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CHAPTER I

THE UNITED STATES STAKE
IN THE MIDDLE EAST

The United States had traditionally considered the
Middle East and, indeed, the whole Mediterranean basin,
as an area of primarily British interests and responsibi-
lity. In 1820, the United States entered the area through
academic, missionary, and philanthropic activities spon-
sored by both church and private organizations and, in
some cases, by interested individuals.! First, the Ame-
rican missionaries founded a network of hospitals,
schools and colleges in Syria, Egypt and Lebanon, help-
ing to spark the cultural revival heralding the birth of
Arab nationalism.2 The few Americans residing in the
Middle East were mostly Jews living in Jerusalem under
the capitulation system and protected by British and
American consulates in Constantinople.3

(1) Jacob Hurewitz, Middle East Dilemmas (New York: Har-
pers, 1962), pp. 106 - 107.

(2) George Antonius, The Arab Awakening (London : Hamish
Hamilton, 1954), pp. 35 - 43. See also, Nadav Safran, The United
States and Israel (Cambridge, Massachusetts : Harvard University
Press, 1963), p. 36.

(3) Frank Manuel, The Realities of American-Palestine Relations
(Washington, D. C. : Public Affairs Press, 1949), pp. 133 - 144,
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By the end of World War I, however, the United
States became more concerned with this area’s political
future and with the general peace settlement. President
Wilson’s declaration on self-determination led to the ge-
neral belief among the Western allies and the American
public that his country was then willing to accept a large
measure of responsibility for achieving peace in the Mid-
dle East. The American missions, which had been sent
between the Autumn of 1918 and January 30, 1919, to
inquire about Palestine and the Arab problem, encourag-
ed this belief.4 Furthermore, suspicion of British and
French intentions in the area prompted the American
Government to send the King-Crane Commission on May
31, 1919, to ascertain the desires of the native population
in the Middle East5 At the Peace Conference, an
American Zionist delegation persuaded President Wilson
to urge the implementing of the Balfour Declaration,
which favored establishing a “ national home ” for the
Jewish people in Palestine.6 At the same time, how-
ever, the House Comittee on Foreign Affairs gave sup-
port to the Balfour Declaration only as an expression of
“ moral interest”. The Committee stated that its resolu-
tion supporting the Declaration “ ... commits us to no

(4) John C. Campbell, Defense of the Middle East (2nd ed., New
York: Harper, 1961), pp. 29-30; Safran, op. cit., p. 36; Manuel, ibid.,
pp. 211, 219, 222-224 and 227.

(5) Campbell, ibid., p. 29; Manuel, ibid., pp. 236, 238-241, 244-246,
243 and 252.

(6) Safran, op. cit., pp. 36-38; Campbell, ibid., p. 30; Manuel,
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foreign obligations or entanglements. "7

After the failure of Wilson’s internationalism and
the return to isolationism, the United States accepted the
British mandate in 1924 and, for the next two decades,
viewed Palestine as a British problem. Yet, by 1924, the
United States’ concern with the area had expanded
heyond educational and missionary activities and the pro-
tection of the private interest of American citizens
there.8 America’s concern in the Middle East now
included growing economic interests, notably oil. Ameri-
can companies were pressing for free entry into the new
and promising fields in Iran, Iraq, Kuwait, Bahrein and
Saudi Arabia.? The British, Dutch and French com-
petitors were anxious to keep these areas to themselves.
The State Department responded to the oil companies’
appeal and pressed the powers controlling the Middle
East to obtain open-door privileges for American com-
panies.l® This policy was outlined in the Anglo-Ame-
rican Treaty of December, 1924, which regulated rela-

ibid., pp. 216, 226, 231-234, 237, 239 and 242-244.

(7) Hurewitz, op. cit., pp. 113-88. (From United States 67th Cong-
ress, 2nd Scssion, House Committee on Foreign Affairs Report No.
1028, accompanying H. J. Res. 322, p. 1, 3rd ed.)

(8) George Lenczowski, The Middle East in World Affairs (Itha-
ca, New York : Cornell University Press, 1962), p. 669; Hurewitz,
op. eit., pp. 30-31.

(9) Campbell, op. cit., pp. 30-31.

(10) William R. Polk, The United States and the Arab World
(Cambridge, Masachusetts: Harvard University Press, 1965), p. 262;
Lenczowski, ep. eit., pp. 670-71; Manuel, op. cit., pp. 270-72.
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tions between the two countries connected with the Pa-
lestine Mandate and secured protection for American
businesses and missionaries in Palestine, giving the Unit-
ed States the right to have a say in any change in the
Mandate.11

In addition to these economic issues, the United
States Government’s attention was again, in the 1930’s,
drawn to the Palestinian problem.l? As the persecu-
tion of Jews in Hitler’s Reich intensified in the 1930’s
and Britain restricted Jewish immigration to Palestine,
American Zionists put pressure on the United States
Government to persuade England to change her policy.
A majority of the House Foreign Affairs Committee and
twenty-eight senators protested against these restric-
tions, calling the defense of Jewish interests in Palestine
“ ... a moral obligation of the United States. "13 But,
until 1939, many factors prevented America’s being
actually involved in the Palestinian problem. First, the
International Zionist Organization rested in the hands of
British (and not American) Jews, who were anxious to
work with Britain. Secondly, until 1939, Britain had not
drastically limited Jewish immigration into Palestine.l
And, although American Congressmen were more sensi-

(11) Safran, op, cit., p. 38; Manuel, op. cit., pp. 379, 389; Hure-
witz, op. cit., p. 118,
(12) Lenczowski, op. cit., p. 671.
(13) Safran, op. cit., pp. 38-39 ; Manuel, op. cit.,, pp. 303-304,
207-308.
(14) Lenczowski, op. cit., p. 671.
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tive to the electoral implications of their sympathy with
Zionist aspirations, the legislature was not directly res-
ponsible for American foreign policy.l5 Thus, Presi-
dent Roosevelt, particularly during his first three terms,
and the State Department resented American Zionists’
intervening in the conduct of foreign policy, and did not
see the Jewish cause as an “American interest.” This
view was strongly held by Roosevelt’s Administration in
the 'thirties.16

Even the increasing American oil concessions in Iraq,
Bahrein and Saudi Arabia did not materially change this
attitude of neutrality. Washington preferred not to en-
gage in conflicts among the Western or Axis powers, or
between Western democracies and the Soviet Union for
control of strategic areas and for support of Middle
Eastern governments and people.l? Beginning with
World War II, however, growing involvement in Middle
Eastern oil and knowledge of its importance in the war
increased American interest in that area.l8 The war
brought the United States into the Middle East. Ameri-
can troops appeared in Iran to maintain the lend-lease
supply line to Russia, and American arms and goods
flowed into Egypt and Palestine to strengthen the Middle
East Supply Center.l® The United States made lend-

(15) Manuel, op. cit., pp. 307-309; Safran, op. cit., p. 38.
(16) Manuel, op. cit.,, pp. 305-07, 318.

(17) Ibid., pp. 308-309; Lenczowski, op. cit., p. 671.
(18) Campbell, op. cit., p. 31.

(19) Lenczowski, op. cit., p. 671.
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lease agreements with Turkey, Iran, Iraq, Saudi Arabia
and Egypt. She also built air bases in Libya, Egypt, Sau-
di Arabia and Iran to establish a chain of bases linking
North Africa with the Far East.20

During the war, the American Government showed
a renewed deep concern over oil supplies serving Ameri-
can strategic needs in the Far East, and with the desire
to continue the air base agreement with Saudi Arabia. On
the other hand, the Palestine problem was brought home
to the American public by the Zionists both when they
adopted the Biltmore Program on May 11, 1942, and
later, during the 1944 Presidential Campaign.2l As a
result, President Roosevelt held to the position that al-
though he favored the establishment of a Jewish Com-
monwealth in Palestine, he would not support a final de-
cision affecting the “basic situation” in Palestine without
full consultation with both Arabs and Jews.22 Essen-
tially, the military concern for defeating the Axis was
the basis for actual American involvement in the Middle
East.22 The United States aimed to win the war and
withdraw, because of its deep involvement in Europe and
the Far East, its people’s desire to return to their homes,

(20) Campbell, op. cit.,, p. 31.

(21) Safran, op. ecit., p. 39; Ephrain A. Speiser, The United States
and the Near East (Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University
Press, 1967), pp. 132 240-241; Manuel, op. cit., pp. 309-310.

(22) Manuel, ibid., pp. 311-318.
(23) Joseph B. Schechtman, The United States and the Jewish
Movement (New York: Herzel Press, 1966), p. 13; Polk, op. cit., p.

