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PREFACE

The Memorandum was produced under a broad program of research
on basic economic and political problems of the Middle East, supported
by grant from the Ford Foundation and carried forward jointly by The
RAND Corporation and Resources for the Future, Inc. The program is
under the direction of Professor Sidney S. Alexander of
the Massachusetts Institute of Technology.

The aim of the program is to provide such an understanding of
the economic and related political facts of life in the Middle East
as is necessary for sound policy judgments. The Middle East is taken
here to mean the core area from Egypt to Iraq, but sometimes is
extended to include the area from Morocco to Iran. Economic develop-
ment and industrialization, population, water and agriculture, and

0il constitute the four focal points of the research program.
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SUMMARY

Since the end of World War II, the United States has become
actively involved in Middle Eastern affairs. The objectives sought
by successive administrations, however, have often been incompatible,
thus frustrating the pursuit of successful policies in the Middle
East.

United States Government actions toward Iran and Palestine
from 1946 to 1948 are analyzed as examples of foreign policy-making.
The case of Iran illustrates the way in which a full-fledged doctrine
can emerge from rather faltering steps that prove successful. The
doctrine then serves to guide future actions in other contexts, some
of them quite different from the original. The case of Palestine and
the creation of the state of Israel in 1947-48, is of particular
interest for its illustration of the influence of domestic pressures
and bureaucratic confusion in the formation of policy.

With these two examples as background, an analysis follows of
United States policies in the Arab world during the 1950s. The
Soviet-Egyptian arms deal, the Aswan Dam offer and its withdrawal,
the Suez crisis, the Eisenhower Doctrine, problems in Jordan and
Syria, and finally, the landing of U.S. troops in Lebanon in 1958
are discussed briefly to determine the reasons for the general
deterioration of American relations with the Arab world. A misunder—
standing of regional political forces and a simplistic adherence to
inappropriate lessons of the past are seen as more responsible for
shortsighted policies than domestic political influences.

A new departure in dealing with the states of the Middle East
was made in the last years of the Eisenhower Administration and
continued under President Kennedy. From 1959 to about 1964, U.S.
relations with the states of the Middle East were relatively untroubled.
The United States achieved this partly by remaining aloof from most
regional political conflicts.

With the intensification of the civil war in Yemen, however, the
United States once again became involved in inter-Arab politiecs. U.S.-

U.A.R. relations gradually deteriorated, and by early 1967 had reached
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an all-time low. It was in this context that the events leading to the
Arab-Israeli war of Jume 1967 took place.

In Washington, the reaction to the crisis that led to the six-
day Arab-Israeli war was one of confusion. Different parts of the
Government favored sharply contrasting policies, and the result was
that no effective action was taken. As the crisis intensified, the
United States was incapable of restraining Israel from acting on its
own despite repeated requests and promises. The war and its after-
math created a new set of dilemmas for the United States in the
Middle East. Neither the Johnson nor the Nixon Administrations have
yet been able to use American influence to lessen the post-1967
tensions in the region.

After assessing the nature of the constraints on policy-makers
dealing withrthe Middle East in the past, the paper discusses future
policy options available to the United States Government. The
critical dimensions of alternative policies are seen to be those
describing the degree of U.S. involvement and the objectives sought.

A Great Power approach to a full settlement, as well as efforts to
reach partial agreements, are discussed. Means of improving relations
with the Arab states are explored, as are the consequences of accept-
ing the status quo.

In addition to choices available to the United States in the Arab-
Israeli zone, policies for dealing with problems in the inter—Arab
context, in North Africa, in the Northern Tier, and in the.Qulf are
discussed. The dilemma for United States policy-makers in each of
these areas seems to be that of exerting some influence without
becoming so deeply involved that negative effects are produced. No
easy answers are found, but an understanding of past policies may help

to improve American policies in the Middle East in the 1970s.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The United States has been actively involved in Middle Eastern
affairs since the end of the second World War. During this period,
Americans, like the British and the French before them, have discovered
the complexities and frustrations of trying to devise successful
policies for dealing with the states of the Middle East. The experiences
of over two decades have demonstrated that the objectives sought by the
United States in the Middle East —- namely, relative peace and stability,
security for the state of Israel, access to the resources and facilities
of the region, and the limitation of Soviet influence —- have often
been in conflict with one another. In trying to insure Israeli security,
the United States has complicated its relations with the Arab states.
‘Moreover, the creation of a defense pact modeled on NATO and designed
to prevent Soviet expansioh eventﬁally ﬁelped té weaken the pro—Westérn
regime in Iraq, thereby opening the door for Soviet influence in the :
region.

The inability of the United States to achieve simultaneously all
its major objectives in the Middle East means that trade-~offs must
inevitably be ﬁade, and some goals must be sacrificed to attain others.
To arrive at policy decisions, it is not sufficient merely to enumeraté
"interests," vital or otherwise, and then to list the steps that should
be taken by a rational government to maximize these interests. To
understand the process by which American policies in the Middle East
are actually formulated, one must analyze the motivations of policy-
makers, their perceptions of national interest, the bureaucratic
interplay of numerous powerful groups and individuals, and the importance,
of public opinion and pressure groups.l These factors are common in

any organizational decision-making process. Some of them are particularly

1Two recent studies have critically examined the literature on
foreign policy decision-making and have proposed alternate approaches
based on organizational theory, models from bureaucratic politics and
from cognitive psychology. See Graham T. Allison, ""Policy, Process
and Politics: Conceptual Models and the Cuban Missile Crisis,"
Ph.D. Thesis, Harvard University, 1968, and John D. Steinbruner, "The
Mind and Milieu of Policy-Makers: A Case Study of the M.L.F.," Ph.D.
Thesis, M.I.T., 1968. Also see Robert Jervis, "Hypotheses on Mis-—
perception,' World Politics, Vol. 20, No. 3, April 1968.




important in the analysis of policy considerations in the Middle East.
From past examples of Amerlcan p011c1es in the Middle East, useful
1ns1ghts into the nature of present constralnts on pollcy -makers and
lrnrtatlons on their range of choices can be derived.

In the lmnediate postwar period, United States policies in the
Mlddle East reflected contradlctlons and dilemmas which ‘continue to
plague Amerlcan officials dealing with that region. On the one
hand, the United States was anxious to brlng the Arab states_
1nto collect1ve secur1ty arrangements to prevent Soviet expansion, as
had been successfully done in the '"Northern Tier'" countries of Turkey
and Iran. This policy would have required active cooperation from the
. Arab states. At the same time, Americans and their political leaders
were deeply concerned with Palestine. As developments in Palestine
moved toward the creation of a Jewish state, the United States became
involved in the diplomatic battle_tq‘press for recognitien of
“Israel's legitimacy. The Arab states, of ceurse,.were";ielentl;rﬂ”gr

opposed to the idea of a Jewish state in Palestlne, and some Arabs

came to see Israel as a creat1on of the United States. America's search
for Arab allies and its earlier policy toward Palestine illustrate the
difficulties of applying a previously successful formula to a new area and
-the sengitivity of U.S. foreign policy decisions in the Middle East to
ﬁﬁbii; opinion and organiaen pressnreslw S o

From 1955 to 1958 the United States faced a new set of problems in

the Middle East. Soviet arms to Egypt, the Aswan Dam &eeisidn, the

Suez crisis of 1956, emergencies in Jordan and Syria in 1957, and the
landing of U.S. troops in Lebanon 1n 1958-all began to undermine assump—
tions that had guided American behavior since the early l950s in this
partlcularly troublesome part of the world. By 1959, a renewed effort
to deal with the states of the Middle East was under way, supported by
a_fprmula for achieving regional stability that showed promise of
“working for several years. The ultimate failure of this second post-
jWar phase of American policy in the Middle East was highlighted by the
C-Arab—Israeli war of June 1967. As the search for successful U.S.

policies in the Middle East goes on, some lessons may be drawn from

earlier experiences.



II. THE NATURE OF FOREIGN POLICY DECISIONS

Only rarely do political leaders have the leisure, ability or
imagination to select policies according to carefully defined criteria
based on critical appraisals of national interest. More often, it
seems, policy is the outcome of a complex political process, the pro-
duct of a momentary constellation of forces that may evaporate soon
after the policy is adopted.

Government officials dealing with foreign policy are frequently
obliged to respond to crises. U.S. foreign policy is often reactive
because many, if not most, events in the world are largely outside
of American control. As a global power, the United States often feels
compelled to act or to take a stand on issues that other countries
can happily ignore. But the American President, while legally responsible
for the conduct of foreign affairs, cannot possibly stay abreast of
the incredibly complex situations all over the globe.

Policy—mékers, becéuse of the limited amount of time and informa-
tion available to them in dealing with any given problem, often make
decisions with little consideration of important alternatives and
with scant attention to long-range consequences of decisions. At times
foreign_pqlicy specialists are able to influence decisiqné in non-crisis
periods by capitalizing on their regional expertise. Frequently, however,
they are ignored by decision-makers because of overriding political
concerns or dissatisfaction with the narrow focus of the experts'
recommendations. In a crisis, responsibility generally shifts to
higher levels of the decision-making hierarchy. Men who barely
understand the ingredients of the crisis may then be called upon to
resolve it, often with little knowledge of earlier policy initiatives.

‘ Inrnormélﬁtimes, aﬁthorit& for the making of foreign policy is
widely dispersed. Congress, the President, the State Department, the
.Department of Defense, AID”and CIA may all be trying to put across
particular views. Coalitions form and disband, negotiations go on

Vcontinually, occasionally throwing up decisions that gain widespread

2Limits on the American President's ability to deal with foreign
affairs are well discussed 1in Theodore C. Sorensen, Decision-Making in
the White House, Columbia University Press, New York, 1963, Chapter 3.
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acceptance as much for the political support that accompanies them
as for their intrinsic merits.

Amidst the seeming disorder and chaos of the foreign policy-
making process there are nonethelegs elements of stability. Americans,
perhaps more than other people, share many assumptions about the proper
way to behave in the world. Common beliefs often facilitate communica-
tion and establish the needed consensus for policy. Notions of
"national interest" are widespread and can become unquestioned premises
of policy-making. Past commitments are generally taken seriously,
especially if they have been expressed in the legally binding form of

treaties. All these factors add continuity to American foreign policy

- and help to offset the many sources of discord and controversy.

These general characteristics of foreign policy-making are supple-
mented by other forces that specifically affect policy toward the Middle
East. For example, American public opinion is only occasionally a major
force in determining foreign policy, but sustained public interest in what
the United States does in the Middle East has long been of great significance.4
This interest derives primarily from the existence of the state of
Israel and the general concern that many Americans, not only American
Jews, feel for its welfare. This concern is strengthened by the
able efforts of leaders of the American Jewish community to make
their views known to policy-makers. Finally, there is a very large
American stake in Middle East oil, and U.S. o0il companies also attempt

to convey their ideas concerning appropriate policies in the Middle

East to official decision-makers.

3Stanley Hoffmann, in "Restraints and Choices in American Foreign

Policy,'" Daedalus, Fall 1962, p. 691, says: ''The merits on which problems
are tackled become the merits of the men engaged in policy-making, and 3
those men represent not so much ideas as tangible bits and pieces of power.

40n the general level of public interest in foreign affairs, see

Gabriel A. Almond, The American People and Foreign Policy, Frederick --

A. Praeger, New York, 1960, and James Rosenau,'Public"Qpinion_and Foreign
:Policy, Random House, New York, 1968. Data from several recent opinion.

polls indicate that approximately 75 percent of the American populatlon is
interested in what occurs in the Arab-Israeli conflict. Forty to fifty
percent of the population is more sympathetic to Israel than to the

Arabs, and 10 to 15 percent of the population is strongly committed- to Israel.

See figures published in Intercom, Vol. 9, No. 6, November-December 1967,
p. 51, and the Gallup Poll reported in the Los Angeles Times, February 6,

\_ 1969.

~..



The influence of American public opinion, domestic Jewish groups,
and oil companies on U.S. policy in the Middle East has been the
subject of much myth-making and insufficient objective analysis. In
the case studies that follow, efforts will be made to assess the
importance of both the general bureaucratic environment of foreign
policy and the specific domestic forces related to the Middle East.

An understanding of how these variables have influenced decisions in
the past should provide a basis for judging their importance in

future policy-making.



ITI. U.S. INVOLVEMENT IN THE MIDDLE EAST

Apart from Europe, no area of the world was of greater concern to
the United States after World War II than the Middle East. Two major
reasons for this concern were Soviet pressures on Greece, Turkey, and
Iran, and domestic U.S. pressures to act decisively on the "Palestine
problem" to bring about the creation of a Jewish state. In both of
these areas, the inability of the British to control seemingly dan-
gerous situations that threatened U.S. interests served as a strong
impetus to bring the United States into an area where it had previously
been content to let other Western powers play a dominant role.5 A
brief analysis of how policies were developed toward Iran in 1946-47
and toward Palestine in 1947-48 will illustrate some prevalent views
of national interest and ways in which domestic political pressures

can shape foreign policy.

IRAN: THE RETREAT OF SOVIET POWER

As part of the Allied operations in World War IT, British,
American, and Soviet troops were stationed in Iran.6 Pledges to
withdraw -these troops at the end of hostilities had been made by all
three of the allies, but early in 1946 it became apparent that the
Soviet Union did not intend to withdraw its troops by the stipulated
deadline. This proved to be the first substantive issue before the
newly formed United Nations in January 1946. Tt also set the stage

for later efforts by the United States to contain Soviet expansion

into the Middle East.

5An account of early American involvement in the Middle East is
found in David H. Finnie, Pioneers East: The Early American Experience
in the Middle East, Harvard University Press, Cambridge, Mass., 1967.
J. C. Hurewitz, Middle East Dilemmas: The Background of United States
Policy, Harper and Brothers, New York, 1953, pp. 127-130, and William
Reitzel, The Mediterranean: Its Role in America's Foreign Policy,
Harcourt, Brace, and Co., New York, 1948, p. 95, both stress the importance
of oil and of World War II in bringing the United States into the Middle
East as an independent actor.

6The following account draws upon the author's interview with
former U.S. Ambassador to Iran, George V. Allen, December 3, 1968.



The policy of resisting Soviet intrusions into the Middle East,
which served as the main guide for U.S. actions in that region until
about 1959, was not primarily the result of a careful analysis of
Soviet intentions and U.S. interests. Rather, it was at least in part
the product.of a number of discrete acts that happened to be successful.

In Decembef 1945, a pro-Soviet regime had been established in
Azerbaijan in northern Iran. Initially, Soviet troops were present to
support this regime. Pressure was also exerted by Soviet leaders to
obtain an oil concession from the Iranian Government. While the Shah
of Iran was deeply concerned about these Soviet threats to Iran's
sovereignty, the Prime Minister, Qavam, felt that his personal
fortunes could be advanced by keeping his contacts open with the Soviet
Union. The British, concerned about their own o0il concession in south~
ern Iran and still believing it possible to cooperate with the Soviet
Union, were reluctant to oppose their wartime ally. Within the U.S.
State Department there was also some disagreement over whether to
exacerbate relations with Stalin over Iran.

The Iranian ambassador in Washington, a supporter of the Shah,
carried his country's case to the United Nations, where the United
States supported his right to demand the withdrawal of Soviet troops
from Iran. Finally, after some maneuvering by Qavam, and perhaps
under some pressure from the United States, the Soviets agreed to with-
draw their troops in return for an oil concession in the north; Qévam
accepted this, subject to the approval of the Iranian parliament.

By May 1946, Soviet troops had withdrawn across the border, leaving
behind the Soviet-established Azerbaijan regime headed by Jafaar
Pishavari. By the end of the year,'the Shah, with the support of the
army, had gained in strength, and he decided to send Iranian troops
into Azerbaijan. The army had instructions to take only the first

town, then wait to see what Soviet reactions might be.
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The role of the United States in what became known as the "libera-
tion of Azerbaijan' of December 1946 was unintended yet significant.
Three American journalists accompanied the Shah's troops in a jeep
borrowed from the U.S. Embassy.7 When the troops stopped after their
success in the first town, the newsmen drove on, a small American
flag showing on the fender of the jeep. Rumors spread rapidly, it
seems, convincing villagers throughout Azerbaijan that the Iranian
army and the U.S. Marines were marching on Tabriz, the capital of
Pishavari's puppet government. By the time the newsmen reached Tabriz,
the Azerbaijanis had liberated themselves, Pishavari and key officials
had fled across the border, and his militia had disintegrated.

The Soviets did not react militarily to this setback, but they
did redouble their demands for an oil concession, this time going
so far as to threaten physically their erstwhile ally, Qavam. Apparently
shaken by his encounter with the Soviet ambassador, Qavam turned
immediately to the U.S. ambassador, George Allen, for help. While
declining to offer military assistance, Allen was mildly encouraging.

As Soviet pressure continued, the Iranian parliament was about to
vote on the Soviet 0il concession. The president of the parliament,
fearing that the deputies would be coerced into granting the concession,
approached Allen with another request for help. Ambassador Allen
responded with a speech in which he mentioned Iran's right to dispose
of its natural resources however it wished,'free from any threats or
coercion. Although the speech itself had not been authorized by Washing-
ton, orders were on their way directing Allen to say very much what
his own judgment had already dictated. The reaction of the Iranian
Government to this speech surprised both Allen and Washington, for
the Iranian leaders seemed to read into it a guarantee against

Soviet pressure that had hardly been intended. The parliament met and

decisively turned down the Soviet request for an oil concession.

7The story of the liberation of Azerbaijan is told by the three
journalists in The New York Times, December 14, 1946, p. 6. A few
days earlier, on December 11, The New York Times, p. 22, quoted Dean
Acheson as saying that the United States did not want to get involved
in an internal Iranian controversy.
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In short, then, three journalists, an ambassador, Soviet miscalcu~
lations, and Iranian shrewdness contributed to two major setbacks for
the Soviet Union, first in Azerbaijan and then in the failure to gain
an oil concession. For the United States this was an important example,
along with other efforts in Turkey and Greece, of how Soviet power
could be contained. What began as relatively timid and faltering
responses to Soviet probes in Tran soon emerged, with the Truman Doc-
trine, as a fuil—fledged policy of containment of the Soviet Union
and defense of the Middle East.8 With successes in Iran, Greece, and
Turkey as testimony to how this policy had worked in the past, efforts
were subsequently made to extend the scope of the policy and to add a
military dimension that had been lacking in the early years. Events,
improvisation, and some difficult choices based on an assessment of
changing world power relations had led to successes which then dictated
a policy that was applied in various forms in the Arab world, with

vastly different results.9

8Hurewitz, Chapter 7, states that the Truman Doctrine marked the
end of U.S. interests without responsibility in the Middle East.
President Truman, in his memoirs, Years of Trial and Hope, Doubleday
and Co., Garden City, New York, 1956, p. 100, gives some of the
background to the announcement of the Truman Doctrine. Truman's
assertion on page 95 that he had sent a blunt note to Stalin which
brought about Soviet withdrawal from Iran has been questioned by some
observers and participants in these events. See John C. Campbell,
Defense of the Middle East: Problems of American Policy, Harper and
Brothers, New York, 1960, p. 33, '"No other available evidence refers
to an ultimatum." The simple fact was that the United States had few
troops available in 1947 or 1948 for use in the '"Northern Tier" or
in Palestine. While the "containment' policy came to be seen pri-
marily in military terms, its initial successes were brought about
by diplomacy and economic aid.

