Lebanese government.
Negotiations continued between Nasser's representative Muhammad
Heikal and Ambassador Hare, but Chamoun considered the talks a

1 Cairo could not, or did not, get the Lebanese

“sellout”.
rebels to stop demanding Chamoun's immediate resignation.
Attacks against Chamoun from radio Cairo also continued
unabated. By Jupe 1858, Dulles also became increasingly
reluctant to push Nasser's proposal on Lebanon and contribute to
what he described as "placing a seal of respectability upon

Nasser's intervention".‘2s By 13 June 1958, it was evident

that the nbgotiati'o'ns were leading nowhere. Nasser, reported
Heikal, felt he was "being played for a sucker'.m The next
day, a fierce rebel offensive began in downtown Beirut.

The Eisenhower administration was caught not only between

Beirut and Cairo, but within its own philosophy as well. The
2 pare to Dulles, 20 MAY 1958. FRUS p. 69.
% MeClintock to Dulles. 6 JUN 1958, FRUS p. 98.
5 bulles to Hare, 5 JUN 1958, FRUS p. 92.
126

Hare to Dulles, 16 JUN 1958, FRUS., p. 452.
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reluctance of the American administration showed that it was not
willing to intervene simply to maintain the status quo in
Lebanon. Dulles made it very explicit to Chamoun, that the
Lebanese government could not depend on Annr;can troops to
settle what WVashington considered an internal political
mttor.m On the other hand, Dulles and Eisenhower felt they
could not let Nasser achieve his aims, or those of his Lebanese
allies, by insurrection. Washington would not blindly support
the status quo, nor would they stand aside and let Chamoun be
taken out by rebellion. By not containing radical nationalism
in Lebanon, the only country in the Arab East which had enbraced
the Eisenhower Doctrine, the United States would destroy its own
credibility as an ally.

Following a meeting on 27 June 1958, Hare reported that
Nasser still sought to find a negotiat'od settiement regarding
Lebanon and could not understand America's unwillingness to
follow Egypt's proposal. On 3 July, Hare reported he had been
informed that Nasser wanted Washington to give him six months to

demonstrate his good intent.m On 7 July 1958, Nasser

"7 Dbulles to McClintock. 23 MAY 1958. FRUS. p. 75.

128 Nasir discussion contained in 27 JUN 1958, message from
Hare to Dulles, FRUS, p. 458. Ambassador Designate Kamedi
discussion of 3 JUL 1958, contained in message from Hare to
Dulles, FRUS, p. 461.

81




departed the country for an Eastern European tour. The
rebellion in Lebanon continued unabated consuming much of
Mshington's regional focus. Joint Anglo-American planning to
intervene militarily, begun as early as Novet-r;er 1957, was
essentially completed and ready to be implemented. The most
significant events of late June and early July however, did not
occur in Lebanon, but in Jordan and lraq.

On 29 June 1958, a second plot against King Hussein's
regime was uncovered. While Nasser had been professing his
intent to help stabiiize Lebanon, evidence was buiiding that the
plot had been engineered by Syria's Colonel Sarraj, now a key
official of the United Arab Republic.'? On 1 July 1958, the
{ragi government agreed to send one brigade to bolster Hussein,
at least until Jordan- could sort out the conspirators in its
Army. The?b'rigade Zonmander, General Arif, had other plans. As
his unit passed through Baghcad on 14 October 1958, his *roops
overthrew the Iraqi government and killed the royal family.
General Qassim, arrived shortly after to assume leadership of

30

the cc:t.mtl'y.1 As the details of the revolution and the

128 Dann, King Hussein and the Chalienga of Arab Radical

Nationalism, p. 87.

" khalidi. Rashid. “The Impact of the Arab Revolution on
the Arab Worid", in Fernea and Louis', The lraqi Revoiution of
19568, p. 111-13.
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loyalties of its conspirators wouid unfold in later years, it
became evident that Cairo was not aware of the Ilraqi coup.
Pictures of Nasser however, quickly filled Baghdad street front
windows and Cairo‘s political themes were ;;;oed in mass

protests celebrating the coup. To Duiles and Eisenhower, thera

was probably little doubt regarding the origins of the coup.