262.
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and its conviction that Britain had both the power and
experience to handle the problems of the Middle East.2

In August, 1945, immediately after V-E Day, the
United States appeared ready to leave the Middle East
under British direction as before. But, drained by the
war, the latter was no longer equipped for the task,
either in resources or resolution, and under pressure of
local nationalisms, the decline of British control was
indeed swift.25 Coupled with increased American eco-
nomic interest in the post-war Middle East, the alleged
Soviet “menace,” oil, and the Palestine “ Problem ”, the
United States Government saw three avenues of approach
to that area.26 American intervention in the Middle
East, responding to the threat of Soviet encroachment
and control, first took place in Greece, Turkey and Iran
under the so-called Truman Doctrine. Gradually, then,
the United States became concerned over the Communist
Civil War in Greece and the Soviet pressure on Turkey
to cede two north eastern provinces and to share control
of the Straits. The United States was further concerned
over the prolonged stay of Soviet troops in Iran (after
the evacuation deadline set for 1946 and after American
and British troops had departed), the Soviet acquisition
of an oil concession from Iran by coercive measures, and

(24) Polk, op. cit., p. 263.
(25) Marian D. Irish, World Pressure on American Foreign Po-
licy (Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey : Prentice Hall, 1964), pp. 62-63.

(26) Lenczowski, op. cit.,, p. 672
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the establishment of Communist puppet regimes in north
western Iran.2?

America feared that Soviet influence in Iran, Greece,
and Turkey would seriously threaten the security of its
oil and strategic interest, which had developed in the
Middle East during the war.28 In his Army Day Ad-
dress of April, 1946, President Truman thus referred to

“.. the Near and Middle East [as an area which]
presents grave problems ... contains vast natural
resources ... lies across the most convenient route of
land, air, and water communication ... might become
an arena of intense rivalry among outside powers,
which rivalry might suddenly erupt into conflict.”2?

To counter the growing Soviet influence in the area,
Britain took up the financial and diplomatic burden of
support in Greece and Turkey, while the United States
challenged the Soviet Union in the first session of the
Security Council, demanding the withdrawal of Soviet
troops from Iran. After three weeks of crisis, these
troops withdrew, the puppet regime in Iran collapsed, and
the Iranian Parliament repudiated the Soviet oil conces-
sion extracted during the occupation.3® Meanwhile,

(27) Polk, op. cit., p. 263; Campbell, op. cit., p. 23.
(28) Halford L. Hoskins, The Middle East (New York: The Mac-
millan Company, 1954), pp. 254-58.

(29) Speiser, op. cit., p. 123; Department of State Bulletin, April
21, 1946, p. 622.
(30) Campbell, op. cit., pp. 32-34; Lenczowski, op. eit., p. 672.
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Soviet pressure on Turkey intensified. Fearing invasion,
Turkey kept its army mobilized, causing inflation and
near bankruptcy. Simultaneously, Soviet-sponsored guer-
rillas in Greece were gaining ground against the govern-
ment. In February, 1947, the British government inform-
ed Washington that it would have to discontinue its mi-
litary and economic support to Greece and Turkey.3!
On March 12, 1947, President Truman agreed to assist
both countries by granting them four million dollars for
economic and military purposes.32 So, by the end of
1947, the United States had suddenly become a major
participant in Middle Eastern affairs — committed to
preventing any Soviet invasion of the non-Arab part of
that region.33

The Truman Doctrine marked a shift in America’s
defense policy against the Soviet threat. American stra-
tegists clearly saw that the concept of “Fortress Ame-
rica” could not work against the Communist threat, and
that United States strength would have to be derived
from associating with other nations to defend the “com-
mon interest of world society.” Secretary of State Dean
Acheson summed up this policy :

“In the complex world of today, the security of the
United States cannot be defined in terms of boun-

(31) Lionel M. Celber, America in Britain’s Place (New York
Praeger, 1961), pp. 37-33; Schechtman, op. cit., p. 14; Polk, op. cit.,
p. 263.

(32) Ibid. ; Lenczowski, op. cit., pp. 673-74.

(33) Gelber, op. cit., pp. 41-46.
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daries and frontiers. A serious threat to internatio-
nal peace and security anywhere in the world is of
direct concern to this [U.S.] country. Therefore it is
our policy to help free peoples to maintain their in-
tegrity and independence, not only in Western Eu-
rope or in the Americas but wherever the aid we
are to provide can be effective.”3¢

Middle Eastern political stability and protection of
its resources became vital to the United States national
interest and security, as well as to world peace, because
of the importance of the area’s oil to NATO, its strategic
position between three continents, and the establishment
of American air bases in Saudi Arabia, Libya, Morocco,
and lend-lease in Turkey after the war. Some govern-
ment departments — Navy and Interior — outlined the
politico-strategic implications of Middle Eastern oil for
American interests there. At a Cabinet meeting in Ja-
nuary, 1948, Secretary of Defense James Forrestal in-
sisted that, without access to the Middle Eastern oil pooi,
the United States could not wage a war nor even main-
tain the tempo of its peace-time economy.35 On Janua-
ry 21st, Vice-Admiral Robert B. Carney, then Deputy
Chief of Naval Operations, testified before the House
Armed Services Committee that :

(34) United States Department of State, The Military Assistance
Program (Washington, D.C. : Government Printing Office, 1949),
pp. 4-5.

(35) Walter Millis (ed.), The Forrestal Diaries (New York: Vi-
king Press, 1951), p. 358; Manuel, op. cit., p. 341.
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“In the event of serious disturbance in the Middle
East, there is cause of grave concern for the fortu-
nes of American oil facilities throughout that area,
and to those who might desire to deny the oil of the
Middle East to us, such disturbance could afford
opportunities for interference.”36

Ezxplaining the strategic importance of Middle East-
ern oil to the United States’ national security, Mr. John
Badeau pointed out that oil was not merely a commercial
resource for the American companies but also an instru-
ment of war and defense. To him, therefore, any threat
to the Middle East, thereby closing the oil fields to the
United States, would directly challenge American defense
strategy.3?7 After the establishment of the North At-
lantic Treaty Organization in 1949, adequate supplies of
petroleum at all times and under any circumstances
became necssary for Western Europe’s military security.
Assuming that, in time of war, all the oil which could be
extracted from United States domestic fields, plus sup-
plies from Canada, would not equal the war demand, the
availability of oil from other areas became a matter of
vital concern to the United States. Recalling the deeds
of German submarines in World War II, it is doubtful
that oil would flow steadily from Mexico or the Carib-
bean countries to the European allies or to the United
States throughout a third world war. The weaning of

(36) John S. Badeau, Amcrica’s Stake in the Middle East (Wa-

shington, D. C. : Department of State, 1947), p. 4.
(37) Ibid., pp. 4-6.
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Western Europe from American oil thus transferred the
responsibility for supply to the Middle East.38

This linking up of economic life and activity in Wes-
tern Europe with the resources of the Middle East
through the aid of American funds, pipe lines, and oil
tankers became a principal feature in bolstering the
strength of the North Atlantic Alliance. In other words,
the United States Government saw Middle East oil and
access to it as strategically essential for preserving
Western Europe’s military security and economic
strength.3® Statements of American Presidents and
Secretaries continually point out this fact. President Tru-
man affirmed :

“ mraditional American cultural interests in the
Near East have in recent years been reinforced by
expanding economic and commercial ties and by re-
cognition of the important role of that historical
cross road between three continents in the mainte-
nance of peace and security of the world of today.
This steady expansion of our relations with the Near
East has given rise to a natural interest on the part
of this government in the welfare of the govern-
ments and peoples of that areas. In so saying, how-
ever, I wish to emphasize that now as in the past
we have no ax of special privilege to grind. We do,
however, have an obvious community of interest with

(38) Hoskin, op. eit., p. 191.
(39) United States Department of State, The Military Assistance
Program (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1949), p. 4.
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the countries of the Near East, and it is proper that
we should give that relationship the careful and
understanding consideration which it merits.”40

“ In the free nations of the Middle East lie half
of the oil reserve of the world. No part of the world
is more directly exposed to Soviet pressure. There
is no simple formula for increasing stability and se-
curity in the Middle East. The program I am now
proposing is a balance program for strengthening the
security of the Middle East. It will make a solid
contribution to our hopes for peace.”4l

Secretary Acheson reiterated :

“This the Near and Middle East is a region of great
importance to us, because of its people, its resources,
strategic position, and vital communications arte-
ries.”42

Secretary Dulles emphasized the area’s importance
both for national security — “The Near East is one of
the main cross roads of the world and has great strate-

(40) President Truman, August 26, 1949, Statement on Gordon
P. Clapp as Chairman of U.N. Economic Survey Mission to Near
East, Bulletin, September 5, 1949. p. 333.

(41) President Truman, May 24, 1951, Message to Congress : Re-
commendations for a Mutual Security Program, Bulletin, June 4,
1951, p. 887.

(42) Secretary Acheson, December 30, 1951, address before the
Jewish War Veterans at New York, Bulletin, January 7, 1952, p. 4.
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gic importance”43 ... and, for national economic inte-
rests — “This area contains important resources vital to
our welfare — oil, manganese, chrome, mica, and other
minerals.”’#¢ He also noted the area’s religious aspects:

“This is a region sacred to three religions: Christia-
nity, Islam, and Judaism. This area, the Middle East,
has great significance to the free world from the
standpoint of communications, land, sea, air, and
because of its resources.”