9Charles Burton Marshall, The Limits of Foreign Policy, The
Johns Hopkins Press, Baltimore, 1968, p. 140, has written: 'Great
ervors can be made by grasping some inference from experience, dubbing
it a lesson of history, and adopting it as a guideline for another
issue under circumstances only partly similar to the antecedent.’
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PALESTINE AND THE CREATION OF ISRAEL

Few issues received as much high-level U.S. Government attention
as '"the Palestine problem" after World War II. Britain had been
responsible for Palestine before and during the war, but as it did in
the case of Greece and Turkey, Britain declared in 1947 the desire to
relinquish its dominant military role in the area.

Prior to 1947, American policy had been marked by contradictionms.
On numerous occasions authoritative U.S. spokesmen had supported the
idea of a Jewish national home in Palestine. At the same time, the
Arabs had been assured that no decision would be made about Palestine
without full prior consultations with them.lO President Roosevelt in
particular had seemed relatively optimistic about the prospects for
reconciling Arabs and Jews and felt that the United States should play
a mediating role.

The complex story of U.S. involvement in the establishment of
the state of Israel covers the period of President Truman's efforts
to deal with intense and often contradictory pressures aimed at influenc-
ing American policy toward Palestine. Truman's final decision to
recognize Israel was the successful culmination of a remarkable
campaign waged in behalf of a Jewish state by American citizens. This
event, more than any other in recent times, illustrates how domestic
politics can significantly affect foreign policy.12 Nonetheless, one
should not conclude that Truman's decision reflected merely his desire

to win Jewish votes in New York. In some cases the President’s

10
See Joseph B. Schechtman, The United States and the Jewish State

Movement, Thomas Yoselof, New York 1966; H. Bradford Westerfield,
Foreign Pollcy and Party Politics, Yale Unlver31ty Press, New Haven,
1958, Chapter 11. Bartley C. Crum Behind the Silken Curtain, Simon
and Schuster, New York, 1947, Chapter 2, speaks of the existence of a
"secret file" in the State Department which showed that each time
promises had been made by rhe United States to the Jews concerning
Palestine, the State Department sent messages to the Arab states pro-
mising "full and prior comsultation" before any change of policy.

11
William A. Eddy, F. D. R. Meets Ibn Saud, American Friends of
the Middle East, Inc., New York, 1954.

2

Kermit Roosevelt "The Partltlon of Palestine: A Lesson in
Pressure Politics," The Middle East Journal, Vol. 2, No. 1, January
1948.
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highest advisers were able briefly to change U.S. policy from its pro-
Zionist stance. Bureaucratic confusion added to inconsistencies in
U.S. policy at critical moments. The full story of American policy
toward Palestine from 1945 to 1949 has yet to be told, though many of
the significant facts are available.13 For analytical purposes, the
period provides a fascinating view of the interaction of public opinion,
pressure groups, bureaucratic politics, and the mediating role of the
American President in the formulation of foreign policy. A study of
the intricacies of policy-making does not support fhé widespread notion
that U.S. policy toward Israel is solely formulated by Zionists or
0il companies. Reality, iﬁ this case, is much more complicated.
Following the war, U.S. Government concern over the Palestine
problem revolved around the question of Jewish immigration to Palestine
from Europe, especially from refugee camps. Some American officials
opposed allowing Jewish refugees to immigrate freely to the United
States; to them Palestine seemed an attractive alternative for resettle-
ment of the victims of Hitler's persecution. The Zionists, while
remaining committed to the ultimate objective of a Jewish state, took
the immediate step of securing permission from the British for at
least 100,000 Jewish refugees to immigrate to Palestine.
As the debate over Palestine shifted more toward the political
status of Jews and Arabs once the British withdrew, sharp differences
of opinion arose within the U.S. Govermment. Those who were hostile
to the Zionist demand for a separate state and who opposed U.S.
initiatives designed to bring this about were probably less numerous
than the supporters of a Jewish state. Nonetheless, the State Department,
and in particular the Secretary of State, the Near Eastern Affairs
section, and the Policy Planning Staff were generally opposed to the

1
idea of active U.S. support for a Jewish state in Palestine. 4 The

13Schechtman, op. cit.; A. M. Lilienthal, The Other Side of the
Coin: An American Perspective of the Arab-Israeli Conflict, Devin-
Adair, New York, 1965, Chapter 5; Richard R. Stevens, American
Zionism and U.S. Foreign Policy, 1942-1947, Pageant Press, New York, 1962.

14George Kennan,then on the Policy Planning Staff of the State
Department, later wrote: 'The establishment of the state of Israel
(American military support of which I resolutely opposed) seemed to
heighten the danger of Communist infiltration in the Arab countries."
Memoirs: 1925-1950, Little, Brown. & Co., Boston, 1967, p. 380.
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State Department was joined in its opposition by the Department of

the Navy, and later by the Department of Defense and the Joint Chiefs
of Staff. Much less important as direct sources of pressure against
American sponsorship of a Jewish state were American oil companies,
some members of the British GoVernment, and the Arab states themselves.

Two themes run through the arguments against U.S. efforts to
support the creation of a Jewish state in Palestine: o0il and the Soviet
Union. 1In some circles, particularly in the Department of the Navy,
there was serious concern over oil.15 It was estimated that U.S. oil
reserves were being rapidly depleted and that no future war could be
successfully fought without access to Arab oil. Continued access to
this o0il for U.S. military forces and for Europe required Arab goodwill,
which could be jeopardized by U.S. support for Israel. Despite some
naive thinking about o0il as an irreplaceable vital resource, it was
true that Middle Eastern oil was necessary for European reconstruction.
Secretary of Defense James Forrestal was one of the main spokesmen for
the "oil group."

A second, closely related argument against U.S. support for a
Jewish state was that the Arabs would turn to the Soviet Union for
support if the West sponsored the creation of Israel. The Soviet
Union was in fact itself pushing for the creation of a Jewish state
as a means of removing the British from Palestine. Some American
officials judged, however, that Soviet support for the Zionists was
only tactical and would readily be abandoned if advantages could thereby
be had in the ‘Arab world. Moderate Arab regimes might then be replaced
by more radical ones, which would reduce the ability of the West to
contain Communist expansion. Strategic interests in the Middle Fast,
including oil, would be endangered. An articulate spokesman for this
point of view was Loy Henderson, in charge of the Division of Near
Eastern Affairs in the State Department. In time both Forrestal and
Henderson became the targets of sharp Zionist criticism and propaganda
campaigns.

5The importance attributed to Middle East oil can be seen in
Halford L. Hoskins, Middle East 0il in United States Foreign Policy,
The Library of Congress Legislative Reference Service, Washington,
b. C., December 1950, and Walter Millis, ed., The Forrestal Diaries,
The Viking Press, New York, 1951, p. 323, where Forrestal refers to
his concern with ". . . the rapid-depletion of American oil reserves
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The forces favoring the establishment of a Jewish state were
more numerous and somewhat more diffuse than those opposing it. The
Zionist organizations exercised considerable influence through their
leaders, Rabbis Stephen Wise and Abba Silver, as well as Chaim Weizmann.
But American public opinion also was generally sympathetic to the Zionist
demands.16 Senators and Congressmen such as Robert Wagner, Robert Taft,
and Jacob Javits reflected the demands of their constituents. President
Truman himself, as a senator, had expressed sympathy for a Jewish home
in Palestine, and there is no reason to think that these sentiments
changed when he became President. On Truman's White House staff, David
Niles is reported to have played an important role in promoting Zionist
demands.l7 Democfatic liberals such as Mrs. Eleanor Roosevelt were
generally in favor of a Jewish'state, and both Democratic and Republican
platforms had contained pro-Zionist planks.

From April 2, 1947, when the British formally requested that the
United Nations take over ''the Palestine problem," until November 29 of
the same year, when the U.N. voted in favor of the principle of partition
that would establish both a Jewish: and an Arab state in Palestine, pro-
Zionist forces in the United States were extremely active. Offsetting
these pressures were fears that partition would lead to warfare between
Arabs and Jews, which might require the United States to send troops to
Palestine. President Truman was the object of much direct pressure. In

his own words,

l6A Gallup survey of public opinion in January 1946 showed that
75 percent of those who followed the Palestine problem were sympathetic
to Zionist demands. See the Los Angeles Times, February 6, 1969.
Samuel Halperin, The Political World of American Zionism, Wayne State
University Press, Detroit, 1961, p. 38, shows that about 80 percent
of American Jews favored the‘creationwof a Jewish state. Young people
and those in the professions were slightly less enthusiastic than '
older, non—-professional people.

Yvillis, ed., pp. 347, 361.
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The facts were that not only were there pressure movements
around the United Nations unlike anything that had been seen
there before but that the White House, too, was subjected to
a constant barrage. I do not think I ever had as much
pressure and propaganda aimed at the White House as I had

in this instance.l8

The struggie to influence U.S. policy continued, even after the
United Nations vote for partition. Secretary of Defense James Forrestal
was particularly intent upon ''removing the Palestine question from
domestic politics.”19 In an election year, he feared, Democrats and
Republicans alike would take the easy course of appealing to Jewish voters
gy fully supporting the Zionist cause rather than analyzing American
interests in the Middle East. After two months of concerted activity,
Forrestal dropped his public campaign in mid-February 1948.

As fighting erupted between Jews and Arabs in Palestine, the U.S.
representative at the United Nations, Warren Austin, warned of the
dangers to peace inherent in the situation, but continued to advocate
partition as late as Feb;uary 24. Loy Henderson and others in the
State Department, along with Forrestal, were convinced that partition
along the lines of the U.N. resolution would lead to warfare between
Arabs and Jews. No matter who wen such a war, it was thought, U.S.
interests in the region would be jeopardized indefinitely. They there-
fore chose to interpret the U.N. resolution as a recommendation that
was not self-implementing, especially in the absence of a means for

- partitioning Palestine.20 Instead, they developed the idea of establish-
ing a trusteeship over all the British mandated area, thereby postponing
for several years any permanent decision regarding the future of Paléstine.

8Truman, p. 158. Secretary of State Marshall is said to have
refused to deal with the Palestine question on a day-to-—day basis

since he saw it as "a domestic problem." Under—-Secretary Lovett
therefore was the focus of most pressure. Forrestal notes in his

diary that Lovett told him, ". . . he had never in his life been sub-
ject to as much pressure as he had . . ." in the days preceding the U.N.
vote on partition '(Millis, ed., p. 346).

19

Millis, ed., pp. 322-323, 344.

201pid., p. 362.
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During the trusteeship, it was hoped, Arabs and Jews might overcome
their mutual animosities. This 1948 trusteeship plan, which had the
backing of the State Department, was submitted to President Truman.
He gave oral approval and left the time of implementation up to the
State Department.

Rumors of this change in American policy began to circulate, and
Zionist leaders sought to meet with the President. Truman, after
having approved the trusteeship plan, tried to insulate himself from
Zionist pressures. Finally, an old friend convinced him to see Chaim
Weizmann.21 On March 18, Truman privately received Weizmann and led
him to understand that the United States still favored partition. In
the meantime, the State Department, ignorant of the President's meet-
ing with Weizmann, ordered Warren Austin to present the trusteeship
plan to the United Nations on March 19. Needless to say, the speech
outraged Zionist leaders, and Truman himself was angry that the speech
had not been cleared with him prior to actual delivery.

The trusteeship proposal had little chance of succeeding, for
neither Truman nor the Arabs nor the Jews nor the British favored it in
the United Nations. Less than two months later the United States, on
Truman's initiative, gave de facto recognition to the new state of
Israel.

President Truman's decisions concerning Palestine demonstrate that
organized pressure and personal access to the White House can weigh
more heavily than the nearly unanimous recommendations of the President's
major foreign policy advisers. The State Department had achieved only
a temporary reversal in policy. TUnited States policy toward the Middle
East in later years continued to reflect tensions between the advice
of the foreign policy specialists, and their proposals based on argu-

1

ments of '"vital national interest,'" and the demands of public opinion,

~influential Jewish leaders, and Congressmen. Middle East policy still

_.contains elements of this schizophrenia.

ZlTruﬁén, p- 160.

2Even after recognizing Israel, the United States refused to
send arms to help the new state. Policies were reportedly suggested
by United States officials to retain good relations with the Arabs,
especially Saudi Arabia, by promising that Israel would not expand
further if the Arabs would agree to recognize the new state, but these
proposals were vetoed in Washington. )
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THE ARAB WORLD: CRISES OF INVOLVEMENT, 1951-1958

While Turkey, Iran, and Israel continued to concern U.S. decision-
makers throughout the 1950s, new policy initiatives during these
years were primarily directed at the Arab world. Relations with
Turkey were extremely close during this period, and Turkey became in
many ways the cornerstone of American defense interests in the region.
United States involvement in Iran was at times very deep, culminating
in active participation in expelling Prime Minister Musaddiq from
power in 1953.23 Thereafter, efforts were made to bring some measure
of stability and progress to Iran. With Israel, relations were correct
and generally close, but in many circles Israel was still seem as an
obstacle to better U.S. relations with the Arabs.

' The list of issues which caused strains in U.S. relations with

various Arab states between 1951 and 1958 is a lengthy one. The
Middle East Defense Organization, the Baghdad Pact, the Soviet arms
deal with Egypt, the Suez crisis, the Eisenhower Doctrine, the Syrian
crisis of 1957 and the U.S. troop landings in Lebanon, all have an
aura of failure about them. There were, of course, some limited suc-
cesses with the Arabs, but the themes of failure, misperception, and
inappropriate policies run strongly through most surveys of U.S.
relations with the Arab world in the 1950s.

Many of the difficulties faced by the United States in the Arab
world were at least in part the result of American policies. Two
ideas dominated the thougﬁfs_éf-decision—makers during this period as
they tried to deal with the Arab countries. One was the major objective
of "defense of the Middle East" from Soviet aggression and subversion. .
The success of U.S. policy in the Northern Tier countries seemed to
suggest the means for obtaining this objective —-— namely, military
alliances plus eponomié and military_aid.?a‘ Since Britain's position )

23See the account in David Wise and Thomas B. Ross, The Invisible
Government, Random House, New York, 1964, pp. 110-114.

24Ambassad_or Raymond Hare, in an interview on December 2, 1968
stated: '""The Truman Doctrine was distinctly successful in the
North, so much so in fact that it was natural to seek a similar approach
in the South. The difference was that, whereas the countries of the
North understood the communist threat in terms of first—hand experience,
the countries of the South were concerned with quite a different set
.of issues. As a consequence, a policy which had worked in one area
failed in the other."
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was constantly threatened with erosion, the United States Government
felt impelled to become involved in the affairs of the Arab world.

‘ A second theme whiéﬁ_fan tﬁrough American policy during the early
19508 was to contain or settle the Arab-Israeli conflict. Once again
the means that seemed appropriate were aid to the Arab countries and
Israel, plus elaborate economic projects, such as the Eric Johnston
plan, intended to foster a spirit of regional cooperation. By now, of
course, the United States was committed to the existence of Israel,
and was thus obliged to live with the consequences of this commitment
in the Arab countries.

In approaching the Arab world, U.S. policy-makers were constrained
by a number of preconceptions. The legacy of earlier American policies
in both the Northern Tier and Palestine complicated U.S. policy in the
Arab world. Problems in Egypt, Iraq, and Syria were not the same as
those existing elsewhere in the Middle East, nor could the solutions
be the same. United States policy was also strongly influenced by the
complex personality of Secretary of State Dulles. From 1953 to 1958,
U.S. relations with the Arab world seemed largely to depend on beliefs
and desires of two individuals, Gamal Abdel Nasser and John Foster
Dulles. While U.S. interests in the rest of the Arab world, particularly
in Jordan and Saudi Arabia, were considered important, it was in U.S.-
Egyptian relations that the need for stability and the reality of
crises lay.

In trying to deal with Egypt, the United States Government was
saddled with grave difficulties. Many Americans found it difficult to
understand or sympathize with Arab nationalism or the aspiration for
Arab unity. If Nasser spoke against the regime in Jordan or Iraq and
this was followed by riots, Nasser was automatically seen as responsible
for stirring up trouble. Until the Suez crisis of 1956, the United
States was also somewhat limited in what it could do in the Middle East

‘by its close association with Great Britain.
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The British presence and a distrust of Nasser's regime made
American policy-makers reluctant to become deeply involved in Egypt.
Still, the desire to enlist Egypt in a defensive alignment remained
great. These cross-pressures made United States involvement in the
Arab world tentative and uncertain. Consistent efforts were made to
avoid committing U.S. military forces and to keep from becoming the
major arms supplier to the countries of the Middle East. And yet, the
United States did make serious attempts to join with the British in
establishing defense pacts, to bring about a settlement of the Arab-
Israeli conflict, to expedite British withdrawal from Suez, and to
help some Arab countries with economic aid.

The question of supplying arms to the countries of the Middle
East was common to both the concern for defense against Soviet expansion
and the desire for a settlement of the Arab-Israeli conflict. The
twin objectives of defense and peace came into conflict in arms
policy, for in order to bring the Arab states into a delense organiza-
tion it would be necessary to offer arms. At the same time, a reduc-
tion of arms supplies was thought to be essential if the Arab-Israeli
dispute was to be contained or settled.

The Tripartite Declaration of 1950 represented an early attempt
to resolve these difficulties. Signed by the United States, Britain,
and France, the Declaration reflected American concern for arms
limitation and stability along the Arab-Israeli armistice lines. It
stated that the allies were opposed to ". . . the develcpment of an
arms race between the Arab states and Israel." In addition, the three
governments stated their opposition to the violation of boundaries
and armistice lines by force, and pledged to take action to prevent such
occurrences. The Soviet Union was not yet a major Middle East power,
and those drafting the Tripartite Declaration were not immediately
concerned with the possibilities of Soviet intrusions into the Middle
East. But despite the absence of an immediate Soviet threat to the
Arab world, efforts were soon under way to prepare for this eventuality.

The implications of the successes in Turkey and Iran in earlier years
were too great to resist, and in 1951 the United States sought to organize,

with the British, French, and Turks, a Middle East Defense Organization (MEDO).
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Why these efforts were made in the Arab world, where the Soviet threat
was potential, but not actual, can be partly explained by a bureaucratic
tendency to extend é sucéessful ﬁolicy to néw areas, whether appropriate
or not. The MEDO plan was short—lived, but the underlying desire to
align the Arab states on the side of the West dominated much of U.S.
policy well into the 1950s.