Intervention in Lebanon

Within hours of the Iraqi coup, Chamoun requested Amer ican
forces.‘31 United States Marines began landing on 15 July, but
not to destroy his opposition, but only to ensure that he
completed his lawful term. The White House also received an
immediate message from Saudi Arabia, urging the administration
not only t; stabilize the Arab East, but to reverse the coup in
traq.'¥? The British Prime Minister, Harold MacMillan,
recommended that Britain and the United States intervene in lraqg
and possibly Syria, essentially to secure the entire Arab East

13

by force. Eisenhower and Dulles would assist British troops

"1 McClintock to Duiies. 14 JUL 1958, FRUS, p. 208.

132 Dann, King Hussein and the Chalienge of Radical Arab

Nationalism, p. 92.

R William B. Quandt, "Lebanon 1958, and Jordan 1870",
Chapter 7 in Force Without War, p. 252-53.
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in Jordan with logistical support, but nothing further. The
Administration was not intent on re-establishing Western
hegemony over the Arab East. Dulles and Eisenhower were instead
focused on the Arab revolution under Nasser‘s:ontrol, which
they believed was challenging the global credibility of the
United States.

Eisenhower had ailready discounted the Soviets intervening
in the Lebanese crisis, providing the American response was
limited and did not threaten Egypt or Syria.m Dulles
however, reasoned that American actions towards Nasser's
challenge in Lebanon, would have far reaching global
implications. He argued that by moving into Lebanon, the United
States would meke future confrontations less likely, because it
would retain its allies, and give the Soviet Union less
encouragem"erit to-” spénsor subversion in other areas.”s
Regional iy, Eisenhower and Dul les saw intervention as the lesser

of two evils. Dulles reflected, "we thought we had a third way

out in Lebanon, but with events in lraq, that is no longer

M bid #25. p. 227.

13 Memorandum of Conversation between Duliles and
Eisenhower, 14 JUL 1958, FRUS, p. 213.
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available to us".m

The Administration recognized it would
antagonize anti-West sentiments not only from Suez, but also now
from the Amaerican-Syrian crisis. However, if the Administration
did nothing, there was general agreement that Nasser would
eventually dominate the area, with the backing of the Soviet
Union. The need not to openly challenge Nasser, a major tenant
of the Eisenhower Doctrine, was secondary to maintaining
American global credibility.

i1t was during the Lebanon crisis that Dulles' opinion of
Nasser and his threat to the United States apparently
crystallized. 1In a_25 July 1958 letter to Eisenhower, Dulles
wrote:

Nasser counts as "friends” those who help him to
achieve his ambitions...[He] would be glad to get heip
from us as well as from the Soviet Union, but that
would...lead him to merely move on, and not to moderate
his ambitions...[he is not] interested in consolidating
what he has, but in going from one political success to
another. ..

Dulles highlighted the policy dilemma of the United States:

...This is what makes the problem so difficult. We
are basically wholly sympathetic with Arab nationalism if
it means a constructive and productive unity of the Arab

peoples. Unfortunately, Nasser's brﬂ}d of nationalism
does not seem to be leading to that...

136 Ibid #27, p. 210. The third way out was clearly Hare's

negotiations in May and June with Nasir, which came to be seen
by Dulles as rewarding subversion more than discouraging it.

" Dulles to Eisenhower. 25 JUL 1958, FRUS. p. 464.
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Dul les perceived Nasser was being deceitful in his dealings with
the United States. Nasser did appear to be playing a double
game with the United States. His communications with Washington
regarding Syria in December 1857, his overtures of better
relations with Washington through March and early July of 1958,
followed by events in Jordan and lraq, surely convinced Dulles
that Nasser could not be trusted and his objectives were counter
to those of the United States. Nasser's actions upon héaring
of the American intervention in Lebanon proved Dulles’
assessment to be correct.