“The United States has long been interested in the
course of events in the Near East. The people of the
United States and its government have many inte-
rests and objectives there.”45

These were but some of the increasing indications
that the Middle East had indeed erupted into America’s
national interests and security. It was, and still is, a ful-
crum in American-Soviet relations,

As this general line of policy was developing for the

(43) Secretary Dulles, May 5, 1953, statement made before House
Foreign Affairs Committee and Senate Foreign Relation Committee,
Bulletin, May 25, 1953, p. 738.

(44) Sccretary Dulles, Junes 1, 1953, Radio and Television ad-
dress on the Near East, Department of State Publications 5088, Near
and Middle East Series 12, pp. 3-4.

(45) Secretary Dulles, February 24, 1956, statement before the
Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, 84th Congress, 2nd Session
(Washington, D. C. : Government Printing Office, 1956), pp. 2-18.
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whole area, one particular issue signified the United
States’ increasing involvement in the Middle East. This
was Palestine. When Britain indicated that it could not
resolve the Palestine conflict and intended to turn it over
to the United Nations, the United States played a major
role in pushing through the General Assembly a modifi-
cation of the United Nations’ partition plan. But the
United States could not lend the Uhnited Nations the
forces which might have made partition possible without
war. Because the United States military forces were de-
pleted, those planning American policy believed that they
could not count on congressional or party support for an
active United States role in Palestine48 On March 19,
1948, unable to move forward with any confidence, the
American government suggested at the United Nations
that action on the partition plan, already approved by
the United Nations, be suspended and that a trusteeship
be established instead over all of Palestine. While the
United Nations was discussing the Trusteeship Plan, the
Zionists in Palestine occupied by force most of the ter-
ritory allocated to them by the partition plan, and on
May 14, 1948, proclaimed the State of Israel.47. Ten
minutes later, President Truman awarded de facto re-
cognition to the new state, and the trusteeship proposal
was buried.48

(46) Campbell, op. eit., pp. 35-37; Polk, op. cit., p. 264.

(47) Safran, op. cit., p. 42.

(48) Campbell, op. cit., pp. 36, 100; Safran, ep. cit., pp. 42-43;
Schechtman, op. cit., pp. 298-300; Manuel, op. cit., pp. 349-60.
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America’s support for Israel’s founding and growth
represents the first substantial political involvement of
the United States government in the Arab part of the
Middle East. Some of those concerned with American se-
curity, such as Secretary of Defense Forrestal, were
indeed aware of the hazards involved, but such views
were castigated as “anti-Semitic” or “oil-mongering” and
had little effect.4® Some have argued that the pro-
Zionist policy was partly a projection of domestic poli-
tics by political leaders and parties competing with pro-
Zionist attitudes and promises for the so-called “Jewish
vote.” President Truman was most sensitive to that vote,
especially in 1948, the year he was predicted to lose to
Dewey. Throughout the period of acute Zionist pressure,
up to May 15, 1948, when Israel was declared, Truman
systematically disregarded the advice of his Secretary of
State, Middle East experts, Secretary of Defense and
Joint Chief of Staff.50

Under a policy announced by the State Department
on December 5, 1947, and maintained until the recogni-
tion of Israel in 1948, the United States had discontinued
licensing the sale of arms to all Middle Eastern countries,
with the exception of Greece, Turkey and Iran. This arms

(49) Manuel, op. cit., pp. 340-44, 356-57 ; Schechtman, op. cit.,
pp. 375-76, 416-21.

(50) Safran, op. ecit.,, pp. 41-42; Manuel, op. cit., pp. 358-59;
Schechtman, op. cit., pp. 367-78, 404-22, 303-05, 313, 341-42; Chatham
House Study Group, British Interests in the Mediterranean and Mid-
dle East (London: Oxford University Press, 1958), p. 14.
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embargo policy was instituted under the authority of the
U.S. Neutrality Act of 1939 and the Export Act of 1940,
and was in response to the United Nations’ request for
cooperation in discouraging the Arab-Jewish conflict in
Palestine.5! But, as a result of strong protests and
appeals from American Zionists and Jews, Congressmen
and other politicians, and American public opinion, Pre-
sident Truman, on May 15, 1948, considered lifting the
cmbargo on arms shipments to the entire Middle East.
However, no initial decision was taken.52

On May 25, 1948, Dr. Chaim Weizmann, during a
meeting with President Truman, appealed for a loan of
ninety to one hundred million dollars “ ... first of all for
military purposes, ” because Israel then needed some
tanks, planes, anti-tank guns, and “ .. a good deal of
military tackle. 53 Meanwhile, the State Department
approached Czecheslovakia on July 28, 1948, to urge the
cessation of shipments of airplanes and arms to Israel.5*
However, the smuggling of arms, ammunition, food
and other articles to Israel by American individuals and
associations had not been considered by many American
courts as illegal action violating United States law and
policy.55

(51) Schechtman, ibid., p. 318.

(52) 1Ibid., pp. 318-23.

(53) New York Times (Henceforth, N.Y.T.), May 26, 1948. Quoted
in Schechtman, ibid., p. 324.

(54) Ibid., Note (x), p. 325.

(55) Ibid., pp. 225-28.
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The shooting between the Arab states and Israel
ended in July, 1949, when Israel concluded its last armis-
tice agreements with its immediate neighbors. Israel did
note abide by these agreements and its troops violated
the armistice terms thousands of times. This made the
Arabs more concerned about securing the essential arms
for self-defense and for the restoration of peace and

justice in Palestine.



CHAPTER 11

ARMS AID AND THE “ ARMS RACE ”

The most important thing to note about the conven-
tional race hetween the Arab states and Israel is that
hoth depend greatly on outside supplies of arms. Because
of indigenous armament factories, especially in Egypt
and Israel,l developed since 1956, this dependence has
lessened to some degree. But, in 1949, both sides depend-
ed totally on outside suppliers for arms — the only signi-
ficant ones at that time being Britain, France and the
United States.2

Soon after the signing of the armistice agreement
between Israel and the Arab states bordering her, Britain
and France resumed shipment of arms to Jordan, Iraq
and Egvpt. Having no previous treaty commitments to

oS

her, they did not send arms to Israel. This evoked pro-

(1) Sections on Middle East by Lt. William A. Kirby, Jr., in
Center for International Studies, MIT, Regional Arms Control Ar-
rangements for Developing Areas; Arms and Arms Control in Latin
America, the Middle East, and Africa, September, 1964, Chapter III,
pp. 18, 19, 24. Done for U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency.

(2) Edzar O'Ballance, The Sinai Campaign of 1956 (London :
Farer and Faber, 1959), p. 15.

25



26 U.S. POLICY & ARAB-TSKAELI ARMS-RACE

tests from the American Zionist organisations, and Ame-
rica called for a Foreign Ministers’ Conference, which, on
May 25, 1950, issued the famous Tripartite Declara-
tion.3
In this declaration, the three governments recogniz-
ed that both the Arab states and Israel needed armed
forces to insure their internal security and maintain le-
gitimate self-defense. Such forces would also permit
them to participate in defending the whole area. The
three governments reaffirmed their “ ... opposition to
the development of an arms race between the Arab
States and Israel, demanding assurance ... in any arms
deal that the purchasing state does not intend to under-
take any act of aggression against any other state. ”
They also agreed that :
“The three governments, should they find any of
these states involved in the Arab-Israeli conflict
were preparing to violate frontiers or armistice lines,
would, consistent with their ogligations as members
of the United Nations, immediately take actions,
both within and outside the United Nations, to pre-
vent such violation.”4

(3) Ibid., pp. 14-15.

(4) Quoted in J. D. Hurewitz (ed.), Diplomacy in the Near and
Middle East (Princeton, New Jersey : Van Nostrand, 1956), Vol. II,
pp. 308-309; The Situation in the Middle Fast, Hearings before U.S.
Senate, Committee on Foreign Relations (Henceforth, SCFR), 84th
Congress, 2nd Session, February 24, 1956 (Washington : G.P.O.,
1256), pp. 2-3; Statement Regarding Security in the Near East, May
25, 1950, Department of State Bulletin (henceforth Bulletin), June 5.
1950, p. 866.
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The United States Government’s part in the Tripac-
tite Declaration emphasized its desire, according with
national interest, to promote the maintenance of peace in
the Near East.5 This desire was, in concrete terms,
a guarantee of Israel’s alien existence in the Middle East.
Although the Declaration never had the effect of a bind-
ing treaty commitment, it laid down fundamental prin-
ciples to guide the three governments in their dealings
with Israel and the Arab States on questions of arms
deliveries and frontier violations. The Declaration was
also designed to nip the “miniature arms race” of 1949-
50 in the bud and to dampen the conflict.6 But it was
not entirely successful. In the first place, the Arabs dis-
counted it entirely, thinking it little more than an exten-
sion of the so-called “truce” period of the 1948-49 war,
during which the great powers had declared embargoes
on arms and supplies to both sides but had failed to halt
clandestine arms shipments to Israel.? “ The Israelis
remained cynically silent. Neither side took it seriously
nor paid very much heed to it in spite of pompous repe-
titions whenever there was a large-scale armed clash on
the frontiers...”8

(5) President Truman, May 25, 1950, Statement, Bulletin, June 5,
1950, p. 886; see also President Truman, August 26, 1949, Statement
ocn Gordon R. Clapp as Chairman of UNE Economic Survey Mission
on Near East, Bulletin, September 5, 1949, p. 333.