Despite these initial misconceptions of what American policy in
the Arab world could be, U.S.-Egyptian relations were relatively close,
both in the last year of Farouk's rule and in the early days of the
Naguib-Nasser regime.25 Prior to the July 23, 1952 coup against the
Farouk, the United States actively promoted social and economic reform
in Egypt. The momentum in U.S.-Egyptian relations built up under
Farouk and Ali Maher continued under the Revolutionary Command Council.

Meanwhile, the change of administration in Washington led to a new
look at the Middle East. 1In spring 1953, U.S. Secretary of State John
Foster Dulles traveled to the Middle East to examine the prospects for
some form of collective defense arrangements. As a result of this trip,
Dulles recognized that the Arab states were much more concerned about
the security threat posed by Israel than about any threat from the
Soviet Union.26 Dulles concluded that efforts to organize the Middle
East against Communist expansion should be limited to the countries
that shared the U.S. desire to contain the Soviet Union, namely the
"Northern Tier" countries, as he was to call them. But despite this
overt recognition of the limits on U.S. ability to draw the Arab countries
into military alliance with the West, Dulles did not give up the hope

of luring Nasser into closer cooperation.

25The U.S. Ambassador in Cairo, Jefferson Caffrey, was instrumental
in bringing about Farouk's peaceful departure from Egypt. Another
‘American, Kermit Roosevelt, identified Nasser as the man to deal with
ﬁfter 1952 and is reported to have become quite closely associated with

im.

26See E. B. Childers, The Road to Suez, MacGibbon and Kee, London,

1962, pp. 120-121, for Nasser's reply to Dulles that nationalism could
serve as the strongest barrier to Communism in the Middle East.




-20-

U.S. policy toward the Arab world underwent a shift in emphasis
in 1954, While defense was still a major concern, the search for a
settlement of the Arab-Israeli dispute began to take precedence. The
hope was that if the Arabs could reach a satisfactory arrangement with
the Israelis, it would be possible to interest them in joining Western
defense pacts.27 As early as October 1953, President Eisenhower
appointed Eric Johnston to search for an equitable means of sharing
the waters of the Jordan River. The purpose of this project was to
lessen political tensions between Arabs and Israelis by proposing
mutually advantageous economic schemes. Everything seemed to point
in favor of the Jordan water project. Water could be made available
to increase the amount of arable land, which in turn could facilitate
the resolution of the refugee problem by opening new areas to them
for resettlement.

More directly related to Egypt, the United States was talking to
Nasser about the possibilities of military aid. After having facili-
tated, through unusually effective diplomacy, an agreement between
Egypt and the British over evacuation of the Suez Canal base, the
United States was more eager than ever to bring Nasser into Western
defense agreements and to moderate his behavior toward Israel.2 Arms
were to be the primary means of accomplishing this. Initially, Nasser
asked for equipment to keep his military establishment happy. The
United States hinted at various offers, running from $40 million to
"8$100 million worth of equipment. This, it was thought, would help
make Nasser strong internally; then he could afford to take steps

to settle matters peacefully with Israel.

7 .
Louis L. Gerson, John Foster Dulles, Cooper Square Publishers,
Inc., New York, 1967, p. 257.
28

"The President's Proposal on the Middle East," Hearings before
the Committee on Foreign Relations and the Committee on Armed Services,
United States Senate, 85th Congress, January 14 to February 11, 1957,

pP. 791, contains the text of a letter dated July 15, 1954 sent - by
President Eisenhower to President Nasser, stating: ". . . simultaneously
with the conclusion of the Suez agreement with Great Britain, the

United States would enter into firm commltments with Egypt for economic

'a551stance for strengthening 1ts armed forces
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Fgyptian demands for arms radically changed following Israel's
massive surprise attack on Gaza in February 1955. As the tension
mounted, the U.S. intensified efforts to find a solution to the Arab-
Israeli conflict.29 Extra-governmental initiatiyes were taken to
encourage the U.N. to search for peace in the Middle East. Eventually
these suggestions resulted in U.N. Secretary-General Dag Hammerskjold's
visit to the area in February 1956. In August 1955, Dulles made a
speech to the Council on Foreign Relations that spelled out his views
on a possible settlement and what the U.S. would be willing to do to
guarqntegwfrontiers”andrto settle ;he refugee problem.

Meanwhile, Iraq and Turkey had agreed in early 1955 to form the
Baghdad Pact, and despite the fact that the United Statés did not
join it and had not even played a major role in bringing it about,
Nasser placed much of the blame on Washington.30 Nasser had long
been warning the United States in private that he would oppose any
Middle Fast defense pact that included an Arab country. This warning
had been passed on to Washington, but many U.S. officials were
nonetheless angered by Nasser's vehement opposition to Iraqi participation.

By spring 1955, Americans began to hear rumors of a possible
arms deal between Nasser and the Soviet Union.31 At the Geneva

Conference that summer Dulles and Molotov reportedly discussed

29J. R. Beal, John Foster Dulles: 1888-1959, Harper & Bros., New
York, 1959, p. 252, reports that after a detailed study of the Arab-
Israeli conflict, the State Department concluded early in 1955 that
the problems could be solved with outside help.

30Beal, p. 249, argues that after Dulles first suggested a

" Middle East defense pact in June 1953, the Turks took most of the
initiative, and the United States did nothing to advance the idea.
Dulles was apparently surprised when Iraq joined. This latter assess-
ment, however, is partially refuted by the report of the American Ambas-
sador to Iraq in 1954, Waldemar J. Gallman, who claims that Dulles
hoped Iraq would join the regional defense arrangements for the Middle
East. See Waldemar J. Gallman, Iraq Under Nuri, Johns Hopkins Press,
Baltimore, 1964.

31The actual date of the signing of the Soviet—-Egyptian arms deal,
which was announced in September 1955, is unclear, For conflicting
evidence, see Uri Ra'anan, The USSR Arms the Third World, The M.I.T.
Press, Cambridge, 1969, pp. 76-82; Kennett Love,.Suez: The Twice-Fought
War, McGraw-Hill Book Co., New York, 1969, pp. 83-128; and Miles Copeland,
The Game of Nations, Weidenfeld and Nicolson, London, 1969.
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Soviet arms to Egypt, but it is not clear whether Dulles considered
the arms deal more than a distant possibility. Dulles continued to
doubt reports that an agreement had been concluded by August, arguing
that this would be ''contrary to the spirit of Geneva.'" When Nasser
finally announced the arms deal in September, Dulles acted outraged
and even tried to get Nasser to change his mind.32

The arms deal provided dramatic evidence of Soviet desires to
gain influence in the Middie East. But this did not discourage Western
efforts to find a solution to the Arab-Israeli conflict. By October
1955, although the Johnston mission on sharing the Jordan River water had
reached an impasse, other efforts were still being puréuéd. On November 9,
1955, British Prime Minister Sir Anthony Eden spoke at the Guildhall of the
possibility of Israel's making territorial compromises, presumably
in the Negev, to reach a settlement with the Arabs. The Israelis
were furious. ©Nassey.of course, responded approvingly. Some U.S.
officials seemed to favor this plan.

The most significant American initiative toward Egypt came in
December 1955, when the U.S. offered to help Egypt fimance the
construction of the Aswan High Dam. This project appealed to Americans
because of its benevolent intent, its boldness of conception, and
its prospects of allowing the West to retain influence in Egypt. It
was. also hoped that Nasser would be discouraged from accepting further
arms shipments from the Soviet Union.

The year following the U.S. offer to participate in the construec-
~tion of the Aswan Dam was perhaps the most confusing in the history
of American dealings with the Middle East. 1t is nearly impossible
to sort out all the forces leading first to the U,S. decision to with-
draw the Aswan Dam offer in July, and then to the decision to oppose
the Anglo-French-Israeli attack on Egypt in October. Enough is known,
however, from published sources and interviews with participants in

the events to estimate the reasons behind these two dramatic decisions.

32Ambassador George Allen was sent to Cairo. See the account in
Wise and Ross, pp. 114-117.

33J. E. Dougherty, "The Aswan Decision in Perspective," Political
Science Quarterly, Vol. 74, No. 1, 1959, pp. 21-45; M. A. Fitzsimons,
"The Suez Crisis and Containment Policy,” The Review of Politics,
Vol. 19, No. 4, October 1957, pp. 419-445; Anthony Nutting, No End
of a Lesson: The Story of Suez, Constable, London, 1967; Hugh Thomas,
Suez, Harper & Row, New York, 1967.
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Following the creation of the Baghdad Pact, the U.S. had angered
the members of the new alliance by refusing to join. This decision
reflected American desires to avold cutting all ties with Egypt.

Israel would also have been likeiy to ask for a security treaty if
the U.S. had joined fhe Bagﬁdad Pact.34 In February 1956, Eden tried
to get the United States to "put teeth in the Tripartite Agreement"
by giving military backing to the stated guarantees of the armistice
lines., The United States again refused.

During this period Dulles became increasingly impatient with
efforts to deal constructively with Nasser, especially since Nasser
seemed to be using delaying tactics on the Aswan Dam offer to get
better terms from the United States. In mid-June, Dulles made a
speech about the immorality of neutralism which hinted that his
attitude toward Egypt was changing.

Finally in mid-July, the Egyptian ambassador to the United States |
Ahmed Hussein, flew to the United States with the declared intention
of accepting the U.S. offer to help construct the Aswan Dam. Before
his arrival, some U.S. policy-makers had already become discouraged
with the possibilities of maintaining good relations with Nasser.

Many of Dulles' top advisers on the Middle East no longer favored the
Aswan proposal. Congress was clear1§ opposed to the idea. In addition,
Senator Knowland, then Senate minority leader, told Dulles that the
Senate would not approve aid for the Aswan Dam, citing competition

with U.S. cotton producers as a reason.35 Congressman Rooney also
opposed the plan on the grounds that the United States should not

help an enemy of Israel. Others were dirritated with Nasser over
Egyptian arms agreements withbthe Soviet Union and for his recognition
of Communist China.

While Dulles' own motives in withdrawing the offer are still some-
what unclear, the pressure for him to do so was apparently great. Those
who were closest to him at the time, including a U.S. official who

attended the meeting between Dulles and the Egyptian ambassador, have

34Dwight D. Eisenhower, Waging Peace: 1956-1961, Doubleday & Co.,
Garden City, New York, 1965, p. 27.

Bbid., p. 32.
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reported that Dulles felt that ''the entire developing world was watching™
and that the United States was obliged to show that "it did not submit
to blackmail.”

The complex events following the withdrawal of the Aswan offer
are still not fuily understood. Nasser nationalized the Suez Canal
in what seemed to be a moment of outrage at the United States:; Eden
became obsessed with deposing the "Mussolini of the Nile'; the French
desperately hoped to solve their problems in Algeria by eliminating
Nasser; and the Israelis saw an opportunity to attack Egypt in concert
with Britain and France so as to achieve long-standing objectives
of eliminating guerrilla bases in Gaza and opening the Straits of
Tiran to Israeli shipping.

With ample warning of the possibility of an attack on Suez, Dulles
understandably sought to gain time by proposing various di?lomatic_
solutions to the crisis. As in the case of the Soviet arms deal, He
seemed to dismiss the intelligence reports that a joint British, French,
and Israeli attack on Egypt was in the making. This may have reflected
wishful thinking, for with elections approaching in November, American
officials above all wanted to avoid being drawn into a war in the
Middle East.

It seems that Dulles was somewhat less indignant and surprised
by the British, French and Israeli attack than he appeared.37 An
important element in bringing about U.S. disapproval may have been
Selwyn Lloyds' assurance to U.S. Ambassador in.Britain Winthrop
Aldrich the day before the attack that the British had no knowledge
of an impending Israeli strike against Egypt.38 In addition, Dulles
and Eisenhower were apparently irritated by the immediate British
‘request to help defend the pound. The secrecy and collusion of the

entire operation were distasteful to many Americans, as was the clear

36Moshe Dayan, Diary of the Sinai Campaign, Harper & Row, New
York, 1966.

7Gerson, John Foster Dulles, p. 283, implies that Eisenhower set
the course of American policy by ruling out military action as early
as July 28, 1956, at a White House meeting held in Dulles' absence.

38Thomas, Suez, p. 119. See, also, W. W. Aldrich, "The Suez
Crisis: A Footnote to History,'" Foreign Affairs, Vol. 45, No. 3,
April 1962, pp. 543-545.
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violation of the U.N. charter, in which Dulles, as a lawyer, continued
to believe.39 Whether or not Dulles was hoping to delay the U.N.
resolution calling for a cease-fire until the British had at least
disposed of Nasser is open to question. But on November 2, Dulles
fell ill, and it was left to Henry Cabot Lodge, perhaps with the
encouragement of Herbert Hoover, Jr., to push the resolution rapidly
through the U.N.40 However ambivalent Dulles may have felt at the
time, he claimed to a close aide near the end of his life that his
opposition to the attack on Suez was the only decision of his career
that he was completely certain was correct. For the rest, he said,
history would have to judge.

The actions of the United States in the Suez crisis illustrate
several important aspects of policy-making. Eisenhower and probably
Dulles as well seemed to feel that the failure of the British and the
French to consult with their major ally was a betrayal of trust that
should be condemned. Also, there was a strong feeling that the venture
could not possibly succeed in view of Britain's difficulties in the
preceding years in holding their base at Suez. Finally, the moral
and legal principles invoked by some of the major actors should not
be underestimated in any assessment of the dominant factors shaping
the American decision to oppose two of its closest allies.41 Evidence
is lacking that decisions at the peak of the crisis were strongly
motivated by concerns with domestic Jewish reaction, the New York
vote, the desires of the president of Standard 0il, or any other

organized domestic interest.

39According to Emmet John Hughes, The Ordeal of Power: A Political
Memoir of the Eisenhower Years, Atheneum, New York, 1963, p. 219,
Eisenhower was most angered by the poor military judgments shown by
the British and French. :

40Gerson, p. 297, says that Lodge, unlike Dulles, did this
"without a 'heavy heart.'"

41In Hughes, p. 213, Eisenhower is quoted as saying, "'Are they
going to dare us —- dare us to defend the Tripartite Declaration?"
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From the time of the Suez crisis to the landing of American troops
in Lebanon, the United States was searching for new policy guidelines
in the Middle East. Serious efforts were made to undo the consequences
of the Suez crisis, and the United States finally brought about Israeli
withdrawal from Sinai by using various threats and promises.42 British
and French prestigé in the Middle East fell to an all-time low. Many
Arabs were grateful for American opposition to the Suez aggression.

In such circumstances one might have anticipated new U.S. initiatives
to capitalize wupon this strong position in the Middle East to pre-
vent further Soviet encroachments.

But instead of new policies, the United States Government
reverted to the familiar theme of 'defending the Middle East.' The
form in which this was expressed was the Eisenhower Doctrine, which

stated that

. « . the United States is prepared to use armed forces to
assist any nation or group of such nations requesting assis-
tance against armed aggression from any country controlled
by international communism. . . .

The rationale lying behind the Eisenhower Doctrine was somewhat
more complex than the terms of the Doctrine indicate. American
officials realized that the Suez crisis had seriously undermined the
ability of the British and French to play a role in stabilizing the
Middle East. By asserting the Eisenhower Doctrine, they were letting
it be known that the United States would still respect the principles
of the Triparfite Declaration. The United States therefore declared
itself the major peacekeeper in the Middle East, not only against
"international Communism,'’ but against other sources of instability
as well. But to many Arabs, who felt that the United States was

incapable of distinguishing between Communism and Arab nationalism,

42Eisenhower, pp. 185-186. Cutting off priﬁate aid to Israel,
which amounted to about $100 million yearly, was contemplated if
Israel refused to withdraw.
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the Eisenhower Doctrine seemed to be the perfect justification
for future American involvement in inter-Arab conflicts. Nasser,
not without some justification, felt that the doctrine was aimed
against him and he reacted with predictable hostility.43

Once again, American policy as expressed in the Eisenhower Doctrine
was less a response to domestic pressures than a reflection of the
limited imaginations of top policy-makers. Formulas derived from U.S.
experiences in Turkey and Iran were still influencing policies toward
the Arab world a decade later. The major sources of limitations on
policy—makers at this time were of their own creation and were of a
psychological nature. American officials accepted uncritically a
large nﬁmbefrof value-laden terms to describe the Middle East,
and when all of these were strung together, the policies they led to
were nearly predictable. For example, phrases such as ''power vacuum,"
"traditional Soviet interests in the Middle East," ”outflénking NATO,"
and “"the strategic crossroads of three continents" promoted an image
of the importance of the Middle East and of the threat to U.S. interests
there that inevitably led to thoughts of military responses and alliances
to deal with the political problems of the area. Were it not for the
fact that this approach to the region practically destroyed any basis
for dealing with many of the Arab states, the Eisenhower Doctrine
would have been harmless enough. As it was, its effects were relatively
limited and short-lived. Even the landings in Lebanon in July 1958
were more the last act in a worn—out approach to the Middle East
than a reaffirmation of a cherished policy.

The theme of anti—Communism in the Eisenhower Doctrine dominated
public and private thinking on the Middle East during 1957 and 1958.
American concern over Communism and Soviet domination in the Middle
East had grown since the early 1950s. Under this influence, U.S.

policy-makers viewed events in Jordan and Syria in 1957 with great

anxiety.

4SSee the "Exchange of Letters Between President John F. Kennedy
and President Gamal Abd an-Nasir," Middle Fastern Affairs, November 1962,
p. 275; also Eisenhower, pp. 115-116, on the decision after Suez to
try to build up King Saud as a counterweight to Nasser.

44Malcolm Kerr, '""Coming to Terms with Nasser: Attempts and Failures,'
International Affairs, Vol. 43, No. 1, January 1967, p. 74.
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In Jordan, a pro—Nasser regime had come to power in October 1956
in an election that was closer to being democratic than any previous
one. The United States seems to have viewed the outcome as a reflection
of Nasser's subversive, and perhaps even worse, pro—Communist influence:
Accordingly, the U.S. gave support to King Hussein the following spring
so that he might stand up to this threat to his authority. The Sixth
Fleet made a few menacing maneuvers, the King re-established control,
and the crisis subsided.

But in Syria events seemed much more serious, especially after a
pro-Soviet officer was named Chief of Staff. While the story of U.S.
efforts to prevent what was feared to be an impending Communist take-
over has yet to be fully revealed, it is clear that there arose deep
concern in Washington about the whole Middle East "going Communist.”45
The Turkish Government became particularly insistent that something
be done to remove the regime in Damascus, and for a time the Iraqis
seemed willing to take the lead in any such operation.4 The United
States, while not being the primary instigator of these military
pressures on Syria, seemed prepared to give help if it should be
needed "following Syrian aggression.'