Nasser was in“Yugoslavia when he learned of the coup in
lrag and the American decision to intervene in Lebanon. Instead
of returning to Cairo, he travelled to Moscow to consult with

the Soviet.leadership. Unknown to the American administration at

e -

the time, Nasser wanted Soviet intervention similar to what had
transpired in the Syrian crisis, by putting Russian troops on
the Turkish border. Khrushchev told him the Soviet Union was
"not ready for confrontation®™ with America.w& Nasser argued

for more support. Khrushchev promised maneuvers on the Turkish

border, but reminded Nasser that it is only a maneuver. "Don't

138
p. 132.

Mohanmed Heikal, The Cairo Documents (New York, 1973).
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1 Khrushchev also

depend on anything more than that".
reconmended to Nasser that he alter his tactics and rely less on
insurgency to obtain Cairo's goals. To this Nasser did not
agree, countering that the Soviets' assessnat{; of the Arab
countries was "unrealistic” and that “nothing could be cﬁanged
without military interference” in other states.”o

VWhen Nasser left for Cairo on 7 July 1958, he appedred to
be in a no-lose situation. American intervention could fuel his
propaganda machine and popular imege, if Washington did nothing
it was only a matter of time before Chamoun would fold. That
the intervention seems to have taken Nasser by surprise displays
his level of confidence in controlling events in the Arab East
prior to 14 July 19568. Perhaps he had come to believe that he
was not Washington's .third option, but its only option, if
Eisenhomr?a'nd Dul lles wished to avoid a Suez scenario. Upon his
return however, there were British troops in Jordan and American
Marines in Lebanon, but he also found American objectives in
Lebanon closely aligned with his own. Washington was not
seeking a solution which supported Nasser's expansionism, but it

was sympathetic to Arab national ism.

On 16 July 1958, Eisenhower dispatched Under Secretary of

"M bid # 30, p. 134.

" \bid #30. p. 144.
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State, Robert Murp to Lebanon. As Murphy's visits with
various lLebanese i. ..s progressed, he consistently stressed
that American troops were not in the country to solely support
Cham:)un.m The rebel leaders seemed surprisod.‘to hear this,
stating they were under the impression the United Stat?s was
there to hoid up Chamoun. Had Nasser failed to inform the
rebels of all of Dulles’' stated ot ieactives during his mediation
efforts? Within a week of the i. » v« -ion and Murphy's initial
negotiations with rebel leaders, tna sinience subsided. On 31
July 1958, elections were held in the Lebanese parliament, which
determined that Chehgb would succeed Chamoun. Ancther objective
of Murphy’'s diplomacy was to assure Cairo and Baghdad that they
were not targets of the intervention and that foreign troops
would depart once the situations in Lebanon and Jordan were
calm. ‘ > -

Murphy's diplomacy appeared aimed at pacifying the
Lebanese rebels before going to Cairo. Once in Cairo Murphy did
not bargain, he simply informed Nasser what the United States
was going to do. Facing the return of American and British

forces in the Arab East, combined with doubts of Soviet support,

a second failed coup attempt in Jordan, and a stalled

14 Robert Murphy, Diplomat Among Warriors (New York,
1964), p. 404-07.
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insurrection in Lebanon, there was littie Nasser could do but go
along with the American intervention.

IiIn terms of containing the Arab revolution in Lebanon
itself, the actions of the United States were sb;cessful. The
14,000 American troops woulid be completely withdrawn by 28
October 1958, followed by the last contingent of British troops
from Jordan on 2 Novemmber. Although Lebanon's many social and
economic probiems would resurface a decade later, Chehab proved
capable of rebuilding the authority of the Presidency that had
been weakened by the 1958 Civil War. 1In addition to achieving
a political settlement in Lebanon, King Hussein was bolstered,
at least morally, when the General Assembly unanimously adopted
a resolution in the name of the Arab League calling for all
states in the Arab East to "abstain from any action calculated

to change?establiahed'systems of governmant".“2

Though not
specifically stated, this no doubt applied not just to Egypt,
but to all powers to include the United States.

The resolution was still more a victory for Washington
than Cairo. In a sense, one of the primary objectives of the

Eisenhower Doctrine, minimizing subversion, had just been

adopted by the United Nations. |t was no longer the Washington

14 Dann, King Hussein and the Chailenge of Arab
Radicalism, p. 95.
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containing Cairo, the goal itself was now being given
recognition on an international scale. The Lebanese
intervention did not diminish the popularity of Nasser and
radical nationalism, but it did force into the dp-en and condemn
the method of expansion on which Nasser relied. The patforn of
Suez was broken.