(6) Hurewitz, Diplomacy in the Near and Middle East, p. 308.

(7) Michael G. Ionides, Divide and Lose; the Arab Revolt of
1955-58 (London: Jeoffrey Bles, Ltd., 1960), p. 89.

(8) O’Ballance, op. cit., p. 16.
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Moreover, the Tripartite Declaration soon clashed
with United States policy objectives in the Middle East.
Only a month after it was declared, the Korean War
broke out, and with war, American policy-makers envi-
saged an encircling of the Soviet bloc by a series of pacts
and expressed great anxiety over a “ ... gap in this circle
in the Middle East. ”9

“Along the southeastern reaches of Europe and into
the Near East the aims of our foreign policy are to
make even stronger the existing strong points, and
to help other countries to strengthen themselves
against the dangers which they face ... "0

“What we are trying to donow is to make sure that
what happens in this part of the world, the Middle
East, doesn’t jeopardise the security of all the rest
of us. These people live in an area that is of critical
importance to the security of the whole world. "1

The United States became increasingly concerned
with the need for regional defense organizations to pro-
tect the Middle East from alleged Soviet aggression, an
objective which was important to the security of the

(9) Chatham Hous¢ Study Group, British Interest, p. 15; Camp-
bell, op. cit., p. 38.

(10) Secretary Acheson, July 26, 1951, Statement in Support of
Proposed Mutual Security Program before the Senate Foreign Rela-
tions Committee, Bulletin, August 6, 1951, pp. 211-12.

(11) Secretary Acheson, October 21, 1961, Statement made in
answer to question on “Battle Report” over NBC Television, Bulle-
tin, October 29, 1951, p. 686.
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United States. The governments of the United States,
Britain, France and Turkey, in a statement on November
10, 1951, declared : “The defense of the Middle East is
vital to the free world and its defense against outside
aggression can be secured only by the cooperation of all
interested states. 12 Secretary Dulles put it as fol-
lows :
“Our basic political problem in this vitally important
region of the Near East is to improve the attitude
of the Muslim States toward the Western democra-
cies, including the United States, because our pres-
tige in the area has steadily declined since the war.
In order to attain our objectives, we must put great
emphasis on a regional approach to the problems of
the area .. We consider these programs, although
relatively small in dollar cost, to be vitally impor-
tant in terms of their contribution to our secu-
rity, 13

Secretary Acheson said :

“The military assistance to Israel and the Arab sta-
tes is of critical importance to the defence of the
free nations and the immediate increased abiltiy of
the recipient country to defend itself, contributes to

(12) The Governments of the United States, United Kingdom,
France and Turkey, November 10, 1951, Statement on the Middle
East Command, Bulletin, November 19, 1951, p. 817.

(13) Secretary Dulles, July 9, 1953, Statement before the Senate
Appropriation Committee on the Mutual Security Program, Bulletin,
July 16, 1953, p. 90.
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the preservation of the peace and the security of the
Near Fast area and is important to the security of
the United States .. We cannot allow the forces of
neutralism and extremism to gain further ground
in the Near East. The strategic position of the Mid-
dle East is too important to allow its conquest
through Soviet subversion as a result of our indif-
ference or inaction. The Soviet intention of dominat-
ing this area is all too clear. "¢

According to its defense policy, the United States
was to furnish military assistance to the Middle Eastern
countries, therchy contributing to the Arab-Israeli arms
race and to the problem of maintaining the military ba-
lance of power among them. United States defense poli-
cies in the Middle East first manifested themselves in a
1951 proposal for an Allied Middle East Defense Organi-
zation linking the United States, the United Kingdom,
France, Turkey and the Arab States in a defense system
based on the Canal Zone Treaty of 1936. The proposal
was presented to Egypt at the height of the dispute
between Egypt and Britain over the Anglo-Egyptian
Treaty of 1936. Though the proposal intended to take full
account of local sovereignty, the Arabs saw the United
States as not only the champion of Israel, but fully in
league with the hated imperialist powers of Europe.

(14) Secretary Dean Acheson, July 26, 1951, Statement before
the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, 82nd Congress, 1st Ses-
sion, July 26 — August 9, 1951 (Washington, D.C. : Government
Printing Office, 1951), p. 319.
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Therefore, Egypt rejected the proposal. 15

Despite the Egyptian rejection and Soviet protests
that the United States was trying to draw the Middle
East into the Atlantic bloc, the Government tried to keep
the defense alliance policy alive until the May, 1953 visit
of Secretary Dulles to the Middle East. He suggested
an alliance of the “Northern Tier” states which included,
later, Turkey, Pakistan, Iran and Iraq. The “Northern
Tier concept” seemed to offer the opportunity to streng-
then those nations that wanted to be strengthened, with-
out permitting troublesome problems like Suez and Pales-
tine to hold up progress where it could be made. The step-
by-step approach would mean putting aside for a time any
joint planning for regional defense, but cooperation could
be expanded when and as individual states made their
choice for it. 16 The United States was to remain aloof
from membership, yet provide military aid to build up
local forces. The alliance sought to prevent Soviet-Arab
friendly relations. 17

Returning from that trip, Mr. Dulles indicated that
it was not then feasible to create a Middle East bloc pa-
rallel to NATO. He found that “ ... the Arab people
were more fearful of Zionism than of the communists, ”
believing “ ... the United States will back the new State

(15) Georgiana C. Stevens (ed.), The United States and the Mid-
dle East (Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, 1964), p.
157; Polk, op. cit., pp. 269-270; Campbell, op. cit., pp. 40-45.

(16) Campbell, op. cit., p. 50.

(17) Grant E. McClellan (ed.), The Middle East in the Cold War
(New York : The H. W. Wilson Company, 1956), p. 28.
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of Israel in aggressive expansion. 18 He also found
“ ... a vague desire to have a collective security system,
but no such system can be imposed from without. It
should be designed and grow from common destiny and
common danger. 19 Nevertheless, Mr. Dulles still had
the idea of some sort of association with an emerging
“southern tier”’ as a vestige of the Middle East Command
Organization. This being the case, the United States at
least heard appeals for arms.

In fact, it gave several hearings. Very soon after
the July, 1952 revolution in Egypt, General Naguib sent
a representative to Washington to ask for arms. Such
appeals continued until the summer of 1955. 20 At least
until the spring of 1955, Egypt’s desire for arms does
not seem to have been primarily motivated by a desire
for a “second round” with Israel. The Free Officers ask-
ed for arms mainly to erase the black mark on the Egyp-
tian army resulting from their poor equipment and or-
ganization in 1948. 21 Although arms may have ultima-

(18) Secretary Dulles, June 1, 1953, Radio and Television Report
on the Near East, Bulletin, June 15, 1953, p. 831.

(19) Ibid., p. 835.

(20) Dwight D. Eisenhower, Mandate for Change (Garden City,
New York : Doubleday, 11963), p. 159; Keith Wheelock, Masser’'s
New Egypt (New York: Praeger, 1960), pp. 214-28; New York Times,
April 13, 1960, p. 23.

(21) McClellan, op. cit.,, p. 133 ; President Nasser, previously
Prime Minister, stated.that ‘“our revolution stemmed from the need
in Egypt for arms. If there are no arms coming, there will be
another revolution here.’’ Quoted from ‘“Where War Now?’’ U.S. News
and World Report, No. 39, November 4, 1955, pp. 48-50.
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tely been used for a second round, the main reason the
Free Officers asked for them seems to have been to
bolster the prestige of their new regime and army do-
mestically. 22

Likewise, the United States seems to have dismissed
the dangers of a possible “second round.” Rather, it was
concerned with Britain’s interest in the area, the possi-
bility of some sort of regional defense pact, and the
stipulations of the Mutual Security Act. 28 Until June,
1953, the United States refused to consider sending arms
to Egypt unless she became formally committed to a
Western defense agreement, a condition Egypt refused. 24
Nevertheless, while the Iraqi government made no for-
mal commitments with respect to regional defense, the
United States agreed to supply arms to Iraq on April 21,
1954, because both governments understood that Iraq
would play its part in regional defense. 25 America’s ten-
tative agreement to arm Egypt was also unfulfilled
because the Egyptians were fighting an undeclared war
with British troops in the Canal Zone, and the United
States felt it could not go against its ally by sending

(22) Charles D. Cremeans, The Arabs and The World (New
York; Praeger, 1963), p. 144; Mr. Jernegan, Economic Advisor, Bu-
reau of Near East, May 5, 1953. Statement Before U.S. Senate Com-
mittee on Forign Relations, on Mutual Security Act of 1953, Hear-
ings, 83rd Congress, 1st session, May, 19563 (Washington, D.C. :
Government Printing Office, 1953), pp. 274-75.