The Syrian crisis subsided, however, as the Arab countries, led
by Saudi Arabia, backed down from any challenge to Syria and instead

began to warn against U.S. aggression. Then, in a dramatic move to

solve internal problems of anarchy and of a growing Communist challenge,
the Syrians turned to Egypt with a plea for immediate union between
the two countries. The United States was saved from the onus of doing
to the Syrian Communists what the Egyptians were equally happy to do.
But fear that Syria had almost 'gone over to the Communists™
haunted policy-makers who dealt with the Middle East. The result of
this anxiety was that when a new crisis arose in the region as it was
bound to do, the hand of the Communists was once again perceived.

This time, however, the threat appeared in Lebanon.

45Eisenhower, pp. 196-198.

6
4 Patrick Seale, The Struggle for Syria: A Study of Post-War
Politics, Oxford University Press, London, 1965, pp. 296-302, gives
a detailed account of this episode.
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Civil war had begun in Lebanon in spring 1958, partly as a result
of pro-Western President Camille Chamoun's desire to extend his term
of office, in violation of the constitution.47 Syria seems to have
given some aid to the rebels, and Chamoun was extremely anxious to
obtain U.S. support, including the dispatch of troops if necessary.
The United States was sympathetic to his request, but did not act
immediately. By early July it seemed that the crisis was subsiding.

Then, on July 14, 1958, the pro-Western regime in Iraq was over—
thrown in a military coup. Once again the specter of Communist aggres-
sion in the Middle East arose in the minds of some Americans. In
an atmosphere of immense confusion U.S. troops were ordered to land
in Lebanon to provide security for Chamoun's government.48

The landing of American troops was intended to reduce the pos-—
sibility that the Iraqi revolution would set off a shock wave of
unrest throughout the Arab world that might endanger the regime in
Jordan. Overthrow of the Jordan Government could prompt Israel to
seize the West Bank of the Jordan River, which could trigger a full-
scale Arab-Israeli war. A show of American and British force, it
was hoped, would prevent this sequence of dangerous events.

With unusually good luck, this unique example of a U.S. military
venture in the Middle East was quite successful. Virtually no
hostilities occurred, a measure of calm was rapidly brought to the
country, and U.S. efforts to mediate the conflict in Lebanon produced

a successor to Chamoun who was acceptable to the United States and

Nasser, as well as to the Lebanese.

47Robert Murphy, Diplomat Among Warriors, Doubleday & Co., Inc.,
Garden City, New York, 1964, pp. 404-405, gives some of the back-
ground to this crisis and describes his own important role as President
Eisenhower's envoy in resolving the dispute.

8A barely disguised account of what went on in the Staté Depart-
ment in response to the Iraqi coup is given in B. M. Sapin, The Making
of United States Foreign Policy, Frederick A. Praeger, New York, 1966,
pp. 389-391, in an essay by Charlton Ogburn. See also C. W. Thayer,
Diplomat, Harper & Bros., New York, 1959, Chapters 1-3. It was
reported in the Los Angeles Times, November 8, 1968, p. 6, that the
National Security Council cepposed sending troops to Lebanon, but
Eisenhower overruled their objections.
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By October 1958, U.S. troops were withdrawn from Lebanon, and
a turbulent era in American relations with the Middle East came to a
close. In retrospect, it seemed to some observers that American troops
were less important in solving the crisis than were the mediating
skills of the President's envoy, Robert Murphy. This was perhaps a hint
that diplomacy might be at least as effective as military action in
dealing with many problems in the Middle East.

A hajor obstacle to the success of American policy efforts in
the first deCéde of aétive invol?ement in the Middle East wasrmis—
judgment by officials of the region's political forces. For example,
policy-makers overestimated both the vulnerability of the Arab countries to
Communist or Nasserist ''subversion" and the military threat from the
Soviet Union in regions other than the Northern Tier. They under-
estimated the insolubility of the Arab-Israeli dispute and the opposition
of Arab nationalism to both Western influence and Soviet Communism;
and they overvalued regional military alliances; Had it not been for
these misunderstandings of regional political forces, the United States
might have made fewer efforts to enlist Arab countries in defense
agreements and would have felt less compelled to intervene openly or
clandestinely in inter—-Arab and internal Arab problems. Positive
neutralism might have been accepted, and the Aswan Dam agreement
might have been carried through. But the Arab-Israeli conflict and
inter-Arab tensions would no doubt have remained. It would have been
difficult to satisfy Egypt's request for arms, primarily for
reasons of American domestic politics, as long as those arms might
be used against Israel. This was .clearly the point where American
efforts to court Nasser were most likely to break down. The Soviet

Union eventually recognized this vulnerable point in American policy.

NEW POLICIES TOWARD THE ARAB WORLD 1959-1967.

The decade from 1959 to 1969 encompassed the greatest successes
and most dramatic failures of American policy in the Middle East.

‘Once again the critical measures of ‘success or failure lay in U.S.
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relations with Nasser and in the degree of conflict between Israel

and her Arab neighbors. Other regional interests of the United

States were also changing during the decade, partly in response to
developments in the Arab-Israeli area. For example, the very close
relations between the United States and the Northern Tier countries
deteriorated somewhat, because of active Soviet diplomacy and because
the Soviet Union had become a regional power of considerable importance.
The Cyprus dispuﬁe between Greece and Turkey further worsened American~
Turkish relations.

These developments were generally accepted in Washington with a
degree of calm that would have been unlikely in the previous decade.
This was due primarily to thé fact that perceptions of U.S. interests
in the Middle East were changing and policy-makers were becoming more
sophisticated in understanding the forces of Arab nationalism, positive
neutrality, and anticolonialism.

The changing evaluation of U.S. interests was related to technological
developments that reduced the importance of certain '"vital interests"
to U.S. global strategy. As ICBM's evolved in the late'l950s, forward
bases and missile sites in the Middle East seemed less important
to the global military posture of the United States. O0il came to be
seen more as an economic probiem than a vital resource. The TU.S.
could tap other sources of oil, though at substantially higher produc-
tion costs, and the oil market seemed to favor the buyer. The Middle
Eastern countries, on the contrary, had to sell their oil to Western
Europe, for no alternative_market existed. 1In the 1960s, the Soviet
Union did not seem capablé?of consuming the oil of the Middle East,
although it might be able to cast doubt on the continuing flow of oil
to Western Europe on favorable terms. The prospect that the Soviet
Union might become an oil-importing country by the 1970s somewhat
altered this picture by the late 1960s. But thewthreatening image
of the Soviet hand on the oil tap of the Middle East had begun tb

~fade. Likewise, the Suez Canal, although considered a convenience,
appeared not quite as '"vital" to world commerce as before, particularly
after the Arab-Israeli war of June 1967. Clearly, the U.S. objective
in the Middle East of keeping the Soviet Union out had failed by 1958,

but the consequences were less catastrophic than had been feared.
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United.States objectives in the Middle East after 1958 reflected
these changes. The dominant concern was to avoid a direct United
States-Soviet Union confrontation in the Middle East that could lead
to a nuclear war between the superpowers. Since a renewal of conflict
between Arabs and Israelis could increase the likelihood of this pos-—
sibility, containment of the Arab-Israeli dispute became a second
objective of U.S. policy-makers. To reach these objectives, the
United States tried to encourage the Arab states, in particular the
U.A.R., to concentrate on internal economic development. Thus, a
third "interest" of the United States became the promotion of 'develop-
ment” in the entire region. If these objectives could govern policy,
other interests or concerns, such as o0il, Israel's security, the Suez
Canal, overflight rights, American investments, and use of military
facilities would be safeguarded..

This redefinition of U.S. interests was made possible in part by
the realization that the crises of 1957 and 1958 had led neither to
a Communist-dominated nor to a Nasser-dominated Middle East. After
1958, the Iraqis were bitterly hostile to Nasser, and as Iraq moved
closer to the Soviets, Nasser became shrilly anti-Communist. The
Syrian-Egyptian union proved not to be the prelude to a massive,
Nasser-oriented, united Arab world, but rather a source of persistent
tension in inter—-Arab relations. When the union dissolved in 1961,
many felt that Arab unity was a harmless fiction. Finally, following
the Israeli withdrawal from Sinai in 1957, relative calm came to the
Israeli-Egyptian border, and some Americans were convinced that time
would accomplish what no deliberate policy could possibly achieve.

Essential to the success of the revised American approach to the
Middle East was the decision to take new initiatives toward Nasser
and to allow him to practice positive neutralism so long as he was
willing to keep the Arab-Israeli dispute "on ice." As an incentive
for Nasser to cooperate, the U.S. began a large-scale program of food
aid, consisting of PL 480 shipments of wheat, in 1959. Althoﬁgh the
aid was ostensibly given "without strings,” both sides ééemed-fb |

understand that moderation toward Israel was expected of Nasser.
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From 1959 to 1963, this policy worked remarkably well, and the
Middle East dropped from the headlines to a much welcomed obscurity.

Talk of a modus vivendi with the Soviets in the Middle East was common,

and for the first time essays on the Middle East showed a trace of
optimism.49 The reversal of these favorable developments and the
events that finally led to the war of June 1967 are most instructive
in revealing the difficulties of following a coherent and effective
policy toward the Middle East. The experience also illustrates the
problems faced by Americans in carrying out sustained initiatives in
foreign policy generally, and shows how Congress and public opinion
can undermine policies favored by only one part of the foreign affairs
bureaucracy.so In addition, U.S. policy toward the Middle East in
the 1960s reveals the inability of top—level decision-makers to give
sustained attention to non-crisis areas.

A "new look" in America's Middle East policy emerged in 1959
and 1960, and the Kennedy Administration was the beneficiary of
renewed contacts with Nasser. This policy fit remarkably well into
the overall pattern of Kennedy's foreign policy, for it stressed
both dialogue and development. Two presidential advisers were
particularly anxious to pursue these initiatives: Walt Rostow was
a theoretician of economic development, and Robert Komer became an
advocate of dialogue.

President Kennedy himself seems to have believed it possible to
pursue new policies in the Middle East and perhaps even to move
toward a partial settlement of the Arab-Israeli conflict. Aware of

the potential influence of the American Jewish community against

49For example, see R. H. Nolte, "United States Policy and the
Middle East,'" in G. G. Stevens, ed., The United States and the Middle
East, Prentice-Hall Inc., Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey, 1964.

0An exaggerated concern with the influence of domestic groups
on foreign policy is found in G. F. Kennan, op. cit., p. 185, where
he wrote the following after a brief trip through the Middle East in
1944: "Our government is technically incapable of conceiving and
promulgating a long-term consistent policy toward areas remote from
its own territory. Our actions in the field of foreign affairs are
the convulsive reactions of politicians to an internal political life
dominated by vocal minorities." '



—34—

any policy it saw as favorable to the Arabs or hostile to Israel,
Kennedy concluded after his election, according to a close adviser,
that he could resist Zionist pressures because the Zionists had
nowhere else to go but the Democratic Party. During his presidential
campaign, Kennedy had avoided the temptation to make strongly pro-
Israeli speeches, despite his concern for the New York Jewish vote:
Thus he felt that his hands were not tied in dealing with the Middle
East.
In addition to continuing aid to the U.A.R. and increasing
his contacts with Arab heads of state, Kennedy was also eager
to eliminate or minimize some of the basic causes of the Arab-
Israeli conflict. The Arab refugee problem seemed the best place
to begin. A solution to this problem, it was thought, might reduce
tensions throughout the Middle East.
As early as spring 1961, the Kennedy Administration was exploring
the idea of having a special United‘Nations representative look
for new solutions to the Arab refugee problem. The president of
the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, Joseph E. Johnson,
was asked to become the special representative of the United Nations
Conciliation Commission for Palestine in August 1961. He was
requested to submit a proposal for settling the Arab refugee problem
in accordance with numerous U.N. resclutions. Johnson's interim
report of November suggested that the chances for finding a solution
to the refugee problem were sufficiently high to justify continuing
the effort. From this second assignment, Johnson produced a plan
in the fall of 1962 that recognized the right of Arab refugees to
repatriation or compensation, while providiﬁg means to insure’fhat
the number of Arabs who might actually return to Israel would be kept
to a level acceptable to the Israeli Government. This promising
initiative failed, however, and the reasons are once again instructive.
From the beginning, the Johnson mission seemed to have strong
backing in the State Department. Support from other quarters, however,
‘was less forthcoming. The American public showed little interest in
a proposal to settlejthe refugee problem. President Kennedy himself,

5lJ. E. Johnson, "Arab‘vs. Israeli: A Persistent Challenge to
Americans," The Middle East Journal, Vol. 18, No. 1, Winter 1964,

51
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while apparently concerned with the issue, had only limited time and
resources to devote to this complex problem.

The Israelis, who have consistently argued since the early 1950s
that no settlement of the refugee problem could take place outside
the framework of a full Arab-Israeli peace treaty, strongly opposed
the Johnson plan. Israeli opposition raised the domestic political
costs to the President of supporting the plan. The Egyptians were
also skeptical of the proposal. As long as the plan seemed to have
some chance of being accepted, efforts were made to reduce domestic
opposition to the Johnson plan, and the U.S. made direct requests to
the Tsraelis to temper the opposition of their American supporters.
It became clear, however, that the Johnson initiative was something
of a political liability for Kennedy.

The end of the Kennedy Administration's attempts to deal with
the refugee problem came in the fall of 1962. As the Congressional
elections approached, the President was obviously interested in
getting as many Democrats as possible elected. Some of the large
campaign contributors to the Democratic Party were Jews sympathetic
to Israel, and Kennedy was reportedly told that some campaign con-
tributions would be withheld from Democratic congressional candidates
unless the Johnson initiative was stopped.52 In the absence of
countervailing pressures, this threat may have been effective, and
eventually the Johnson initiative lost presidential backing.

The fate of the Johnson plan for Arab refugees illustrates only
one facet of the interplay between domestic politics and foreign
policy. Although U.S. foreign policy in the Middle East is not simply
dictated by pro-Israeli preséure groups, certain policy initiatives
can be strongly influenced by the combined efforts of mobilized
Jewish opinion and the threat of withholding campéign contributions.

While pro-TIsraeli pressures need not necessarily constrain a
determined President, theydo mean that any policy initiative seen

- as hostile to Israel or favorable to the Arabs runs clear domestic

2
This interpretation is supported by reports of several well-
placed informants.
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political risks. If such efforts are to be made, means may be sought
to deflect domestic pressures, either by adopting a United Nations
formula or by pursuing the policy in private rather than in public.
This requires concentration and sustained attention on the part of
policy-makers, and in the absence of compelling reasons to devote
large resources to such initiatives it is more likely that policy will
follow lines of less resistance.
The failure of the Johnson mission was not responsible, however,
for the deterioration of U.S5.-U.A.R. relations between 1964 and 1967,
that may have made the outbreak of war in 1967 more likely than would
otherwise have been the case. Rather, it was the Yemeni conflict
and the attempts of the United States to usevfood aid for political
purposes that led to the downward spiral in U.S.-U.A.R. relations.
As early as December 1962, the United States had decided to
recognize the Yemen Republic, despite the hostility of Jordan and
Saudi Arabia to this decision. Recognition was granted in the belief
that the Yemeni Republicans were effectively in control of most of
the country and with the desire to prove that the United States did
not always side with traditional forces in the Middle East.53 With
recognition, however, came involvement, and soon the United States was
seeking for some means to mediate the dispute between Nasser and Saudi
Arabia's King Faisal in the Yemen. Several near successes were achieved, but
each time agreements broke down. Meanwhile the United States was implying
to Nasser that continued PL 480 aid was contingent upon his withdrawal '
from the Yemen. While this type of 'string'" seems to have been tacitly
accepted by Nasser with regard to Israel, it was too much for him to
allow the United States to dictate U.A.R. policy in the Arab world as
well. Strains inevitably emerged in U.S.-U.A.R. relations.
By 1963-1964, several changes were apparent in United States policy
toward the Middle East. First, there was growing disillusionment wifh
the policy of trying to maintain close relations with Nasser. Congr?ss
“was unhappy with the policy of giving aid to the U.A.R. while Egyptién
53J. S. Badeau, who was largely responsible for the U.S. decision
to recognize the Yemeni Republican regime, gives a detailed account of

this episode in The American Approach to the Arab World, Harper & .
Row, New York, 1968, Chapter 7. '
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troops were participating in the Yemeni conflict. Senator Hickenlooper
of Iowa was particularly concerned with this issue.

A shift in policy paralleled the decline in U.S.-U.A.R. relations,
namely a gradual increase in U.S.-Israeli military cooperation follow-
ing the sale of Hawk missiles to Israel in 1963. With time, the supply
of sophisticated U.S. weapons to Israel became a major element in
U.S.-Israeli relations. For the United States, the provision of
conventional arms to Israel became an important means of forestalling
Israeli development of nuclear weapons. U.S. concern over Israel's
nuclear potential grew out of a general opposition to nuclear
proliferation and a fear of the consequences of such development in
the Middle East.

Against this background of disillusionment with Nasser and closer
cooperation with Israel, top U.S. policy-makers simply lost interest
in the Middle East. President Johnson was generally less concerned
with trying to carry on a policy of dialogue with the Arab states
than Kennedy had been, and as the intractable problems with Vietnam
grew in 1964 and 1965, neither the President nor the Secretary of
State had much time to consider the equally complex, but less urgent,
issues of the Middle East. When the attention of the top-level policy-
makers is focused elsewhere, it is nearly impossible to carry out
sustained initiatives in the Middle East. Policy almost necessarily
becomes reactive, and only crises bring on new decisions.

Toward the end of 1964, U.S.-U.A.R. relations began to decline
rapidly. Added to the Yemeni conflict, which was a persistent source
of tension, was a series of unpleasant incidents that increased bad
feelings on both sides. When the U.A.R aided the Congo rebels in
1964 and the United States became involved in the Stanleyville
rescue operation, U.S. and U.A.R. policieés in the Congo clashed head
on. In Cairo, African students burﬁed down the USIA library as
Egyptian police stood quietly by.54

At this very time, the U.S. Congress had under review a request

to extend PL 480 aid to Egypt, and senators and congressmen were

54See Kerr, p. 79.
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predictably unenthusiastic about continuing aid to Nasser. Tension
increased when the U.A.R. Air Force shot down an American oil company
plane that had strayed into Egyptian air space. The U.S. Ambassador
in Cairo, Lucius Battle, had been approached by the Egyptians about
the possibility of increasing the food aid program before the end of
the calendar year. Given the events of the preceding weeks, Battle
refused to discuss the matter of the increase. 1In a typical bit of
rhetoric, Nasser reacted to what he perceived as a U.S. threat to

cut off aid by declaring at Port Said, on December 23, 1964:

But if the Americans think that they are giving us a little
aid to dominate and control our policy, I would like to tell
them we are sorry. . ... The U.S. ambassador has told the
deputy premier that he cannot at present talk about this mat—
ter [PL 480 aid] at all. Why? Because he does not like

our conduct, that is, conduct here in Egypt. I would like
him to know that whoever does not like our conduct can go
drink up the sea. If the Mediterranean is not sufficient,
. there is the Red Sea too. We can give him that as well.
What I want to say is that we cannot sell our independence
for the sake of 30 or 40 or 50 million (Egyptian) pounds. 35

To the anger of the Egyptians, the United States began to delay ship-
ments of wheat that had already been promised.