The American administration's assessment of Nasser during
late 1956 and early 1957, also proved to be justified. Lebanon
did show Nasser that he cou.ld not depend on the Soviet Union for
un!imited support and that he had to beware of Moscow's
interests. This dic! not fully materialize however, until 1959.
The revolution in irag brought in a second Arab leader, General
Qassim, who did not intend to subjugate himself to Cairo. To
counter his growing Nasserist opposition in Iraq, Qassimallied
with the .Ir-aqi Communtsts who reached a level of power and
influence that Dulles always feared. Qassim then established
his position to conmpete for Soviet aid, something Nasser had
precluded in Syria, but was powerless to stop in Iiraq. By 1959,

Nasser was publicly quarreling with both Moscow and Baghdad,

while beginning a new dialogue with Washington.
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Conclusion

The reaction of Eisenhower and Dulles téievents in the
Arab East illustrate a consistency in their adherence fo the
Two-pillar philosophy behind Anglo-American policy: stability
and security. The objective of stability focused on channeling
the revolutionary process in the area. The Eisenhower
administration was sympathetic to radical nationalism's goal of
political autonomy from previous decades of Western imperialism.
Washington also advocated increased democracy and economic
development, assuming the two together would enhance social and
political stability. The method in which the Arab revolution
progressed however, ran counter to the second policy piliar of
security. s As the revolution became more socialistic in
character and Nasser's willingness to export it more pronounced,
the objectives of Cairo and Washington became more antagonistic
towards each other.

For Eisenhower and Dulles, security was achieved by
keeping the Soviets away from the oil supplies in the Persian
Gulf. Nasser however required Soviet support and the revolution
to maintain his prestige and power. - Dulles' fear of

international communism, coupled with Nasser's requirement of
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expansion, put Cairo and Washington on a collision course. |t
was a conflict of interest which the American administraticn
realized would have to be allowed to take its course. To
challenge radical nationalism was to challenéz Nasser, and
likely result in another Suez scenario. To avoid this, the
VWhite House developed the Eisenhower Doctrine. It was
simultaneously an open challenge to Moscow, as wel! as a veiled
mathod of containment directed against Nasser.

The Doctrine was also a practical tool designed to achieve
the two objectives of stability and security. in Jordan, it
proved the most successful. The Doctrine provided the resources
for Hussein to use to secure his position. in Syria, the
Doctrine proved useless as an offensive policy, particulariy
when it became obvious that the Syrian radical nationalists were
the intend;d target. TFhe American failure in Syria was not by
fault of the Doctrine however. but in Eisenhower and Dulles
equating the ba'thists with the comunists. In Lebanon, the
Doctrine was not applied. Dulles dismissed its applicability as
early as March 1858. By the time of the lragqi revolution, the
Administration was not as concerned with concealing its
intentions to contain Nasser, as much as it was in stopping his
sponsorship of the Lebanese subversion.

By July 1958, the American leadership perceived that the
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relation between Nasser's revolution and the Soviet Union, had
evolved to a point where it threatened the global credibility of
the United States. This is perhaps the source of Eisenhower's
statement, “behind everything was our deep-sea.:ed conviction
that the Communists were principally responsible fo; the

143

trouble®" in Lebanon. This contrasts sharply with Under

Secretary Murphy's own conclusion, that communism "was playing
no direct or substantial part in the insurrection'.m
Eisenhower was most likely speaking of Nasser's connection to
the Soviets. He never considered Nasser a communist, but
Cairo's objectives were parallel to those of Moscow. Both
desired instability. Nasser required it for expansion and ;he
Soviets saw Nasser pulling the Arab East away from the West.
Washington consistently pursued stability. It is around this

fundamental difference” that the actions of the Eisenhower

administration in the Arab East can best be understood.

143 Eisenhower, Waging Peace, p. 266.

14 Murphy, Diplomat Among Warriors. p.450.
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