(23) Ibid., pp. 265-66.

(24) Ibid., p. 264.

(25) Campbell, op. cit., p. 52.
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arms to Egypt. America also withheld aid to pressure
Egypt to accede to the British conditions it demanded in
return for withdrawing from Suez. 26

In October, 1954, Britain and Egypt signed an agree-
ment for the evacuation of the Suez Canal, and thus, onc
obstacle to an American-Egyptian arms deal was elimi-
nated; others remained, however. Under the conditions
of the Mutual Security Act, any country receiving mili-
tary aid had both to promise not to use the arms for
aggressive purposes and to accept an American military
mission. 27 But Nasser, the Prime Minister, could not ac-
cept a military mission on Egyptian soil just after
seventy-two years of occupation had ended. 28 There were
stumbling blocks to agreement, but they were not unsur-
mountable, or so it seemed to some. Turkey’s Prime Mi-
nister Menderes was rounding up the Middle Eastern
countries for a “northern tier” defense organization, and
the West hoped Egypt might join this new alliance. 29
President Nasser, opposing the alliance system, attacked
the Baghdad Pact as soon as it was signed, on the ground
that it was bound to split the Arabs and draw them into a
Western-dominated alliance. On March 2, 1955, a week
after the signing of the Pact, Egypt, Saudi Arabia, and
Syria signed an agreement for a joint military command
in reprisal; Saudi Arabia, Syria and Yemen sided with

(26) Wheelock, .op. cit.,, p. 214; New York Times. July 12, 1954
p. 2, (Hercafter, NYT).

(27) McClellan op. cit. p. 133.

(28) Ibid., pp. 133-34.

(29) Ibid., pp. 27-28, NYT, November 27, 1955, p. 5.
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Egypt, while Jordan and Lebanon remained aloof. 30
More important, on February 28, 1955, Israel launched
a2 massive retaliation raid on Gaza, killing thirty-eight
Egyptian soldiers and wounding thirty. It was the largest
military action since the 1948 war, 31

Shocked by the heaviest casualties since the war of
1948, Nasser could no longer delay seeking more and
better arms wherever he could get them. He had to stop
the wave of nervousness in Egypt and to answer his of-
ficers’ demand. 32 Even after the Baghdad Pact was
signed, however, Prime Minister Nasser continued to pre-
fer Western arms 32 and to negotiate with Britain and
America for them. 3¢ Negotiations proceeded in the spring
of 1955 and, in June, it seemed that the United States
had agreed “in principle” to sell Egypt $27 million worth
of military equipment, including aircraft, tanks and artil-
lery. 2 In July, the British government agreed to sell
Egypt two destroyers. 36

Israel had achieved victory over the Arab States in

(30)NYT, p. 30; Cremeans, op. cit., pp. 140-43.

(31) Statement in the Department of State, Dulletin, April 18,
1955, po. 659-61.

(32) Cremeans, op. c¢it., p. 144; Campbell, op. eit., p. 72; McClel-
lan, op. eit., p. 133.

(33) David J. Dallin, Soviet Foreign Policy After Stalin, (New
York, J. B. Lippincott Co., 1961), pp. 387-386.

(34) Lenczowski, op. cit., p. 511.

(35) Wheelock, op. cit., p. 229.

(36) Ionides, op. eit., p. 127.
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the 1948 war and imposed an armistice on them in 1949.
As a result, it had a military advantage in 1949 that
could hardly have been considerably diminished by 1950.
From 1951 to the end of 1954, Britain imposed an arms
embargo on Egypt 37 which was lifted with the sale pre-
viously mentioned, but only after selling an equal num-
ber of destroyers to Israel in June, 1955. 38

During the same period, the United States received
many requests for arms from both the Arab states and
Israel. Purchases of arms and military equipment had
been made either through ordinary commercial channels
or from the American government under the Mutual De-
fense Assistance Act of 1949 and the Mutual Security
Act of 1954. 39 The American sales were subject to the
agreement of the purchasing country that the arms would
be used only for purposes of internal security and self-
defense. All sales required export licenses. 40

Limited arms deliveries to the Arab states and Is-
rael had, from time to time, been authorized by the Unit-
ed States Government. Although the first tentative
agreement in this respect was to send tanks to Saudi

(37) Wheelock, ep. cit., p. 229.

(38) Ibid.

(39) The Situation in the Middle East, Hearings before the Unit-
ed States Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, 84th Congress,
2nd Session, February 24, 1956. (Washington, D.C. : Government
Printing Office, 1956), p. 8.

(40) Ibid.
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Arabia in June, 1951, no delivery was taken, 4! The first
military assistance actually delivered was to Israel on
July 1, 1952. 42 In the spring of 1955 the United States
sent Iraq some arms for use under the recently signed
Baghdad Pact. Israel protested that this violated the Tri-
partite Declaration and endangered her security since
Iraq had no armistice agreement with Israel, even though
it had been participating in the war of 1948. The United
States gave Israel assurances that the arms would not be
used against her 43 and refrained from joining the Bagh-
dad Pact, even though she had initiated it. 4* She also
brought pressure to bear on Spain to stop a projected
arms shipment to Egypt and authorized France to divert
some Mpystere jet fighters from NATO production for
delivery to Israel. 4 With the growing friction between
Egypt and France over Algeria in 1954-55, France was
drawing closer to Israel and welcomed the authorization.

On April 28, 1955, the Saudi Arabian government,
pointing out that it had no tanks, repeated her request
of June 1, 1951, to the United States to sell her a limited
number to be used for training purposes. Negotiations
lasted for several months and resulted in the United
States’ decision on August 25, 1955 to sell eighteen light

(41) Ibid., pp. 33-37.

(42) Ibid., pp. 38-39.

(43) Safran, op. cit., p. 233.

(44) John R. Beal, John Foster Dulles (New York: Harper Com-
pany, 1959), p. 250.

(45) Ibid., p. 257.
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reconnaissance M-41 tanks to Saudi Arabia. 46 She paid
for them on November 26, 1955, and was informed that
the shipment would take place in mid-February, 1956.
This sale was carefully examined to determine that it
complied with the Mutual Security Act and pertinent
laws and regulations. 47 On the evening of February 16,
1956, just before this shipment sailed from New York
Harbor, it was decided to suspend all outstanding export
licenses for the area in question. While the State Depart-
ment stated that the suspension was effected to ascertain
that such exports conformed with the pertinent laws and
United States policy in the Middle East, 48 the press
thought differently. Mr. Chalmers Roberts, in an article
entitled “Brief Ban on Tanks ... Shipment is Laid to Ha-
gerty and Hoover, ” said that :

“ State officials say Hagerty played an influen-
tial part in the decision to slap on embargo, and that
Hoover gave in. As one of them put it, the adminis-
tration panicked because of domestic political pro-
blems involved in the Israeli request for arms. 49

Regarding the same matter, Mr. Walter Lippmann,
in his article, stated that : “ With nobody at the top in

(46) Under Secretary of State, Mr. Herbert Hoover, Jr., State-
ment Before Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, Hearing on
The Situation in the Middle East, 84th Congress, 2nd Session, Fe-
bruary 24, 1956 (Washington: Government Printing Office, 1956), p. 7.

(47) Ibid., p. 9.

(48) Ibid., pp. 8, 12.

(49) Ibid., pp. 13, 14.
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Washington who can or will take new decisions, our di-
plomacy is almost everywhere fighting an unattractive
rear guard action. 50 Both writers attributed the sus-
pension of shipping the tanks to Saudi Arabia to the in-
fluence of American Jews upon some officials in favor
of Israel. Whether they were right or wrong, the suspen-
sion of the sale of tanks was effected.

As for the other Middle Eastern states, Israel did
not have a great cause for alarm in the spring of 1955,
since it had procured more arms abroad than the neigh-
boring Arab States.5! Egypt, on the other hand, did feel
alarmed. With the exception of small arms shipments
from East Germany, Egypt had received no arms since
the announcement of the Tripartite Declaration. As we
have seen, after the Gaza raid on February 28, 1955,
Nasser could not delay the issue of obtaining arms for
long. This led him to purchase the two destroyers from
Britain. 52 Although in July, the same month, he had
reached agreement “in principle” with the United States,
according to the press, in fact, no agreement had been
reached. The American government still demanded that
a military mission was the condition for arms ship-
ment, 53

The growing tensions along the Arab-Israeli fron-
tiers, coupled with United States unwillingness to supply

(50) Ibid., pp. 14-15.

(51) Statement by Secretary Dulles; Ibid., p. 49.