When the PL 480 agreement expired in June 1965, the State Depart—
ment was able to secure further aid on a short-term, three-to—six-—
month basis, after intense pleading with Congress. Ambassador Battle
continued to try to convince Nasser that the United States wished to
cooperate with the U.A.R., but expected cooperation in return. Further
aid would depend on an improved climate in U.S.-U.A.R. relations in
order to overcome political problems in the United States. The
few instances of Nasser's willingness to:demonstrate goodwill, such as
the cessation of aid to the Congo rebels and help in reconstituting
the USIA library, generally went unnoticed in Washington. Nonetheless,
Battle's personal relations with both Nasser and the influential
editor of Al Ahram, Muhammad Hassanein Heikal, were quite good.

55Radio Cairo, December 23, 1964.
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After a brief improvement, U.S.-U.A.R. relations rapidly
deteriorated in late 1966 and early 1967.56 United States aid to
the U.A.R. was finally suspended in February 1967, and in March
Ambassador Battle left Cairo. His replacement did not arrive until
late May. In the intervening months, one more unpleasant incident
occurred in the Yemen, when two Americans were arrested on contrived
charges. Secretary of State Rusk was extremely annoyed, and diplo-
matic relations with the U.A.R. were nearly broken. In this

atmosphere, the events leading to the Arab-Israeli war of Jume 1967

took place.

U.S. POLICY AND THE SIX DAY WAR

Signs of renewed Arab-Israeli tensions had been recognized in
Washington early in 1966. The Israeli attack on the Jordanian town
of Samu in November 1966 confirmed the growing danger to peace, as
did the Israeli air battle with the Syrians in April 1967. These
two events momentarily alarmed Washington policy-makers, but in early
May there was little sense of impending war except in the highest
levels of the State Department. Not until mid-May did the growing
crisis in the Middle East demand serious attention throughout the

government.

56The same process could be observed in U.S. relations with Algeria,
and once again food aid became a major irritant as the United States
tried to link continued shipments of wheat to a less anti-American stance
toward the Vietnam war. The Hickenlooper amendment also created dif-
ficulties in trying to maintain reasonably good relations.

57The following version of U.S. policy and the June 1967 war is based
primarily on interviews with American participants in the events des-
cribed. In addition, some useful information has been drawn from
published works, especially: Michel Bar-Zohar, Histoire secréte de la
guerre d'Israel, Fayard, Paris, 1968; Walter Laqueur, The Road to
Jerusalem: The Origins of the Arab-Israeli Conflict, The Macmillan Co.,
New York, 1968; Theodore Draper, Israel and World Politics, Viking
Press, New York, 1968; Maxime Rodinson, Israel and the Arabs, Penguin
Books, London, 1968; and E. V. Rostow, Law, Power and the Pursuit of
Peace, The University of Nebraska Press, Lincoln, 1968, Chapter 5.
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With the announcement by President Nasscr on May 22 that the
Straits of Tiran would be closed to Israeli shipping and to strategic
cargoes bound for the Israeli port of Elath, a renewed war between
Arabs and Israelis seemed imminent to many officials in Washington.
What occurred in U.S. policy-making circles over the next three weeks
is almost impossible to know with certainty, and many of the high-level
participants in these confusing events providé quite different accounts
of what decisions were made, the motivations of key actors, and the
expectations that guided policy choices. Such confusion is not
uncommon in the making of foreign policy, but in the Arab-Israeli case
the normal difficulties were compounded by the fact that the locus
of decision-making rapidly shifted from the "expert' level of the
State Department to the senior levels of State, to the Pentagon, and
to the President and his close advisers. Under;éecretary of State
Eugene Rostow was one of the major figures responsible for Middle
Eastern policy before the war of June 5, and McGeorge Bundy subsequently
played an important role in coordinating American policy in the after-
math of the war. Neither of these men claimed to be an expert on
vthe Middle East, but both enjoyed the confidence of the President
and were sensitive to general problems of foreign policy and to such
political constraints on policy-makers as public opinion and congressional
attitudes.

Several questions concerning United States policy before and
immediately after the June war have been raised. Among the most
intriguing are the following: Did U.S. policy seek to restrain both
the Arabs and the Israelis from starting a war -or was American policy
really that of quietly urging Israel to reopen the Straits of Tiran
by itself? Was the effort to put together a multilateral fleet a
serious one, and were unilaperal”UgS.Pacgigns.considerﬁdZ, How: com-
mitted were U.S. policy—ﬁakers to éidihé Israel if it got into
military trouble? How confident was the United States that a diplo-
matic solution to the crisis could be found? Finally, what impact
did oil companies or American Zionists have on U.S. foreign policy in

" this crisis? Some of these questions can now be answered with confidence.
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Following the closing of the Straits of Tiran, at least four
distinct groups, each with its own policy preferences and concerns,
influenced the actions of the United States Government. Within the
Department of State, the top~level decision-makers and the desk

officers of thé‘Néar'Eastern Affairs Bureau followed divergent lines
of thought and proposed quite different actions. At the top level,
Eugene Rostow and Dean Rusk preferred some form of action that would
: bdfh prevent war and keep Nasser from winning a diplomatic victory.
It is fair to say that they were deeply concerned over the possibility
that Nasser might emerge from the crisis'as a revitalized force in the
Middle East, and visions of a "Nasserite" take-over in the oil-rich
Arab countries were not absent from their minds. The combined desire
té deflate Nasser's prestige and to prevent war led to their activist
orientation.
Some of the "Arabists" in the State Department, as well as
Ambassadors to Arab countries, shared féw of the beliefs of their
superiors. They were pessimistic‘éboutvthe prospect of finding a peace-
:fﬁl solution to the crisis, and above all felt that the United Staﬁés
should not get involved in a potentially violent conflict in the
‘Mﬁddle East. The historical<analoéyjfhat dominated. their thinking .

was the Suez crisis of 1956. Some feared thaf'if the United States
moved to open the Straits of Tiran,'it‘might provoke a violent con-
frontation with Nasser and the Unitea.étatés might be obliged to attack
Egyptian air fields. Such military action on Israel's behalf looked
all too much like the British-French-Israeli collusion that occurred

in 1956. 1In the aftermath of that crisis, of course, British influence
in the Middle East rapidly declined. A prolonged political crisis

or a violent confrontation between the United States and the U.A.R.
would severely damage American interests throughout the Arab world.

If conflict was inevitable, it was thought, Israel should act alone,
and preferably only against Egypt. Prompt Israeli action to reopen

the Straits might serve to limit the war and prevent Jordan from

being drawn in. Few doubted that Israel would easily defeat the Arab
armies, and some felt that an Israeli victory, followed by U.S. pres-
sure to bring about Israeli withdrawal, would allow the United States

to emerge from the crisis in a very strong position. The combination
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of these images led them to believe that the U.S. should take no
overt action in the crisis.

Reactions in the Pentagon to the crisis in the Middle East seemed
to center on the image of a "second Vietnam.' Because of the massive
American involvement in Southeast Asia, the military was reluctant to
use force in another part of the world. Secretary of Defense Robert
McNamara was reported to have feared another "McNamara's war." In
addition to this anti-interventionist sentiment, the military seemed
convinced that Israel could easily win if fighting were to break out
in the Middle East. With this assurance, the Pentagon was quick to
demonstrate that American involvement, even in an effort to reopen
the Straits, might require a large commitment of both air and land
forces, which were not then available in the area. No use of American
forces, whether unilateral or multilateral, seemed attractive to
military planners.

President Johnson and his advisers in the White House were deeply
aware of the need for Congressional approval for any commitment of
U.S. forces. Conscious of the lessons of Vietnam and the aftermath
of the Gulf of Tonkin resolution, and anticipating demands by Senator
Fulbright and others that any U.S. action should receive prior clear-
ance from Congress, the President was cautious in considering alterna-
tive policies. He did, however, express strong approval of having a
multilateral fleet open the Straits.

Against this background of diverse images —- a strengthened Nasser,
the Suez crisis of 1956, Vietnam, and a reluctant Congress —— policies
were considered and decisions were made. Immediately after the Straits
of Tiran were closed, the British had suggested that a multilateral
naval force be assembled to reopen the Straits. American policy-makers
welcomed this initiative and began to sound out other nations
concerning their participation in such a fleet.

After considerable debate at high levels in the government, two
alternative policies were seriously considered. The first was to go
ahead with the multilateral fleet to open the Straits. The second

, 58 . .
was to allow the Israelis to act on their own. Top presidential

58Bar—Zohar, p. 142. Also, Draper, pp. 89-90.
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advisers all advocated the first alternative, and the Pentagon was
given primary responsibility for assembling the necessary forces.

The Israelis had been asked by the United States to refrain from
action for forty-eight hours after the closing of the Straits. After
further requests, the United States Government thought it had two
weeks before Israel would act on its own. During that time the
United States was to try to induce action by the United Nations. If
this failed, a group of maritime nations would be asked to join in
declaring the Straits of Tiran international waters, which could then
justify the use of a multilateral fleet to reopen the Straits.

The visit of Israeli Foreign Minister Abba Eban to the United
States on May 26-27 to discuss the multilateral fleet added to the
confusion surrounding the crisis. The United States had assumed that
the closure of the Straits of Tiran was the major reason for the
crisis, but by the time Eban arrived in Washington, the Israeli Govern-
ment professed that the real threat came from the concentration of
Egyptian troops in Sinai. Through Eban, the Israelis tried to’'play
up the threat of attack from the U.A.R., but U.S. officials, on the
basis of intelligence reports, were skeptical of the Israeli evidence.
The suspicion was widespread that the Israelis were providing inaccurate
intelligence to support their claim of an impending Egyptian attack.

A crisis of confidence between Israel and the United States and

between Eban and his own government seems to have grown out of this
argument over whether the issue at stake was the closure of the Straits
or the mobilization in Sinai. _ )

Meanwhile, ﬁ.S. effortsito form a multilateral fleet and to
secure a declaration of maritime powers were meeting with little
success. The Pentagon remained skeptical of the usefulness of such a
fleet, and seems to have done little to bring it into existence. 1In
his meeting with Eban, President Johnson told the Foreign Minister
that the United States was serious about reopening the Straits but
that such action would take time and would require Congressional

59Laqueur, p. 135. Abba Eban brought to Washington the text of
conversations with Dulles in 1957, describing the understanding reached
on terms for Israeli withdrawal from Sinai. The understanding acknowl-
edged Israel's right under Article 51 of the United Natioms Charter to
use force to open the Straits if they were closed by force. The American

copy of this document could not be located, though its authenticity was
verified.



~44-

approval. Eban was thought by some to have left the meeting with a
feeling of disappointment. President Johnson himself turned to his
aides after Eban's departure and reportedly said: "I've failed.
They'll go."

When Eban returned to Israel, however, he argued that the United
States should be allowed to pursue its efforts to reopen the Straits.
He stressed the determination of the United States to act, which was
not believed by many of his colleagues, some of whom felt that the
United States would prefer to have Israel deal with the problem itself.

As the crisis continued, the Israelis became increasingly
skeptical of the willingness of the United States to act, and the
head of Israeli Intelligence Services, Meir Amit, was sent on a secret
mission to the United States to verify the impression that no initia-
tives would be forthcoming to reopen the Straits and that the United
States would not be too upset if Israel acted on its own.60 But
rather than check with Secretary Rusk or Under;Secretary Ros tow
at the State Department, he conferred with people at the Pentagon,
where he must have learned of the doubts that existed from Secretary
McNamara .on down about the multilateral fleet. It seems unlikely:
that he was told that Israel should strike on its own, but he no
doubt was led to believe that the United States would take no im-
mediate action to reopen the Straits or to convince Nasser to back
down in the Sinai. Amit's subsequent report to the Israeli cabinet,
it has been asserted, strengthemed the forces calling for war. In
Washington, some ﬁop—level State Department officials suspected that
the Pentagon was undercutting their policy, but in the prevailing
chaos it was difficult to know what was happening in different
parts of the bureaucracy. ‘

After Amit's visit to WashingtonLgndhh%s conversations at the
Pentagon, war in the Middle East may have become inevitable. None-
theless, the United States continued to try to prevent the outbreak
of violence. Diplomatic efforts in Cairo were beginning to pay off,
and an exchange of visits by U.S. and U.A.R. vice presidents was

arranged. Zakariya Muhieddine was to arrive in Washington on June 7,

60Laqueur, p. l41.°
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and the United States urged Israel to refrain from any action until
after that date.61 An understanding was reached that the U.S. would
see that the continued closure of the Straits would bring no economic
hardships to Israel, and Washington had good reason to believe that
the Israelis would not undertake any armed action until June 8 or 9.
Some even felt that the crisis had passed its peak and that a diplomatic
settlement was not far off. The United States continued to explore
the possibility of joint action with the British and Dutch to reopen
the Straits, but mo final action was ever taken. Instead, on June 5,
the TIsraelis attacked with a precise and well-planned air strike
against Egyptian air fields.

The reaction in Washington to the outbreak of fighting in the
Middle East was mixed. Many top officials were both surprised and
angry that Israel had begun the war. A few felt, however, that the
United States was "off the hook" for the moment. TIn the first
chaotic days of the war these feelings coalesced into a number of

assumptions that were to guide U.S. policy in the aftermath of the war.

U.S. POLICY AFTER JUNE 1967

On June 5, the first day of the Arab-Israeli waf, there was
considerable anxiety among high-level policy-makers over the outcome
of the war. McGeorge Bundy, who was later in the week appointed to
serve as White House coordinator for the Middle East, is said to have
felt that an Israeli defeat would be disastrous for the United States,
for in such circumstances the United States would be obliged to con-
sider intervention with military force, a pafticularly painful decision
to contemplate in view of the daﬂgér of a Soviet-U.S. confrontation.
When it became apparent that Israel had rapidly achieved victory,
many in the United States Government breathed a sigh of relief. The
conclusion seems to have been reached that Israel must be kept strong

in order to insure that the United States would not be drawn into any

61Bar—Zohar, p. 183, describes U.S. policy as trying to restrain
Israel, getting multilateral support to reopen the Straits, and attempt-
ing to work out some arrangements with the U.A.R.
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future wars in the Middle East. This orientation was bolstered by
the widespread feeling that Nasser had brought on the crisis by
breaking his 1957 understanding on the Straits. In his speech of
June 19, President Johnson stated: '"If any single act of folly was
more responsible for this explosion than any other, I think it was
the arbitrary and dangerous announced decision that the Strait of
Tiran would be closed.”

From this anxiety over U.S. involvement came the determination
not to allow Israel to be forced to withdraw from newly occupied
territories for anything short of a '"real peace settlement." Although
some officials familiar with the Middle East were skeptical that a
"lasting peace' could be achieved, nearly all of the President's

"unstable status

advisers felt that there should be no return to the
quo ante." This time, it was felt, Israel deserved real security
from her military victory. A major influence in this decision was
U.S. public opinion, which was overwhelmingly pro-Israeli. The
press, television, and radio in the United States conveyed the image
of an incredibly clever David defeating a clumsy and irrational
Goliath. The government's decision to support the Israeli position
in the postwar period was made easier by the public consensus that
Israel was not the aggressor in the war.

By reinterpreting its pledge to insure the territorial integrity
of all states in the Middle East,63 the United States Government was
able to adopt the position that Israel could use the newly acquired
territories to bargain for a real peace settlement. President

- Johnson's speech of June 19 and the U.N. Security Council resolution
fof November 22, 1967 céntained the outline of the kind of political
settlement favored by the U.S. Government. The points included

free navigation in international waterways, solution of the refugee
problem, recognition of the right of all states to live in peace
~within secure and recognized boundaries, and withdrawal of Israeli

forces from territories occupied during the war.

62A top policy-maker repor% d' that in the midst of the crisis,
Louis Harris personally told him that U.S. public opinion had rarely
been so unanimous as it was in support of Israel.

63U.S. support for territorial integrity, it was said, applied
only to recognized frontiers, not to armistice lines, which the
Armistice Agreements of 1949 had said could be changed by agreement
as part of the transition to peace.
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After intensive diplomatic efforts on behalf of the November
resolution of the Security Council, the United States abstained from
taking positions on substantive issues of a peace settlement. Media-
tion efforts were primarily entrusted to Ambassador Gunnar Jarring,
while behind the scenes the State Department and the President's
personal representatives maintained contact with all parties to the
conflict. Representations were often made to the Israelis concerning
the occupied territories and questions of procedure in mnegotiations,
and slight modifications in the Israeli position were brought about.
Basically, however, little happened to bring the Arabs and Israelis
closer together during the nineteen months of peacemaking efforts by
the Johnson Administration. But while President Johnson's attempts
‘to reach a settlement of the Arab-TIsraeli dispute were unsuccessful,
his Administration made several critical policy decisions that revealed
the desire of the United States to keep Israel militarily strong.

After the June war, both Jordan and Israel approached the United
States Government with requests for arms. The Jordanians, to whom
the United States had traditionally supplied arms, needed them both
to protect themselves against Israeli reprisals and to bolster the
regime against the possible threat from Palestinian commandos.
Negotiations on arms for Jordan weré extremely difficult, but when
the Israeli Government agreed that it preferred to see Jordan supplied
by the West rather than by the Soviet Union, some arms were promised.
The high degree to which American policy toward the Arabs was
influenced by Israel is illustrated by this example.64

The Israeli request for fifty Phantoﬁ jets was linked to the

French refusal to deliver fifty Mirage fighters to Israel and to the

4Israeli Prime Minister Levi Ishkol was asked about U.S. arms
to Jordan in Davar, January 24, 1969. He replied, "In fact, the
Awmericans had no need to ask us whether they should give those tanks
(to Jordan) or nmot . . . they are not yet our satellite. Of course,
they did not want us to cause an outcry and make protests. The
President himself said: 'If Eshkél'says we, should not give tanks to
Husayn, but instead should send him te graze in foreign pastures ——
to receive tanks from Abd an-Nasir or from.Russia through Abd an-Nasir --

then we shall not give tanks to the Jordanians . . . .' It was as if I

1"t

had been given a veto right . . . ."