(52) Wheelock, op. cit., p. 223; Cremeans, op. cit., p. 114.
(53) Ibid., p. 229.
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arms on terms acceptable to Egypt, caused Nasser to
negotiate with the Soviet Union for arms, 5 He told Se-
cretary Dulles and Ambassador Byroade that they had
forced him to negotiate with the Russians.55 On Sep-
tember 27, 1955, President Nasser announced the arms
deal between Egypt and Czechoslovakia. To the Arab
world, this move was an historic change in Egypt’s po-
licy and a master stroke by which Nasser had broken
the West’s monopoly of arms. 56 With one move, the So-
viet bloc had vaulted the “northern tier” and established
a bridgehead at the center of the Middle East. Soviet
Russia thus abandoned her policy of supporting first one
side then the other in the Arab-Israeli conflict and sided
with the Arabs. 57 Russia’s purpose coincided with Nas-
ser’'s — to undermine the Baghdad Pact and to weaken
the West in the area. Moreover, Russia wanted a voice
in the future of the Middle East and to win the Arabs
to side with her against the West. 58

Unable to make any decision, United States policy-
makers had defaulted to Russian initiative at the begin-
ning, but responded later. Secretary Dulles commented on
the Czech arms deal on October 4th, noting that the

(54) Cremeans, op. eit., p. 143.

(55} Quoted in John M. Mackintosh, Strategy and Tactics of
Soviet Foreign Policy (New York: Oxford University Press, 1963),
p 123; from Royal Institute of International Affairs, The Baghdad
Pact, February, 1956, p. 8.

(56) Cremeans, op. cit., p. 146; O’Ballance, op. cit., p. 15.

(57) Chatham House Group, op. cit., pp. 17-18.

(58) Safran, op. cit., p. 237.
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Arab States were free to buy arms wherever they wished.
He declared, however, that from the standpoint of Soviet-
Amcrican relations, “ ... such deliveries of arms would
not contribute to relaxing tensions, ”’ and added :

“It is difficult to be critical of countries which feeling
themselves endangered, seek the arms which they
sincerely believe they need for defense. On the other
hand, I doubt very much that, under the conditions
which prevail in the area, it is possible for any coun-
try to get security through an arms race, also it is
not easy or pleasant to speculate on the probable
motives of the Soviet bloc leaders.”59

The Secretary of State repeated his August 26, 1955,
proposal for a security guaranty under the United States:

“President Eisenhower has authorized me to say that,
given a solution of the other related problems, he
would recommend that the United States join in for-
mal treaty engagements to prevent or thwart any
effort by either side to alter by force the boundaries
between Israel and its Arab neighbors. I hope that
other countries would be willing to join in such a
security guaranty, and that it would be sponsored
by the United Nations.”60

(59) Bulletin, October 17, 1956, p. 560.

(60) Secretary Dulles, August 26, 1955, Address made before the
Council on Foreign Relations, New York City, Bulletin, September
5 1955, p. 378.
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Since Mr. Dulles did not know the precise character
or extent of the Czech arms deal, or whether it might
‘ seriously upset the balance of power ” in the Middle
East, he could not say whether or not the United States
would ship arms to Israel. Meanwhile, he pointed out
that it had been American policy “to avoid participating
in what might become an arms race,” and that he still
hoped it would be possible “to avoid getting into that
situation. 61

The problem was soon complicated by Soviet promi-
ses of extended economic and technical assistance to the
area, and the situation became more tense. Secretary
Dulles touched upon the matter again on October 18th, 62
indicating that no “ very certain conclusions ” could be
drawn from the Tripartite Declaration of May 25, 1950,
which had been based on the broad concept of avoiding
both a serious imbalance of powers and an armaments
race in the Middle East. Nor could he yet judge the mi-
litary significance of the Czech arms deal, since the
“ business of second hand arms ” was “very difficult to
appraise accurately” and the value of these arms was
not always easy to judge. 63

”

On November 15th, in a message read at a rally in
New York City, President Eisenhower said that he con-
sidered the tensions along the Arab-Israeli boundaries to

(61) Ibid., October 17, 1955, p. 560.
(62) Ibid., October 31, 1955, p. 688.
(63) Ibid., November 28, 1955, p. 894.
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be a threat to Middle Eastern peace and thus a threat
to world peace. 64 However, the Czech arms deal was, in
the United States’ eyes, the beginning of a Soviet invol-
vement in the Arab Middle East section which could lead
to an uncontrolled arms race between the Arabs and Is-
rael and, in turn, jeopardize United States’ national in-
terest in the area. The American response to the Russian
move came later when Israel appealed for arms from the
Western powers in 1956, and when Egypt negotiated with
the United States to finance the Aswan Dam projéct in
December, 1955. 65

As far as Israel was concerned, the Czech arms deal
threatened to upset the balance between the Arab states
and herself. To such a possibility, she responded vigo-
rously. On October 118, 1955, Premier and Foreign Minis-
ter Moshe Sharett, in a statement of government policy
before the Knesset, emphasized “ dangers the like of
which we have not known since the War of Independen-
ce, "6 and described the threat of the widening gap
between the military power of the Arab States and Israel,
concluding with an appeal for arms for Israel. 67 Esti-
mates of the worth of the arms involved in the Czech
arms deal range up to $ 320 million. These arms included
approximately one hundred MIG fighters, fifty Ilyushin
28 bombers, 300 tanks, 500 guns of different sorts, two

(64) Ibia.

(65) Situation in the Middle East, p. 71.
(66) Hurewitz, op. cit., p. 408.

(67) Xbid.
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destroyers, four minesweepers, twenty motor torpedo
boats, and a few other odds and ends, including some
radar equipment. 68 Whatever the exact amounts involv-
ed, they had all been delivered by July, 1955, causing
great concern in Israel. According to Prime Minister
David Ben Gurion.

“The Czech-Egyptian arms deal transformed Israel’s
security position for the worse at one stroke. The
quantitative inferiority of our military equipment
which had existed ever since the war of indepen-
dence became a dangerous position of qualitative
inferiority as well.”69

Israel went shopping for arms. In February, 1956,
when the temporary embargo was lifted, the Israeli go-
vernment stated that the United States authorized the
purchase of $ 100,000 worth of military materials by Is-
rael. In the period from August 17, 1955, until February
18, 1956, the American arms sale to the Arab States and
Israel totalled $ 16 million. 70

On March 18, 1956, Mr. Sharett, the Israeli Prime
Minister and Foreign Minister, warned that Israel might
soon have to launch a preventive war if she did not get
arms. In the following month, Mr. Sharett resigned both
positions after having failed to obtain more heavy arms

(68) Ibid., p. 412.
(69) David Ben Gurion, Israel’s Security and Her International
Yosition ,Jerusalem: The Government Year Book, 1959-60), p. 25.
(70) Situation in the Middle East, pp. 61-62.
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for Israel from the West. “ In Israel, a serious political
crisis brewed up, centering around Mr. Sharett, the Fo-
reign Minister, who had failed to convince the Western
Powers of Israel’s need for more heavy arms. He resign-
ed from office. ’71

In May, 1956, the United States State Department
agreed to advise Canada to sell Israel a small number of
jet planes. 72 In the same period, another ten planes were
delivered to Israel from the United States off-shore pro-
curement, Mysteres manufactured in a French factory
with the consent of the American government. 73 In July,
the United States cancelled her offer to finance the As-
wan Dam. project because of the commitment of additio-
nal or large Egyptian resources to Russia for arms. 74
But the pressure inside Israel for “ preventive war ”
mounted, particularly after an impressive display of So-
viet arms at the annual July 24th parade in Cairo.

“The Herut Party campaigned in the last election on
a line calling for expansion and were returned to

(71) Safran, op. cit., p. 237; O’'Ballance, op. cit., p. 28.

(72) Beal, op. cit., pp. 278-80. These planes had not been deli-
vered due to Sinai Campaign which led to its cancellation.

(73) Mr. McGuire, June 19, 1956, Statement on Mutual Security
Appropriation for 1957, U.S. Senate, Committee on Foreign Relations,
84th Congress, 2nd Session, June 19, 1956 (Washington, D. C. : Go-
vernment Printing Office, 1958), pp. 325-26.

(74) Foreign Policy, Hearing before the U.S. Committee on
Foreign Relations, 85th Congress, 2nd Session, May 2-12, 1968 (Wa-
shington, D.C. : Government Printing Office, 1958), pp. 531-32.
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Parliament with more representation than they had
before. (Herut, with 15 seats in the 1955 election, is
second to Mapai with 40 in the 120-seat Knesset.)
They are constantly making threats. 7

On August 26, 1956, in a speech to the annual Mapai
Congress, Prime Minister Ben-Gurion said that Israel
would not undertake a preventive war, but only because
forces from “outside the Arab World” might prevent an
Israeli victory. 76

On October 3, 1956, France agreed to sell Israel 200
half-tracks, 100 Super-Sherman tanks, twenty tank-trans-
porters and 300 6 x 6 trucks which arrived at the end of
that month. This deal was negotiated two days earlier in
a secret meeting in Paris between the French Chief of
Staff, General Elmy, and General Moshe Dayan, then Is-
rael’s Chief of Staff. 77 The reasons behind this French
move are many, but prominent among them are the fol-
lowing :

1. Annoyance over the nationalization of the Suez
Canal and the manner in which it took place.

2. Egypt’s continued support of the Algerian revo-
lution and the seizure of a Yugoslav ship (Atoa),
loaded with arms from Egypt en route to Alge-

(75) George Lenczowski, “Suez and Its Consequences: The Is-
raeli View,” World Today, April, 1957, p. 155.

(76) New York Times, September 22, 1956, p. 1.

(77) Moshe Dayan, Diary of the Sinai Campaign (Jerusalem :
Steinatzky’s Agency, Ltd., 1966), pp. 30-32 and 34.
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ria to be delivered to the rebels.

3. France’s desire to update its weaponry, which
meant disposing of the outdated stock.

On October 29, the Israeli Army invaded Sinai in
collusion with Britain and France after a secret treaty
signed at Sévres on 23 October, 1956.78

(78) Rodinson, Maxime. Israel & the Arabs. London : Penguin,
1968, p. 75.






CHAPTER III

THE SUEZ CAMPAIGN AND
ITS AFTERMATH: 1956-1958

On the eve of the Suez Campaign, the United States
ob’eccted to Arab or Isracli military action and wanted
both sides to seek settlements of disputes through the
United Nations. Secretary Dulles said in January and
February, 1956 :

“I would think that, if it is at all practicable, we
would seek action through the United Nations, or at
least explore and try to exhaust the possibilities of
action in the United Nations, before we took indivi-
dual or independent action. Whether or not United
Nations action would be feasible is, of course, a
somewhat difficult question in view of the present
attitude of the Soviet Union ... But certainly we
would in the first instance consider, I believe, the
possibility of action through the United Nations.”1

“It would seem that Israel’s security could be better

(1) Secretary Dulles, January 24, 1956, Transcript of News Con-
ference, Bulletin, February 6, 1956, p. 196.
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assured, in the long run, through measures other
than the acquisition of additional arms in circums-
tances which might exacerbate the situation.”2

These other measures include reliance on the Unit-

ed Nations...

Dulles and Eisenhower reaffirmed these views in

later months :

“... I emphasized my thought that the United Nations
had a very peculiar responsibility toward Israel and
the maintenance of peace, because the State of Is-
rael had to an extent been sponsored by the United
Nations and the truce and armistice agreements had
been sponsored by the United Nations.”3

“... We will do all in our power — through the United
Nations whenever possible — to prevent resort to
violence there. We are determined to support and as-
sist any nation in that area which might be subject-
ed to aggression. We will strive untiringly to build
the foundations for stable peace in the whole region.
In these and many other constructive ways, our Na-
tion must help to build an environment congenial to
freedom.”4

(2) Secretary Dulles, February 24, 1956, Statement made before
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, Bulletin, March 5, 1956, p.

369.

(3) Secretary Dulles, April 8, 1956, Transcript of News Conferen-

ce, Bulletin, April 16, 1956, pp. 639-40.

(4) President Eisenhower, April 21, 1956, address made before

the American Society of Newspaper Editors and broadcast over radio
and television, Bulletin, April 30, 1956, p. 703.
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When reports of an Israeli mobilization reached Pre-
sident Eisenhower, he sent two letters (October 27th and
29th) to Premier Ben-Gurion expressing his anxiety and
renewing his recommendation that any forcible initiative
on Israel’s part would endanger the peace and the grow-
ing friendship between the United States and Israel. 5
The United States cabled to Israel toward the close of
America’s 1956 Presidential campaign. Gelber suggests :
“ Did Jerusalem think that the Washington administra-
tion would be influenced by their (Americans) quest for
Jewish votes ? That was a theory against which, at the
request of President Eisenhower, Secretary Dulles may
have warned the Israeli Ambassador.”¢

After Israel invaded Sinai on October 29th, with the
Anglo-French ultimatum following the next day, the
United States took the issue to the Security Council. In
a national address, President Eisenhower said :

“... The actions taken can scarcely be reconciled with
the principles and purposes of the United Nations
to which we have all subscribed. And beyond this,
we are forced to doubt even if resort to war will for
long serve the permanent interests of the attacking
nations ... There can be no peace without law. And
there can be no law if we were to invoke one code
of international conduct for those who oppose us and
another for our friends. In the past the United Na-

(5) Moshe Dayan, op. cit., pp. 71-73.
(6) Gelber, op. cit., p. 240.
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tions has proved able to find a way to end bloodshed.
We believe it can and will do so again.”?

On November 1, at the General Assembly, to which
the United States had taken its resolutions after a veto
in the Security Council, Secretary Dulles said :

“We speak on a matter of vital importance, where
the United States finds itself unable to agree with
three nations with whom it has ties ... The United
Nations may have been somewhat laggard, some-
what impotent in dealing with many injustices which
are inherent in this Middle Eastern Situation.”8

The vigorous and determined leadership of the Unit-
ed States became a central factor in the General Assem-
bly’s success in stopping the invasion. ® The United States
had to support the principle of justice for practical as
well as moral reasons. Eisenhower said :

“... We would have, I fear, torn this Charter into
shreds and the world would again be a world of
anarchy. And all the great hopes that are placed in
this -organization and in our charter would have
vanished, and we would be, as we were when World
War II began, with only another tragic failure in

(7) President Eisenhower, October 31, 1956, -address delivered
to the Nation over radio and television, Bulletin, November 12, 1956,
pp. 745-46.

(8) Bulletin, November 12, 1956, pp. 752-55.

(9) John W. Spanier, American Foreign Policy Since World War
I, 3rd ed. (New York : Praeger, 1966), p. 127.
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place of what we hoped would be — and still can
hope will be — a barrier against the recurrence of a
world war which, as our preamble says, has ‘twice
in our lifetime ... brought untold sorrow to man-
kind’ ... 10
And, in his November Tth letter to Ben-Gurion, Ei-
senhower expressed his “ deep concern ” at the Israeli
government’s refusal to withdraw its army from Egyptian
territory.
“It is our belief that asa matter of highest priority
peace should be restored and foreign troops, except
for United Nations forces, withdrawn from Egypt,
after which new and energetic steps should be under-
taken within the framework of the United Nations to
solve the basic problems which have given rise to
the present difficulty. The United States has talked
in the General Assembly two resolutions designed to
accomplish the latter purposes and hopes that they
will be acted upon favorably as soon as the present
emergency has been dealt with.” (sic)1
The Soviet Union seconded the United States’ efforts
in the United Nations and sent a series of notes to the
attacking powers brandishing the implicit threat of using
rockets against them. In the face of strong American
pressure, Ben-Gurion agreed to withdraw the Israeli
army from Sinai. 12 America’s active opposition to Fran-

(10) Bulletin, November 12, 1956, pp. 752-55.
(11) Ibid., November 19, 1956, p. 797.
(12) Spanier, op. cit.,, pp. 127-28; Safran, op. cit., pp. 242-43.
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ce, England and Israel sprang from her fear that a
direct attack against President Nasser might jeopardize
the Western position and interests in the Middle East
and give Russia a chance to pose as the sole supporter of
the Arab States. 13 But, in opposing aggression, even by
friends and allies, the United States still viewed Nasser
as an obstacle to her policy objectives, to be discredited
in all ways. In contrast to its humanitarian assistance to
the Hungarian refugees, the United States did not send
relief supplies to Port Said victims, refused to release
frozen Egyptian dollars, and despite the urgency of
Egyptian needs, stopped the CARE program and wheat
sale to Egypt in 1956. So the United States erased the
good effect of its November stand.

As far as the Arab-Israeli arms race was concerned,
Israel’s invasion of Egypt led Canada to suspend her
agreement to send Israel a squadron of jets with United
States’ consent. 14 However, Israel more than made up
this loss with the Soviet arms she captured in Sinai. 15

Israel’s assurance of arms supplies from France,
prompted a relatively stable competition for arms. Tables

(13) Safran, op. cit., pp. 243-44; Gelber, op. cit., p. 250.

(14) Beal, op. cit., p. 281.

(15) Rouhollah K. Ramazani, ‘“‘Soviet Military Assistance to the
Uncommitted Countries’”. Midwestern Journal of Political Science,
Vol. 1II, No. 4, (November, 1959), p. 366; Ben-Gurion, op. ecit.,
Israel: Years of Challenge (New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston,
1963), pp. 122, 123, 127, 130, 141. Although not specific, his statements
support these evaluations.
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I and II show that Egyptian and Israeli defense expen-
ditures, both as a percentage of the GNP and absolutely,
increased sharply in 1957.

TABLE I

Egyptian Defense Expenditure and GNP, 1955-1962 16

Defense Expenditures

Year (Fiscal Year Ending June 30) Defense/
MIL MIL GNP% GNP
(Egypt Pounds) ($) (est.) (%)
1955 64 147 —_— 6.5 (est.)
1956 66 152 —_ 6.5 (est.)
1957 87 200 1086 8.0
1958 85 194 1188 71
1959 84 191 1260 6.7
1960 88 203 1326 6.6
1961 104 239 1384 7.5
1962 120 276 1465 8.6

semillion Egyptian pounds.