IR S
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Soviet's rapid resupply of weapons to the Egyptians. During most
of 1968, the Johnson Administration put off any announcement of a
decision on this matter, despite great pressures to agree to the sale.
Some Pentagon experts were convinced that Israel did not need the
planes and feared that further U.S. supplies to Israel would only
escalate the arms race in the Middle East. But in an election year,
with both presidential candidates calling for the sale of Phantoms
to Israel, pressures became almost irresistible. When Senator
Symington made passage of the foreign aid bill conditional upon the
sale of Phantoms to Israel, President Johnson, who had agreed in
principle to sell Phantoms to Israel as early as Premier Eshkol's
visit in January 1968, finally announced the sale. With this
decision, the Johnson Administration took a decisive step toward
strengthening Israel's military capability. New diplomatic initia-
tives were left to President Nixon.65

The Nixon Administration found itself faced with the alternatives
of doing nothing to resolve thé Arab-Israeli conflict, of trying for
a "full settlement,"” or of limiting itself to partial solutiomns of
specific prbblems associated with the tensions in therMiddle East.
Both France and the Soviet Union were particularly insistent in
pressing for greater involvement of the "Four Powers'" in the search
for peace in the Middle East. The Nixon Administration responded
favorably to their initiatives, and a series of bilateral and multi-
lateral discussions began with the aim of bringing the Arabs and the
Israelis closer to some acceptable form of peace settlement. In the
ensuing months, little progress was made and few officials in Wash-
ington were optimistic that a full settlement could be reached.

. Meanwhile the level of violence continued to rise.

650ﬁ January 19, 1969, Al Ahram published part of the last major
statement of U.S. policy sent by the Johnson Administration to the
Soviet Union in response to earlier Soviet proposals.
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IV. THE NATURE OF CONSTRAINTS ON U.S. POLICY IN THE MIDDLE EAST

On the basis of the evidence provided by past exémples of U.S.
policy-making in the Middle East, it is possible to spéculate on the
constraints that may be faced by American decision-makers over the
next few years. Constraints of two basic types should be distinguished.
A policy-maker may intellectuaily be éapable of examining a wide range
of alternative policies, but he may conclude that either the nature
of international politics or his own political system rules out certain
alternatives. These are seen as constraints on policy alternatives.

A second type of constraint, at times closely linked to the above,
acts directly on individuals by limiting the range of alternative
policies they are willing to comnsider. An ideology, an operational
code, a strong belief in lessons of the past, and constricted imagina-
tions all serve as psychological constraints on policy-makers.

The international system —— the reality of Soviet power, the
s intractability of the Cyprus dispute, of the Arab—Israeli conflict
and of inter-Arab fighting -- imposes the most severe limits on effective
American policy in the Middle East. In many cases, for example, the
failure of U.S. initiatives to deal with the Arab-Tsraeli dispute’
has been the result of Israeli, U.A.R., or Jordanian policies. The
constraints on the parties to the conflict sharply limit the possibili-
ties for the United States to find workable policies. But the American
political process and beliefs of decision-makers have also at times
unnecessarily narrowed the margin of choiéerand led:to policies that
had little chance of succeediﬁg or that had long-range consequences
that might have been more clearly foreseen than was the case. These
latter two sources of difficulty in the process of making foreign policy

are often less recognized and more in need of analysis than the
external constraints imposed by the international environment.

Forces that limit the ability of individuals to deal with problems
of foreign policy are extremely difficult to amalyze, let alone change.
No individual, whether a detached analyst or an involved decision-
maker, can divest himself of many distorted or simplifying assumptions
about the Middle East and about foreign policy in general. Forr

example, the American temper of pragmatism and liberalism has at
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times led policy—makers to seek total "solutions' to problems of the
Middle East. Such solutions often contain an element of large-
scale engineering, based as they are on a belief that political
problems can be approached by means of "economic development' or,
more recently, '"nuclear desalination." American policies in the
Middle East tend at times to follow these rather simplistic lines.

A second effect of America's brand of pragmatism is that U.S.
policy-makers find it difficult to deal with revolutionary, anti-
status quo powers. In the contest between Arabs and Israelis, the
latter almost invariably start with major advantages because they

T

are "more like us." Similarly, the "moderate" Arab states will
continue to have better relations with the United States than will
the "'radicals.” Thus, the orientations of top policy-makers will
strongly affect the choice of Middle East countries in which the
United States becomes involved and the kinds of solutions to regional
problems that policy-makers will favor.

More interesting than the predispositions of American policy-
makers are the constraints on policy generated by the complex workings
of the U.S. political system. Because authority for foreign affairs
is dispersed in the U.S. Government, problems of coordination and
long-range planning almost inevitably arise. It has been particularly
difficult to sustain a coherent policy in the Middle East because of
the constant possibility that public opinion and organized pressures,
often expressed through Congress, can undermine initiatives seen
as too favorable to the Arabs in general and to the U.A.R. in
particular.

Crises heighten the normal bureaucratic confusion in Washington.
In the absence of firm and consistent presidentiai leadership, a
determined nation can influence agencies in the goVérnment‘to support
positions that run contrary to declared American policy. The Israelis
have proved to be particularly efféctive in enlisting the aid of
influential men throughout the government, and their skill in "advanc—
ing their own cause is recognized even by the State Department, where
it is common to hear -that the Israelis are much easier to deal with

than are pro-Israeli American Jews.
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The influence of the American Jewish community, especially
individual Jewish leaders, has often been overrated. But no American
politician can totally ignore the wishes of this articulate and power-
ful minority. While public opinion in general is only mildly pro-
Israeli, a significant minority of the population is deeply committed
to Israel's welfare. An impressive example of domestic Jewish influence
on U.S. foreign policy was seen in 1947 and 1948, in the events that
led to U.S. recognition of the state of Israel. No pro-Israeli effort
since has approached the level of organization and skill in articulating
interests as the Zionist movement of those years.

The way in which pressures are exerted in Israel's behalf has
changed. Personal contacts with the President or congressmen have
become more important than the direct efforts of Jewish organizations.
Jewish campaign contributors in both partiesrmay have more influence
than the heads of pro-Israeli organizations. Congress is the easiest
target of American Jewish influence. The State Department and the
Pentagon are generally most resistant. The White House falls in the
middle, occasionally responding to pro-Israeli demands but also screening
out many unwanfed communications.

To see the influence relationship, or the activities of interest
groups, as a one-way prdcess would be misleading.66 Rather, lobbying
and counter-lobbying occur, and Jewish leaders are often called in
and asked to transmit governmental positions to their own more militant
constituents.

The net effect of the efforts of American Jewish groups has been
to create a generally sympathetic feeling toward Israel in much of
the American population and its leaders. Direct attempts to block
policies, such as opposition to the Johnson proposal for Arab refugees,
may succeed if other forces are pushing in that direction. But pro-
Israeli groups rarely get everything they want. Their efforts have
been indirectly important in U.s. poliéy by defining, through the mass

6A more accurate view of lobbying and influence relationships
in general is found in R. A. Bauer, Ithiel de Sola Pool, and L. A.
Dexter, American Business and Public Policy: The Politics of Foreign
Trade, Atherton Press, New York, 1963, pp. 466-489. Communications

are seen less as vectors than as "triggers," which release a ''fixed
potential™ that has been built up by "traces of previous communications."
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media, the nature of problems in the Middle East, by portraying
President Nasser as an arch villain, and by persuading congressmen
to support the Israeli side of the conflict.

Future developments within Israel and the United States may.
weaken the day-to-day influence of pro-Israeli American Jews. Some
of the younger generation of American Jews, particularly among the
"new left," seem to be less interested in Israel and Zionism than
their parents. More importantly, the Israelis prefer to make their
own representations to the United States Government. But in any
future crisis, where Israel's security or existence were at stake,
the pressures that could be mounted by the American Jewish community
for U.S. support of Israel would be great indeed. Most American
policy-makers have incorporated into their view of the Middle East
the belief that the United States is strongly committed to the
continued existence of Israel. How this commitment might be acted
upon in spccific.circumstances is much less clear.

Compared to the influence of the American Jewish community, that
of American oil companies is slight. Whatever their behavior on
matters of domestic politics, the oil companies have usually been
cautious in trying to determine American policy on the Arab-Israeli
question.67 Their opinions are generally heard and are often solicited,
but virtually no intensive efforts to alter U.S. policies on the
Middle East have come from the oil companies. President Johnson
reportedly saw two oil company presidents after the June 1967 war, but

their influence on any of his decisions was not apparent.

7American 0il companies are sensitive to the dangers of dis-
pleasing American Jewish opinion by seeming to be anti-Israeli. An
article by the vice-president of Standard 0il of New Jersey in the
company's publication, The Lamp, Spring 1968, p. 19, noted: "In the
past, economic realitiles have ultimately prevailed over political
considerations, and there is reason to expect that they will in the
future." The statement referred to probable Arab behavior toward
"the West, but was seen as being anti-TIsraeli by some Jewish groups.
Over two hundred credit cards were turned in by AmericankJewsraS
a result. :
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While oil company representatives may have some influence on U.S.
policy in Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, and the Persian Gulf, the fear of a
domestic Jewish boycott of their products has kept them from publicly
adopting a strongly pro-Arab position in the Arab-Israeli conflict.

In addition, many oil company executives feel that regional instability,
which might threaten their oil investments in the conservative Arab
states, is as likely to result from the actions of the radical Arab
regimes as of the Israelis. Consequently, whatever efforts they make
tend to favor the "moderate' Arab regimes or Iran.

Considerations about Middle Eastern oil affect U.S. policy in the
Middle East differently from the influence of o0il companies themselves.
It is widely understood that Middle Eastern oil is extremely important
to Europe. In addition, the U.S. balance of payments problem is
alleviated by an annual return of about one billion dollars from
American investments in Middle Eastern oil. Thus, both Europeans and
Americans are uneasy over Lhe possibility of oil pipelines being cut
and o0il being withheld by the Arabs for political reasons. These
fears tend to moderate U.S. policies that might anger the Arab world,
but in a crisis they usually amount to little more than a cautionary
note,

It is now generally believed that the oil countries of the Middle
East find it economically necessary to sell their oil to the West;
that the Soviets will not provide an alternative market in the near
future; and that under most circumstances the West will continue to
receive Middle East oil on tolerable terms. If Iraq refuses to sell
oil, Iran or Libya will be only too glad to increase its output.

Other sources of oil, such as the arctic regions, may also begin
producing by the mid-1970s, which will gradually reduce the strategic
importance of Middle Eastern oil to the West. Consequently, the degree
to which Middle Eastern oil enters the calculations of policy-makers

is less than in the immediate postwar years. Growth of Soviet interest
in Middle East oil and political instability in the oil-rich Arab
countries could alter this picture significantly in the 1970s.

The combined impact of the constraints imposed on U.S. policy-

makers by the American political style, by the American political
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system, by the international environment, by American public opinion,
by American Jewish groups, and by o0il companies would seem to be over-
whelming., But the pressures do not all flow in the same direction,
nor are they constant and unchangeable. Realistically weighing these
constraints, an American policy-maker might conclude that at the very
least he cannot adopt a policy that would seriously endanger Israel.
Likewise, in considering policy alternatives in the Middle East, the
United States Government éan be expected to consider the effect new
initiatives will have on Israel's_sequrity and bargaining position.
If a policy is likely to meet with strong Israeli opposition, this
may be considered sufficient reason for deciding against it.

As ﬁart of the reaction to the war in Vietnam, new constraints on
foreign policy seem to have developed. Tor example, it has become
éxtremely difficult to advocate unilateral policiéshthat might
be opposed by Congress in the near future. Large amounts of aid will
not be available to countries of the Middle East, nor will massive
PL 480 food programs be resumed for the Egyptians and other unfriendly
regimes in the next few years. Small-scale techmical assistance may
provide the basis for building new relations with some countries of
the Middle East. But deep involvement in the region seems unlikely for
at least the first half of the 1970s.

Commitment to Israel's continued existence now seems to be the
least-challenged principle in America's Middle East policy. Other
limits on U.S. policy are less well defined. Some stem from earlier
involvement in the area and some result from the trauma of Vietnam.
After all these constraints are realistically weighed, what range of

altemative policies can the United States seriously consider?
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V. ALTERNATIVE U.S. POLICIES IN THFR MIDDLE EAST

In the 1970s American policy-makers will be searching for new
approaches toward the states and problems of the Middle East. The
likely persistence of regional disputes -- between Israel and the Arab
states, among the Arabs themselves, between Turks and Greeks over
Cyprus, between Iran and the Arab states bordering on the Gulf --
increases the likelihood of outside powers' involvement in the region,
either to exploit the disputes for their own purposes or to resolve
or contain conflicts that threaten other interests. The broad outlines
of the major choices open to the United States in its future relations
with Middle Eastern countries are already apparent. Decisions on future
policies will require assessments of U.S. objectives in each subregion
of the Middle East and judgments about the most effective means for
realizing those objectives.

Goals in foreign policy are rarely clear-cut or logically derived.
Descriptions of goals may add little to the understanding of actual
state behavior. Nonetheless, a distinction between two basic types
of objectives for the United States in the Middle East seems useful
for analytical purposes. The first would be to preserve stability,
contain regiomal conflicts, and limit Soviet influence while avoiding
situations that might lead to dangerous confrontations with the Soviet
Union. This set of objectives would amount to a holding operation
designed to limit the damage to American interests, both global and
regional, that might result from serious conflicts in the Middle East.
The second possible objective would be to solve or settle some of the
outstanding political conflicts of the region. The intention here would
be to remove the causes of conflicts, through full or partial settle-
ments, rather than simply containing them. And instead of merely
limiting Soviet influence, the United Statesvmight seek to produce
conditions that would diminish Sovi et standing in the region.

In pursuing either of these two alternative goals, the United
States could choose relatively active or passive means, depending on
the prierity accorded to the problems of the Middle East over those

of other parts of the world. The passivity-activity dimension would
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also reflect assessments of the dangers involved in the political
situation at any given time and the susceptibility of local problems

to outside manipulation and intervention. Scarce resources and limited
attention by top decision-makers may also act as constraints on activist
policies in the Middle East.

Future American policies in the Middle East, whether active or
passive, may involve diplomatic, military, and economic efforts.

Active policies will generally involve strong diplomatic, and perhaps
military initiatives, and less active omnes will rely more on economic and
trade relations.

The alternatives generated by combining the objectives, the
active-passive continuum, and the military, economic, and diplomatic
components of foreign policies are numerous, though only a portion of
the logical possibilities may be pertinent in any particularrcontext.
The objectives and degree of American involvement are the most critical
defining characteristics. Four major alternatives, each of which may
have a military, diplomatic and economic dimension, can be readily

identified, as is shown in the table below.

ALTERNATIVE U.S. POLICIES IN THE MIDDLE EAST

Objectives
Degree of U.S. Containment Resolution
Involvement of Conflict of Conflict
. Hands-off policy; Partial solutions;
Passive :
accept status quo incremental strategy
Defense of status Grand diplomacy;
Active quo; alliances, aid, package settlements;
Sixth Fleet presence Great Power approaches
CONTATINMENT

When the U.S. has pursued relatively passive strategies to contain
or limit regionmal conflicts, the military component has taken the form

of an offshore naval presence, a show of the flag, and small military
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aid programs to friendly countries. The economic and diplomatic

elements of such strategies have involved limited aid programs and

modest initiatives to reduce tensions. United States policies have
followed these lines in several parts of the Middle East, especially

since 1958. The Persian—Arabian Gulf and North Africa are areas where such
policies may be followed in the future. The American approach to
inter-Arab conflicts has at times been of this '"hands-off' variety as

well.

In the 1950s, more active defense of the status quo and efforts
to limit regional conflicts characterized American Middle Eastern
policies. Bases, military pacts, large-scale military aid, and the
Lebanon landings of 1958 represent the military dimension of this
type of policy. -Other examples include thé dispatch of a
squadron of U.S. planes to Saudi Arabia in 1963 to reduce the likeli-
hood of a Saudi-Egyptian military clash and the suggestion of using
a multilateral fleet to reopen the Straits of Tiran in 1967.

Along with military efforts, economic measures have often been

used to maintain or restore the status quo ante in the Middle East.

In 1957, the threat of economic sanctions was instrumental in obtaining
Israeli withdrawal from Egyptian territory. Diplomatic efforts were
also a major part of the active defense of the existing political
order, as evidenced by the Tripartite Declaration, the Eisenhower
Doctrine, American opposition to the British-French-Israeli attack on
Egypt in 1956, efforts to prevent war immediately before June 1967,

and attempts to bring about Israeli withdrawal from Sinai in 1957

through agreements on the Straits of Tiran.

CONFLICT RESOLUTION

Policies designed to resolve or settle problems in the Middle East
have included various mixtures of diplomatic, military, and economic
efforts. Where the attempt ﬁés activist, the goal was comprehensive
package settlements. More passive strategies have sought partial
solutions to problems. The United States has frequently followed

incrementalist strategies dealing with issues one at a time. Behind



-58-

such efforts lay the hope that an outside stimulus could start a
snowballing process that would reduce tensions.

A second American approach has been to try for full settlement
of the major causes of instability in the Middle East. This orienta-
tion represents a more global attack on problems, on the theory that
the United States should do more than resolve issues piecemeal. The
interrelatedness of Middle East problems has made this approach seem
necessary, but also vastly increases its chance of failure.

Efforts at partial solutions to problems have included the offer
of military aid and proposals of defensive alliances. For example,
in the early 1950s, the United States considered offering arms to
Egypt in the hope that Nasser would moderate his stance toward Israel
and join in a regional defehse pact. Ultimately, this policy was not
implemented, and the Soviet Union became Egypt's main source of arms.

More common than military actions have been economic and diplomatic
initiatives. The Eric Johnston plan for sharing the Jordan waters,
the Aswan Dam offer, and proposals for large-scale nuclear desalting
plants have been advanced as means toward partial settlement of
divisive issues. In addition,substantial quantities of food aid
were given to Middle Eastern countries, especially the U.A.R., in an
effort to affect policies on Arab Israeli and inter-Arab issues.
Diplomatic initiatives aimed at partial settlements have included
Joseph Johnson's proposal on Arab refugees, Dulles' speech to the
Council on Foreign Relations in 1955, U.S. activities that facilitated
British withdrawal from their base at Suez in 1954, support of the
UNEF units in Sinai after 1957, and recognition of the Yemeni Republic
in 1962. Future encouragement of the creation of a Palestinian entity
on the West Bank of the Jordan River would fall into this category.

Active American efforts to deal with che major problems of the
Middle East include tﬁe’Truman Doctrine of.1947, which was designed
to reduce the Soviet threat to Greece and Turkey. Because this policy
succeeded, policy-makers gradually transformed it into a doctrine of
contaimment of Soviet influence throughout the Middle East. The
United States has demonstrated active opposition to Soviet pressures

through military, economic, and diplomatic initiatives. More limited
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to the diplomatic sphere have been the efforts, particularly by the
Nixon Administration, to reach a full settlement of the Arab-Israeli
conflict by consultation with the Great Powers and the regional
parties to the conflict.

No single American policy is likely to be effective for the great
range of problems and conflicts affecting the area from Morocco to
Iran. 1In order to survey the major alternatives for United States
policy in the future, problems in each part of the Middle East must
be identified. Those between Arabs and Israelis are probably the
most difficult to deal with and will require the most attention. The
Northern Tier countries are also important to the United States, but
pose a different set of issues. Inter-Arab conflicts, the Persian-—-Arabian
Gulf, and North Africa are likely to present fewer problems to the
United States iﬁ coming years, but deserve some attention here none-

theless.

THE ARAB-ISRAELT CONFLICT

For two decades the Arab-Israeli dispute has continued at a high
level of intensity, at times breaking into war. Outside powers have
generally been unable to bring the major protagonists closer together,
and the parties themselves have been unwilling to resolve the conflict.
Consequently, the alternatives available to the United States in deal-
ing with this clash of Israeli and Arab nationalisms have never been
attractive.

In the aftermath of the June 1967 war, the United States Govern-
ment consciously decided that there should be no return to the unstable
armistice arrangemenés of previous years. Instead, Israeli occupation
of Arab territory was to serve as a form of bressure to bring the
Arabs to make peace with Israel. The United States, especially under
the Johnson Administration, abstained fromrtéking public'positions
on substantive matters in the conflict, arguing that the Arabs and
Israelis should reach agreement with one another thrdugh the U.N.
intermediary, Gunnar Jarring. The United States did strive, however,
through diplomacy, to secure adoption of the November 22, 1967, United

Nations resolution calling for a full settlement. In addition, in
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October 1968 the United States announced its decision to sell fifty
Phantom jets to Israel. The rationale of these actions was to keep
Israel strong so that U,S. involvement could be minimized, while
allowing time to convince the Arabs to make peace with Israel. This
general policy orientation can be considered one that tried to promote
resolution of the conflict at low cost to the United States, through

‘diplomatic actions and military aid.

Limited Involvement: Stabilizing the de facto Situation

The Johnson Administration's policy of relative non-involvement,
based on the hope that time, regional forces, and modest pressures
from outside powers might lead to a resolution of the Arab-Israeli
conflict, did not reach its announced goals. Thus, the United States
probably will not consider limited involvement in the near future as
a step toward resolution of the Arab-Israeli conflict.

The United States may, however, adopt limited involvement as a
low-cost means of promoting the stability of the status quo. This
would probably require that the United States emphasize economic and
military aspects of policy rather than diplomacy. The advantage of
reduced involvement in the Arab-Israeli conflict would be to minimize
the danger of being drawn into future conflicts. Military aid to
Israel might be continued so that in case of a future conflict the
undeclared U.S. commitment to Israel would not have to be put to the test.

The disadvantages of this policy to the United States would be
most apparent in the Arab world. Unless the American Govermment
visibly applies pressure on ILsrael to withdraw from Arab territories,
there may be little chance of improving U.S.-Arab relations. Stabilizing
‘the d& facto-lines will be difficult because Arab irredentism and
guerrilla actions can be expected to continue. U.S. policy-makers mﬁy
decide that the surest way to guard against renewed war and U.S.
involvement is to guarantee -Israel's military superiority. To sweeten
this bitter pill for-the Arabs and to protect residual U.S. interests
in Arab countries, the U.S. may find it prudent to give small amounts
of economic aid ‘to Jordan and perhaps other cquhtries. In gddition,

encouragemnent of U.S. private-sector activities might be expected.
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In short, then, the United States may choose a policy of relative
non-involvement aimed at stabilizing the post-1967 ArabQIsraéli situa-
tion. Israel would be kept strong, and perhaps aid and private invest-
ments would help tb»maintain\Uws.‘intérests in the: Arab countries.
Soviet influence in the Arab world may grow, but not dramatically.
rEuropeanICOUntrieS'may be encouraged, as in the past, to become more
involved in the region as alternative arms suppliers or as sources of
aid. . Deep:American. involvement in the Arab world would be judgéd .
unlikely in the absence of a settlement; high levels of aid to Israel
would be deemed unnecessary.

Adoption of a policy of limited involvement would be most likely
. if (1) an Arab-Israeli peace settlement seemed impossible, (2) Israel
refused to withdraw from occupied territories, and (3) the potential
U.S. influence in the area‘appeared limited. 1Israel's development of
nuclear weapons wouid favor such a policyrbecause it would assure
Israeli security even if the Arab-Israeli conflict seemed insoluble.
Disengagement and detachment would also seem attractive if Soviet
influence in the region were to decline.

Some military aid to Israel could continue, and the Sixth Fleet
might remain in the Mediterranean, but its purpose would be largely
symbolic, given its modest capacity to project military power. In
essence, this would be a low-cost, low-risk policy that would accept
the erosion of U.S. interests and influence in the Arab countries.

It would be based on evidence of Israeli ability to defend itself
against any possible attack. Soviet non-involvement in the region
makes this a more plausible policy than does an aggressive USSR policy.
Any credible Soviet military threat to Israel would rapidly undermine
the key assumptions on which this policy would be based. )

A second kind of low-involvement policy could result from a desire
to minimize the negative impact of the continuation of the de facto
situation on American interests in the Arab world. This policy could
include a tacit acceptance of the territorial status quo, based on a
feeling of U,S. inability to bring about Israeli.withdrawal, accompanied
by a public posture favoring the vreturn of all occupied territories

and east Jerusgiém to the.Arabs in return for contractual peace
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arrangements.68 The aim of such a policy would be to dissociate the
United States from Israel in the minds of Arab leaders, thereby
increasing the chances for better relations with both moderate and
radical Arab regimes. At the same time, it would be hoped that a
public American posture opposing Israeli occupaﬁion of the West Bank
and Sinai might set off political debates within Israel that would
bring to the fore moderates who might seek to regain U.S. favor,
thereby perhaps opening new prospects for a settlement.

The success of this policy in both the Arab states and Israel
would depend heavily upon its credibility. Arabs would need to be
convinced that the United States was reaily incapable of getting Israel
to withdraw before they would glve the Unlted States any credit for
opposing Israel. Likewise, Israelis would have to believe that the
United States 1ntended to back up its opp031t10n to continued occupa-
tion of Arab terrltory before any agonizing veappraisal would take
place. 1In other words, Arabs and Israelis would have to hold opposite
beliefs about American capabilities and intentions requiring each to change
its normal view of the matter. To both sides, the Amerlcan position might
apﬁear‘rathef hollow. To lend credibility, pollcy—makers might have to
supplement diplomatic acts with economic and perhaps military omes;
for example, military aid and sales to Israel might be reduced or
suspended and some economic aid giveﬁ to Arab regimes.

The conditions which could lead to this policy of limited initiatives
to improve relations with the Arab world, while at the same time
retaining a minimal commitment to Israel for her survival, would
include dissatisfaction with Israeli intransigence and overtures for
better relations from the Arab states, especially the U.A.R. Concern
over excessive Soviet influence in the region might also lead to a
policy of pelitical competition in the Arab world. The desirable

though perhaps unlikely result of this policy would be a return to

8Arguments along these lines have been presented most persistently
by John C. Campbell. See, for example, his article, "The Middle East,"
in Kermit Gordon, ed., Agenda for the Nation, the Brookings Institution,
Washington, D.C., 1968.
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positive neutrality by some of the radical Arab states in return for
U.S. diplomatic support on the issue of Israeli territorial withdrawal.
The United States might also engage in modest aid programs and encourage
private sector activity in the region. The Soviets would probably still
supply arms but would not thereby have exclusive influence over the
Arabs. Israeli security would be insured by European arms shipments

to Israel, modest U.S. supplies, or Israeli manufacture of its own
weapons. Little change would be expected in the tensions between

Arabs and Israelis in the short run, but at least some American
interests in the Arab world might be defended and Soviet influence
checked. By the end of 1969, there was some evidence that the policy of

the Nixon Administration was moving in this direction.

Partial Settlements. and Agreements

The United States may consider using its influence over Israel
and the Arab states to encourage partial settlements of outstanding
disputes as a means of lessening tensions and reducing the chances
for conflict. Earlier efforts of this sort dealt with refugees
navigation rights, and water; these toplcs might eventually be dealt
with as isolated 1ssues apart from a general settlement. Past
1n1t1at1ves were largely unsuccessful, however, and little has '
happened since the June 1967 war to improve the chances for partial
settlements.

The issues posed by the existence of Arab refugees, the closure of
the Suez Canal, the prospects for nuclear desalination, and continued
Israeli occupation of the West Bank seem to be the primary candidates
for partial accommodations. American iﬁitietives on the refugee
problem could take the form of giving aid to improve the conditions of
the refugees or to integrate them into normal economic activities in
Jordan and elsewhere. In addition, the United States might also
apply pressure on Israel to recognize the right of refugees from 1948
to choose repatriation or compensation, in exchange for some safeguards
limiting the number that could actually return to Israel. Finally,
the United States might offer the option of generous compensation and
resettlement in Western countries to refugees. Whether or not these

efforts could help to resolve the complex refugee problem would depend
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greatly on conditions at the time the policy was implemented. A strong
Palestinian commando movement could probably prevent it from succeeding.
Timing and the diplomatic preparations accompanying the effort would

be of great importance.

The closure of the Suez Canal after June 1967 was not seen as a
major inconvenience to the United States directly, and the U.S. did not
try to open it in the absence of a general settlement. It was widely
believed after the June 1967 war that the Soviet Union was more anxious
than the United States to use the Canal and this led to a unoticeable
lack of enthusiasm in Washington for reopening the Canal. Nonetheless,
Great Britain, the European countries, and India were all inconvenienced
by the Canal's closure and wanted to have it reopened, although they
had adapted'remarkably well by using other trade routes. If the
Europeans were to push for the opening of the Canal, and if the
Soviets were about to force the issue as well, the United States might
choose to use its limited influence on Israel to clear the Canal. The
United States would certainly argue, however, that the Canal should be
available to Israeli shipping in these conditions.

Washington policy-makers have at times considered the possibility
of a partial Jordanian-Israeli settlement. If the Israelis should
ever decide that continued occupation of the populated areas of the
West Bank were not in their interest and were willing to make an
accommodation on the basis that the evacuated areas would not be
'remilitarized,“ the United States could probably help to secure the
necessary assurances from Jordan. The regime in Jordan has been
reluctant to pursue this alternative, however, in part because of
the danger that the Egyptians or the Palestinian commandos could
exert great pressure on any Arab 1eader who made peace with Israel.
Since this hypothetlcal settlement would probably not include much of
Jerusalem, it seems unllkely to appeal to the Jordanians.

As an alternative partial settlement, creation of é Palestinian
entity in the West Bank has also been suggested.69 Following the

June 1967 war, some attention was paid to this possibility, but U.S.

698ee9 for example, the article in The Times, London, May 17, 1968,
unsigned but generally attributed to Cecil Hourani.
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policy-makers generally preferred that the West Bank be returned to
Jordan. If its return were ruled out by the lack of a peace settlement,
however, a case might be made for the United States to support creation
of a Palestinian entity that would eventually determine its own future,
either to be an independent state or to join with Jordan or Israel.
Such an arrangement might also be coupled to a partial solution of the
Arab refugee problem. A Palestinian entity that provided an outlet
for Palestinian national aspirations might help to dissociate Palestinian
irredentism from Egyptian military power. Whether the United States
would promote this idea would be critically determined by relations
with the Jordanian regime. Unless the Palestinians themselves showed
interest in such a solution to the post-1967 Israeli occupation of
the West Bank, the plan would stand very little chance of succeeding.
None of these partial solutions seems easily attainable, except
those relating to water and agriculture, which are largely peripheral
to the Arab-Israeli conflict. 1In many ways, partial settlements are
as difficult to obtain as full settlements, and incrementalist strategies
have not proved much more effective than full-scale efforts. Where
full settlements are unsuccessful, efforts to achieve partial settlements
do not necessarily provide a fall-back position.
Even in the absence of an overall Arab-Israeli settlement, it
may be possible for the United States and the Soviet Union jointly to
work out partial agreements that would lower the risk on both sides of
being drawn into future conflicts. Despite the incompatibility of
many'of their interests, thé Great Powérs méyrboth wish.to lower
tensions in the Middle East to help client regimes survive and
to avoid the outbreak of costly waré. The two areas where U.S.-Soviet
agreements may be sought are those of arms control and of understandings
regarding military intervention and non-intervention.
The states of the Middle East have received huge quantities of
modern weapons in the past decade, and a complex series of arms
races has developed.70 Since the June 1967 war, the United States and
7OTwo studies have examined the arms races in considerable detail.
See J. C. Hurewitz, Middle East Politics: The Military Dimension,
Frederick A. Praeger, New York, 1968; and Nadav Safran, From War to War:

The Arab-Israeli Confrontation, 1948-1967, Pegasus, New York, 1968.
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the Soviet Union have been the primary arms suppliers, with Britain
and France playing less important roles. Following the cease-fire,
the Soviet Union rapidly resupplied its Arab clients, making up most
of their losses while attempting to upgrade the quality of their equip-
ment and to improve the training of their troops. The United States
responded to these developments, as well as to domestic pressures, by
announcing in October 1968 the agreement to sell fifty Phantom jets
to Israel. The United States has been eager to reach understandings
with the Soviet Union on reducing or at least containing the level of
arms -sent into the region, but the Soviet Union has refused to talk
about arms limitations until Israel has withdrawn from Arab territory.

Although it would seem unrealistic to expect the Soviet Union
to renounce its major trump of providing arms to the Arabs -- espe-
cially in the absence of a settlement favorable to its clients --
the United States may still be able to reach an agreement with the
Soviet Union on the amounts and sophistication of weapons to be
provided to client states. In return for U.S. assurances of trying
to prevent Israeli development of nuclear weapons, the Soviet Union
might accept limitations on the types of weapons it would supply to
its clients. While tacit agreements of this sort may be possible,
depending on the global nature of U.S.-Soviet relations, they would
probably be more likely if a settlement were reached that included
Israeli withdrawal from Arab territories occupied in the 1967 war.

A second area of possible U.S.-Soviet cooperation is less dependent
upon a full settlement for success. In the course of discussions,
the two parties might be able to agree, at least informally, 6n rules
to govern intervention in future conflicts between Israel and the
Arab states. The terms could specify, for example, that both states
agree as they did in June 1967, to remain uninvolved militarily, at
least as 16ng.as vifal populaﬁionAééntefs 6f their clients are not
threatened. Alternately, the Soviets might be made to rccognize that
United States intervention -— to the limited degree that this would be
possible in a rapid war —- would be a consequence of an imminent Arab
Vdefeat of Israel, while the ﬁnigéa Sfatesvmight acknowledge that
excessive Israeli advances into Syria or the U.A.R. could lead to

some Soviet response.
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In crisis situations there would be a high premium for both powers
on signaling to one another the limited goals sought by intervention
and the desirability of avoiding direct confrontation. Joint U.S.-
Soviet efforts to bring about a cease-fire might conceivably be backed
up by threats of coordinated U.S.-Soviet intervention to put an end to
the fighting and to separate the combatants. While both of these
latter types of agreements seem more to the advantage of the USSR than
to that of the United States, this asymmetry is based on the assumption
that TIsrael will be the likely victor in a future Arab-Israeli war.

If that were not obviously the case, the United States might be in-
terested in urging the Soviet Union to restrain its clients. In any
case, talks with the Soviet Union may improve each side's understanding
of the consequences of a renewal of war in the Middle East. By
lowering the chances of accidents and misinterpretations, tacit

understandings could reduce tensions.

Policies for a Full Settlement

American policies in the twenty-year-old Arab-Israeli conflict
have fluctuated between attempting to stabilize the status quo and
pushing, with varying degrees of involvement, for é full resolution of
the issues of refugees, navigation rights, territorial boundaries,
and belligerency. Peace between Arabs and Israelis was seen as the
desired outcome of the latter approach, whereas the former hoped to
reach the seemingly more realistic goal of stability and containment

cof conflict. The search for a full settlement has been considered
iillusory by some policy-makers, and in the absence of a major crisis
or a fear of deterioration of the de facto situation the United States
has generally been content to pursue the less ambitious goals.

o The“Arab-Israeli war of June 1967, however, represented a suf-
ficiently dramatic shift from the status quo that one could hope for
more than a return to the armistice agreements of the 1950s and eafly
1960s. The 1967 war itself was cited as evidence of the fragility of
those arrangements, and U.S. policy-makers fearéd that a return to the

status quo ante might reproduce the conditions that had made war

inevitable and that had raised the specter of a U.S5.-Soviet confrontation.



-68-

In the wake of their astonishing victory in the June war, Israeli
officials were reportedly waiting for the telephone call from Cairo

or Amman that would signal an Arab desire to make peace. Some American
policy-makers apparently believed that these expectations were reason-
able. In any case, few recommended that Israel should be required to
withdraw from Arab territory as in 1957.

In the aftermath of the June 1967 war, the issues dividing Arabs
and Israelis were numerous. From the American standpoint, the pre-
requisite to any full settlement was a willingness on the part of the
Arabs to make a contractual peace with Israel; this willingness would
be balanced by Israeli withdrawal from occupied territories. The issue
of Jerusalem's status and Jordan's rights in the city was particularly
thorny, and there was talk of a unified city in which Jordan could
play a substantiai role. Other matters that the United States considered
essential in any package settlement were solution of the refugee
problem, demilitarization, and the opening of the Suez Canal and the
Straits of Tiran to Israeli shipping. Other issues, such as the Arab
primary aﬁd-secohdary boycoft of Israel, the modality for reaching
agreement, and the form of a peace settlement, were complicating but
less difficult factors.

If the objective of obtaining a full Arab-Israeli settlement were
adopted as a policy guideline by American decision-makers, the means
to this end would still need to be identified. Debate has generally
centered on how aggressively the United States should become involved
in the search for a settlement and whether that participation should be
unilateral or multilateral.

Under the Johnson Administration, the policy of the United States
was to hold out for a full settlement with the hope that forces
at work in the region would lead to that result without much American
involvement., Efforts to facilitate agreement included discreet, behind-
the-scences talks with all parties. Great Power or multilateral discus-
sions were not viewed as promising ways to advance the search for peace.

A more active and consciously multilateral approach to the Arab-

Israeli conflict was adopted by the Nixon Administration early in
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1969.71 In response to French and Soviet suggestions that the Great

Powers play a more direct and coordinated role in bringing about a
settlement along the lines of the United Nations Resolution of
November 22, 1967, the Nixon Administration began high-priority, bi-
lateral discussions with the British, the French, and the Soviets.
In April they decided to hold Four-Power talks in New York. Simultane-
ously the United States and the Soviet Union increased the frequency
of their own discussions of the Middle East in Washington.

The U.S. motive for holding these talks seemed to be a concern
that the Arab-Israeli impasse would have a long-range, detrimental
impact on American standing in the Middle East, particularly in the
moderate Arab countries. The possibility of renewed war in the
future seemed high, and few American officials could regard with
equanimity the prospect of a fourth round of Arab-TIsraeli fighting.
Publicly, President Nixon spoke of the Middle East as a '"powder keg"
and of the dangers of a Great Power confrontation. Other officials
spoke more realistically of a gradual deterioration of the American
position in the region and the long-term dangers that the de facto
situation might lead to.

By engaging in the Four-Power talks, the United States hoped
to serve as a catalyst to break the stalemate between the U.A.R. and
Israel. The Jordaniaﬁs, it was thought, could be brought to a
reasonable settlement, and the Syrians could be ignored so long as
they refused to accept the Security Council resolution of November 1967.
Since the U.A.R. would be asked to make concessions as part of a
settlement, American officials felt that the Soviet Union should be
required to extract those concessions. This would necessitate con-
siderable willingness on the part of the Soviets to cooperate, and
judgments differed on the real Soviet interest in a ful%»settlement
of the Arab-Israeli conflict. Initiai prégress was made in getting
Soviet acceptancec of some U.S. positions on the need for a package
settlement. By late 1969, however, there were signs that the U.S.
strategy was encountering difficulties.

71Some of the reasons behind the Nixon Administration initiatives

can be found in the article by Charles Yost, "Israel and the Arabs:
The Myths that Block Peace," The Atlantic Monthly, January 1969, pp. 80-85.
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While the United States was trying to use the Soviet Union to
extract concessions from the U.A.R., the Soviets were pressing the
United States to persuade Israel to withdraw from Arab lands. Each
major power pleaded its inability to influence its client unless
decisive policy changes were made on the other side. Initially, the
Great Powers did not strive to impose a settlement on the Arabs and
the Israelis, for they recognized that it might be impossible to get
Israelis or Egyptians to accept such a settlement unless it was to
their advantage. In the talks, the two major powers seemed to be
trying to negotiate by proxy for their clients, drawing them into
the discussions through frequent -consultation, and hoping that
eventually substantive issues would be raised and compromise positions
would emerge. The United States appeared to believe that at some
point Arabs and Israelis should begin discussions, perhaps through
an intermediary such as Ambassador Jarring, to work out the details
of a settlement. The Soviets, of course, were less insistent upon
this point.

Multilateral efforts to reach a full settlement of the Arab-
Israeli conflict run the risk of failure on several counts. First,
the Great Powers themselves could fail to agree and the talks might
then be broken off. Secondly, they might agree on principles, but
disagree over means of implementation, producing terms so abstract
that they could be ignored. Lastly, the Great Powers might be in
full accord and still find themselves unable to persuade the Arabs
or the Israelis to move from their intransigent positions.

If such large-scale multilateral efforts break dowﬂ, the way this
happens will influence the alternatives then available to the American
Government. For example, if disagreement between the Soviet Union and
the United States léads:to:an‘impéssegrthe;UnitedVStapegﬂmight decide
that it is futile to work for partial understanding with the Soviets
over arms control or non-intervention. Alternatively, if client
intransigence results in breakdowns in multilateral diplomatic efforts,
the Great Powers might continue to ‘'ork together to clarify areas of
mutual interest. If both powers consider the American clients

responsible for the impasse, policy alternatives may differ from those
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to be considered if the opposite were true. For example, Israeli
intransigence in the face of reasonable concessions from the U.A.R.
might present a set of conditions that could lead the United States
to dissociate itself from Israeli goals.

Whether multilateral approaches to a full settlement of the Arab-
Israeli dispute fail or succeed, pursuit of this type of policy requires
sustained attention from high-level policy-makers. The difficulties
of following such a policy are apparent from past efforts. The costs
of this approach are the greatest, but the benefits of its success
are the most obvibus. Alternative policies available to the U.S.
Government if a multilateral, full settlement is not reached would
include the pursuit of Great Power talks leading to partial under-
standings. The United States mighl also reduce its involvement in
the Arab-Israeli dispute to a minimal commitment to Israeli security.
The United States might also choose to dissociate its policy from Israeld
objectives, and try to improve relations with the Arab states, ©None
of these alternatives would be likely to lead to a full settlement,
but they might stabilize the status quo or prevent a serious decline

in U.S. influence in the moderate Arab states.

INTER-ARAB CONFLICTS

Related to the Arab-Israeli dispute, but hardly identical with
it, are the tensions that divide the Arab states themselves. Inter—Arab

"moderates"

relations are more complex than simple dichotomies of
versus ''radicals'" or '"'conservatives'" versus ''‘progressives' would
suggest. At most, the "moderate" or "radical' labels apply to
foreign policy stances, identifying the Soviet Union as the major
arms supplier of the "radicals' and the United States or European
countries as suppliers of the '"moderates."

Before 1958, the West was heavily involved in inter—Arab disputes,
especially those between Iraq, Egypt, and Syria. Since then, American
involvement has been episodic and primarily in Saudi Arabian-Egyptian

conflicts. From 1962 to 1967, the Yemen became a divisive issue in Saudi-

Egyptian relations, and the United States found itself attempting to
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mediate. U.S. efforts consisted mainly of diplomacy and food aid to
Egypt, but also had a modest military dimension, as evidenced by the
dispatch of a squadron of American jet aircraft tovSaudi Arabia in
1963 as a deterrent against Egyptian attacks on Saudi territory.

By the late 1960s, most American officials believed that the
United States should not commit itself on most inter—-Arab issues.
Despite the intensity of many of the conflicts in the Arab world,
with the exception of the Yemen, militayy force has rarely been used
by Arab states against their Arab enemies. As long as this remains
true, the United States is not likely to be drawn more deeply into
inter-Arab conflicts. Consequently, the preferred policy for the
United States is likely to remain one of minimal involvement.

One area where a hands—off policy in inter—Arab affairs might
seem least attraqtive to the United States is Jordan. If, for
example, Jordan were . willing to make a separate settlement with
Israel, the regime in Amman would no doubt be attacked diplomatically
by the U.A.R. and would certainly be threatened by militant Palestinian
commandos. In such circumstances, the United States might send mas-
sive aid, including military assistance, to Jordan. Alternatively,
the regime in Jordan might collapse from internal pressures or as a
regsult of Israeli reprisal raids. 1In the subsequent chaos Iraq, Syria,
Saudi Arabia, and Israel might all try to take some Jordanian ter-
ritory. If the United States hoped to keep Jordan a viable state,
some form of intervention, at least on the diplomatic level, might be
required.

The dangers to other moderate or conservative Arab states such
as Lebanon, Kuwait, and Saudi Arabia seem less likely to bring on
American involvement in inter-Arab disputes. The landing_of U.S.
troops, such as in Lebanon in 1958, seems unlikely in the 1970s.

For example, the coup in:Libya in September 1969 brought no immediate
American response. Unless circumstances change dramatically, American
 invo1vement in inter—-Arab disputes will most likely be limited to
small quantities of economic aid and oécasional diplomatic support

for one side or the other.
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NORTH AFRICA

The states of North Africa, or the Maghrib, are Arab in character,
but possess their own distinctive problems and are marginal to most
Arab-Israeli and inter—Arab quarrels. Morocco has been the least
involved in issues of the Middle East, while both Algeria and Tunisia
have had brief, episodic, and generally unsatisfying dealings with
their eastern Arab brethren,

American policy has sought to avoid a dramatic polarization of
the Maghrib that would place Algeria against the pro-Western regimes
of Morocco and Tunisia. The United States has enjoyed good relations
with Morocco and Tunisia, but has had rather poor ones with Algeria.
Algeria has received large quantities of arms from the Soviet Union,
has adopted strongly anti-American positions on international issues,
and has been defiantly proud of its independence from Western influence.
The United States did, however, provide Algeria with large quantities
of food aid in the early 1960s, and since the June 1967 war, when
diplomatic relations were broken, the United States has officially
encouraged U.S. private business in Algeria. The agreement in 1969
for very large purchases of Algerian natural gas by a U.S. company
shows the possibilities for close commercial links between countries
that have only minimal diplomatic ties.

Despite superficial appearances, North Africa seems unlikely to
be the focus of many international crises in the future. Maghribi
cooperation may be tenuous at best, but progress has been made since
1968 in lessening tensions between Morocco and Algeria. Despite its
radicalism and military superiority, Algeria is not an irredentist
power and is unlikely to threaten any of its neighbors seriously.
Consequently, it would seem that the United States could adopt a
relaxed attitude toward the region, offering modest technical aid
to all three countries, encouraging private American commercial
activities, and occasionally reassuring Morocco that it is not isolated
and friendless. European states, which are strongly interested in
Libyan and Algerian oil and gas, might be encouraged to cultivate

good relations with the states of North Africa., In any case, the
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United States should be able to maintain good relations, at a low

level of involvement, with all three countries in the Maghrib.

THE NORTHERN TIER

Next to the Arab-Israeli problem, the United States has devoted
most attention in the Middle East to its relations with the countries
of the '"Northern Tier," especially Turkey and Iran. It was in those
two countries that the United States faced the realities of the threat
of post-World War II Soviet expansion, in reaction to which the
doctrine of containment emerged. TIn the 1950s, it seemed that Turkey
and Iran had been able to create viable regimes in the face of Soviet
power, and relations between the United States and both countries
were close. In return for generous U.S. military and economic aid
the United States obtained bases, intelligence facilities, and over-
flight rights from Turkey. In 1959, the United States formalized
its commitment to the independence of each of these countries in bi-
lateral security agreements.

In the Northern Tier, both successful and unsuccessful American
policies have been closely tied to the behavior of the Soviet Union.
As the Soviets began to shift fromrhostility toward coexistence with
Ankara and Teheran, American relations with both allies were affected.
Iran, after having been a target of vehement Soviet attacks, came to
enjoy tolerable relations with its powerful northern neighbor. After
American economic aid was reduced in the late 1960s, Iran sought to
improve relations with Moscow. In 1967, they agreed upon a sale of
arms ,

During the 1960s, the United States remained more deeply involved
in Turkey than in Iran, with a large U.S. military presence, partly
because of Turkey's membership in NATO. Tensions in U.S.-Turkish
relations arose over the scale of American involvement in Turkey and
the Cyprus dispute. President Johnson's warning to Turkey in 1965 not
to attack Cyprus under threat of withholding the U.S. commitment in
case of Soviet aggression greatly strained American-Turkish relations.
The persistence of the Cyprus dispute between Greece and Turkey has

gradually weakened U.S. influence in Ankara.



—75-

The movement toward positive neutrality by Turkey and Iran has
been accepted with surprising calm by U.S. policy-makers. The issue
of the scale of military aid to Turkey as a price for continuing U.S.
base and overflight rights is, however, likely to remain a source of
friction between the two nations.

Toward both Turkey and Iran, U.S. policy will probably evolve
toward accepting a greater freedom of maneuver on the part of both
allies. Their relative strategic importance to the U.S5. is consider-
ably less than it was in the 1950s, and American interests in the
Northern Tier have declined since the early 1960s. Amicable rela-
tions and modest U.S. aid to both countries seem possible for the
1970s. So long as Soviet policy is one of cooperation and detente,
neither Iran nor Turkey will demand closer ties to the United States.
If Soviet policy becomes more aggressive, however, or if Soviet
influence in the Arab states grows dramatically, both countries may
again turn to the West for help. 1If at that point the United States
wishes to become more involved with substantial new initiatives,
the residual sources of tension in both U.S.-Turkish and U.S.-Iranian
relations will probably not impede closer ties. Resolution of the
Cyprus dispute would, however, help American—-Turkish relations. With
Iran, the United States will probably seek an understanding on future

developments in the region of the Persian, or Arabian, Gulf.

THE GULF

7 In the late 1960s, American policy-makers began to think about
one area of the Middle East where there had been little previous in-
volvement, namely, the Persian-~Arabian Gulf. As was true in other parts
of the Middle East, American concern grew as the British, who had been
the custodians of the area, announced their intention of withdrawing
military forces from the area by 1971.

A number of local conflicts exist in the Gulf area, most notably
those between Iraq and Iran over the Shatt al-Arab, between Iraq and
Kuwait, and betweenh Iran and Arab states over Bahrain. Each of these
poses some threat to countries traditionally friendly to the United

States. 1In additionm, private U.S. investment in the region's oil
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is large, and therefore the United States has an obvious interest in
stability.

As elsewhere in the Middle East, American policy will be affected
by Soviet actions. Barring large—scale Soviet intervention, the United
States is likely to remain aloof from the Gulf area, relying on Iranian-
Saudi Arabian cooperation to maintain stability. Toward this end, the
United States may try to use its good offices to resolve the dispute
over Bahrain.

In order to keep from becoming deeply involved in the Gulf area,
the United States may also encourage the British to retain a modest
naval presence even after 1971. At the same time, the U.S. might
make it clear to the Soviet Union that U.S. military non-involvement
in the region would depend upon the USSR remaining absent as well.

If this policy succeeds, the Gulf will not be a region of major
concern to American policy-makers. Given the indigenous elements of
instability, however, unforeseen developments could lead to greater
U.S. involvement, perhaps in the form of a naval fleet operating from
an island naval and air base in the Indian Ocean. In the late 1960s,
however, most American policy—makefs hopéd to éyoid precisely

this type of military involvement in‘an érea where the United States
has had no compelling national interests or history of past activity.

Detachment was seen to be the preferred posture for the future.



-77-

VI. FUTURE PROBLEMS IN MIDDLE EAST POLICY-MAKING

The concept of national interest has served as a common if often
misleading means for explaining the actions of governments in inter-—
national affairs. The concept has been particularly deceptive as
applied to the Middle East, since distinctions between derived and
intrinsic and vital and non-vital interests have rarely been clarified.
Much of what has concerned outside powers in the Middle East has been
of a derivative nature. For Britain, a European nation with deep
involvement in South Asia, the Middle East has been important as an
avenue of transit. For the United States, the concern with European
security after World War II increased the importance of Middle Eastern
0il. The creation of the state of Israel in 1948 and the persistent
commitment of an influential segment of the American public to
Israel's welfare has added Israeli security to the list of U.S.
interests in the area.

As the Soviet Union expanded its influence and presence in the
Middle East, it became a high-priority American interest to limit
this expansion while avoiding a direct confrontétibn with the Soviet
Union. 1In fact, concern for avoiding armed clashes with a major power
over the Middle East may eventually dominate most other interests.

In this case, "vital interest’ can be defined literally as that which
is essential to the nation's survival, and avoidance of strategic
nuclear warfare certainly fits this requirement. Other interests may
then be seen as concerns of varying degrees of importance. What the
United States will be willing to do in their defense is likely to be
conditioned by the U.S.-USSR relationship.

Most American policy-makers dealing with the Middle East have
come to view interests in less absolute terms than in the 1940s and
1950s. Even oil is viewed less as a vital resource than as an economic
problem, primarily of European concern. Transit rights, ovetrflight
privileges, and the Suez Canal are all perceived as conveniences of
secondary importance. The growth of Soviet influence in the region
does worry policy-makers, but. few believe that the Soviet Union will

find it easy to establish hegemony throughqit the Middle East. Israeli
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security continues to be of deep concern to many Americans, but

repeated demonstrations that Israel can defend itself have relieved
policy-makers of considering the U.S. response if a new Middle East

war were to result in Israeli defeat. The simplistic assumption most
often encountered is that the United States would intervene to prevent
-the destruction of the state of Israel, but it is not hard to imagine
clrcumstances ip which U.S. determination and capabilities to intérvene
‘would be greatly-in'aoubt. o » a -

The strategic importance of the Middle Fast to the United States
has changed over the last twenty years. With the development of
ICBM's and Polaris submarines, the need for American bases on the
perimeter of the Soviet Union has declined. Intelligence-gathering
facilities in the region are still of high value, but alternative
locations could be found. Fears are often expressed that the Soviets
will penetrate the Middle East and thereby outflank NATO, but this
danger is still slight. Certainly the Soviet Mediterranean fleet
does not yet pose a threat against Europe, and the prospects for
large-scale, secure Soviet bases at Mers el-Kebir, Alexandria, or
Latakia have not seemed good in the late 1960s.

If a relatively flexible notion of interests is used by ‘American
policy-makers in thinking about the problems of the Middle East, some
misleading assumptions about the imperatives of policy may be elimina-
ted. Constraints on individual policy-makers may be lifted so that
a wide range of alternatives can be explored. If domestic or bureaucratic
constraints later emerge to limit policy choices, at least the resulting
decisions will not have been made in ignorance of other optiomns.

To widen the range of alternatives for consideration in the
future, American policy-makers should be aware of the dangers of
using false or misleading analogies. A policy that has worked in
one part of the world may not be relevant in another part. Likewise,
a policy that has been tried and failed may be appropriate and succeed
at another time. The temptation to simplify the complexities of world
politics by evoking lessons from the past is very great, but decision-
makers should be skeptical of images of Munich, Hitler, the Marshall

Plan and, more recently, Vietnam when thinking about the Middle East.
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When suggesting alternatives, policy-makers tend to err on the
side of seeing constraints as more rigidly fixed than they in fact
are. By imposing a veto over their own recommendations, middle-level
officials may deprive their superiors of seeing relevant pbiicy
recommendations. The difficulty for policy specialists, of course,
is avoiding irrelevance. At some point in the decision-making process,
top officials will make judgments of political feasibility, but often
these assessments are based on partially inaccurate images of constraints.
Most domestic constraints, such as public opinion and Congressional
attitudes, are not permanent. Costs may be incurred in trying to alter
them, but counter-lobbying and firm presidential support seem capable
of changing some constraints.

A persistent difficulty for policy-makers who have dealt with
the Middle East has been the search for technical or economic solu-
tions to political problems. Americans are often fascinated by grandiose,
technically sophisticated projects that promise to bring developmenf
and stability to poor countries. The frequent talk of nuclear desalina-
tion in the Middle East has largely ignored the cogent arguments against
such an undertaking, both on economic and security grounds.

The Vietnam war has convinced policy-makers that multilateral
approaches to international conflicts are nearly always preferable to
unilateral action. This may be a reasonable assumption in many circum-—
stances, but it could be misleading as a new dogma in U.S. foreign policy.
Also, multilateral approaches need not always include the four "Great
Powers,'" the United States, Britain, France, and the Soviet Union.

For some purposes, West Germany and Japan may be more important
nations with which to discuss policy initiatives.

The United Nations. provides a means of avoiding unilateral U.S.
action, but there are clear limits on how much it can accomplish in
the Middle East, particularly considering the Israelis' deep distrust
of that body. Nonetheless, the United Nations may serve as a convenient
forum for the actions of interested parties, and may permit the United
States Govermment to shield itself from domestic criticism. Multilateral
efforts, however, will require more time and generally produce less

decisive policies than unilateral actions.
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Policy-makers are left with the dilemma of finding means to
exercise influence in the Middle East without becoming so deeply
involved that "boomerang effects' occur. Some nonlinééf relationship
seems to exist between influence and involvement, whereby small
degrees of involvement often produce a strong basis for influence,
while heavy involvement undermines the capacity to use one's power.
Since no metric has been devised to measure these intangible qualities,
the politician is left with his own judgment in finding some balance
between involvement and influence.

Given the intractability of many of the problems of the Middle
East, American policy-makers will undoubtedly continue to find it
difficult to pursue successfully their numerous and conflicting ob-
jectives in the Middle East. The question of how best to use America's
limited influence without becoming more involved than is desired has
no easy answers. A better understanding of past policy difficulties
can, however, enhance prospects for marginally improving American

policies in the Middle East in the 1970s.
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