(16) Table compiled by Lieutenant William Kirby from ‘‘offi-
cial published Egyptian military budgets, and figures supplied by
the U. S. Department of State” for Center for International Stu-
dies, MIT, Regional Arms Control. (Hereafter abbreviated as CIS,
then chapter number (ex. III), then page : this reference then is
18, III, p. 15).
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TABLE 11

Israeli Defense Expenditure and GNP, 1955-196217

Defense Expenditures

Year (Fiscal Year Ending March 31) Defense/
MIL MIL GNP GNP
(Israel Pounds) $) (m.Lp.) (%)
1955 139 75 2148 6.5
1956 191 100 2603 6.9
1957 393 218 3033 13.0
1958 293 163 3466 8.0
1959 324 180 4009 8.0
1960 348 193 4506 7.7
1961 384 213 5323 7.2
1962 443 246 6345 7.0

Although no testimony relating to these defense ex-
penditures is available, the Israeli defense spending can

(17) Table compiled by Kirby from ‘‘official Israeli defense bud-
gets. These budgets do not include those portions of expenditures
that are classified, portions that vary from year to year.” CIS. III,
pp. 17, 20. As the compiler notes on page 17, the figures in Tables
I and II are based on public sources, and should be regarded as
illustrative rather than either complete or wholly precise. The figures
for defense expenditures do not include ‘“special” or classified mi-
litary budgets which can be considerable.



U.S. POLICY & ARAB-ISRAELI ARMS-RACE 57

be generally explained. Israel could have rested conten-
tedly with her gains, while Egypt spent considerable
sums to cover her losses in the Sinai Campaign. But Is-
rael increased her defense cxpenditures to keep up with
her expansionist designs.

The Suez crisis, the debacle of Britain and France,
and the advance of Soviet influence had prompted a
change in the United States policy. President Eisenhower
yroposed his doctrine on the Middle East early in
January, 1957. The Congress approved it two months
later in March. The joint resolution of Congress, later
known as the Eisenhower Doctrine, declared that the
United States considered preserving the independence
and integrity of Middle Eastern nations vital to world
peace and American national interests and security.

“It is now essential that the United States should
manifest through joint action of the President and
the Congress our determination to assist those
nations of the Middle East area which desire that
assistance.”18

“Today in the Middle East our acceptance helps to
preserve the integrity of one of the most vital
regions in the world as well as the independence of

(18) President Eisenhower, January 5, 1957, Request to Congress
for Authorization for U.S. Economic Program and for Resolution
on Communist Aggression in Middle East, Bulletin, January 21, 1957,
p. 86.
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some of the nations in that area.”19

“For all these reasons, the United States must do
whatever it properly can to assist the nations of the
Middle East to maintain their independence.”’20

“We all, I know, recognize that the Middle East is a
vital part of the free world.”2!

“The assistance we provide to help friendly nations
through critical periods when violent political change,
natural disaster or other circumstances threaten
both their stability and our own national interest
(sie).”22

(19) President Eisenhower, May 21, 1957, Message Transmitting
Mutual Security Program for 1958 to Congress, Bulletin, June 10,
1957, p. 921.

(20) Secretary Dulles, January 7, 1957, Statement before the
House Committee on Foreign Affairs, Bulletin, January 28, 1957,
p- 127. Also Economic and Military Coopernﬁons With Nations in the
General Area of the Middle East, Hearings on H. J. Res. 117, U.S.
House Committee on Foreign Affairs, 85th Congress, 1st Session,
January 7, 1957 (Washington, D.C. : G.P.O., 1957), p. 4. (Hereafter
referred to as House Hearing on the Eisenhower Doctrine).

(21) The President’s Proposal on the Middle East, Hearings on
S J. Res. 19 and H. J. Res. 117, U.S. Senate Committee on Foreign
Relations and Armed Services, 85th Congress, 1st Session, January
14, 1957 (Washington, D.C. : G.P.O., 1957), Part I, p. 5. (Hereafter
referred to as Senate Hearings on the Eisenhower Doctrine), Bulle-
tin, February 4, 1957.

(22) President Eisenhower, May 21, 1957, Message Presenting
1958 Mutual Security. Program to the Congress, Bulletin, June 10,
1957, p. 922.
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“Under the resolution’s provisions the U.S. Govern-
ment continues active pursuit of policies aiding world
peace and the security of the United States.”23

The Doctrine expressed the American fear that the
Middle East would pass to the Soviet orbit, thereby ma-
terially upsetting the American defense position and ef-
fort. Secretary Dulles stated before the House Committee
on Foreign Affairs, January 7, 1957 : “The vast sacri-
fices the United States has made for the economic reco-
very of Europe and military defense of Europe would
virtually be nullified if the Middle East fell under the
control of international Communism. ”2¢ America’s
leaders thought such a change might spring either from
direct Soviet military action, or from internal subversion
developing out of the social and political instability of the
area and its governments, 25 Direct entry of the Soviets
into the area, therefore, was to be met by force. Accord-
ing to Section 2 of the Eisenhower Doctrine, the Presi-
dent was authorized to undertake military assistance
programs with any nation or group of nations in the Mid-
dle East desiring such assistance. Furthermore, the
United States was prepared to use American armed
forces to help any nation or nations requesting aid against

(23) Joint Resolution to Promote Peace and Stability in the Mid-
dle East, Message from the President to the U.S. House Committee
on Foreign Affairs, 86th Congress, 2nd Session, February 15, 1960,
p. 1.

(24) House Hearings on the Eisenhower Doctrine, p. 4.

(25) Senate Hearings on the Eisenhower Doctrine, Part I, pp.
45-50.
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armed aggression from any country controlled by inter-
national Communism. 28 To combat the indirect Soviet
action to gain control of the area, the Doctrine authoriz-
ed the President to cooperate with and assist any nations
or groups of nations in the Middle East desiring such
assistance to develop its economy for maintaining its na-
tional independence and integrity. 27

The Eisenhower Doctrine, from an Israeli view,
directly affected the Arab-Israeli arms race and permitt-
ed some Arab states (who were actually not involved in
the Arab-Israeli conflict) to get arms from the United
States. King Saud of Saudi Arabia was one of the first
Arab leaders whom the United States tried to win over.
In January, 1957, en route to the United States, King
Saud stopped in Cairo and, under pressure from Nasser,
signed the Arab Solidarity Agreement with Egypt, Syria
and Jordan. The four states agreed to replace the British
subsidy to Jordan with an Arab one, if Hussein promised
to abrogate his treaty with Britain and not to join the
Baghdad Pact. They also affirmed a common opposition
to the Eisenhower Doctrine. To the Arabs, the Doctrine
offered protection against Communist aggression, which
they did not fear, and said nothing about Israel, an ene-
my whom they did fear. It also opposed the Arabs’
attitude toward neutralism and non-alignment. 28 Three

(26) Ibid., pp. 46-57, 192-195 and 287-291.

(27) Ibid., p. 486.

(28) Fayez A. Sayegh (ed.), The Dynamics of Neutralism in the
World (San Francisco, California : Chandler Publications Company,
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weeks after the Arab (or Cairo) Solidarity Agreement,
King Saud agreed in Washington to renew the American
air base lease in Dhahran for five more years in return
for $50 million in economic and military aid. 29 The King
also praised the Eisenhower Doctrine and tried to
impress the other Arab rulers with its usefulness and
advantages. Back in Cairo again, however, he was rebufi-
ed by Nasser and the Arab Solidarity Agreecment ended

1$64), pp. 195. 197 and 200; Senate Hearings on Eisenhower Deoctrine,
Part I, pp. 390-94. The Arab leaders, because of the United States
very sympathetic support of Israel, wondered if American troops
were not really intended to further protect Israel from her Arab
neighbors. They also objected to placing American Armed Forces
within their respective countries, because this might provoke a
similar request from Russia and result in Arab lands being devas-
tated and loss of lives beyond imagination.

The United States policy, then, particularly between 1955-1958,
cpposed the emerging attitude of positive neutralism in the Arab
World, especially in Egypt. For, believing that ‘“He who is not with
me is against me' and that, therefore, ‘“Neutrality is immoral,’”” Mr.
Dulles came to give unwavering application to the maxim, “I am
against those who are not with me,” which, translated in practical
relations, meant, “No pacts - no aid.”” Neutralism was attacked by
the United States. Mr. Dulles, in a news conference, June 23, 1956,
said : ‘ ... I believe that countries which denounce genuine collec-
tive security pacts are seeking to promote a somewhat wrong view
of neutrality.” (Quoted in Sayegh, op. cit., p. 234.) After the “Eisen-
hower Doctrines’” was proclaimed, Mr. Dulles tried to deter or defeat
Nasser's positive neutralism, resulting in U.S. failure to recruit
allies in the Arab States.

(29) Stevens, op. cit., pp. 165-66; Cremeans, op. cit., pp. 157-59;
Mutual Scurity Aet of 1959, pp. 595-96.
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without further agreement. 30

The Eisenhower Doctrine was first applied in Jordan,
where King Hussein dismissed the pro-Nasser govern-
ment headed by Prime Minister Suleiman Al-Nabulsi. The
dismissal prompted a general strike, massive street
demonstrations and riots. Hussein charged, on April 24,
1957, that international Communism was responsible for
the efforts to overthrow him. 31 At the height of the
crisis, President Eisenhower considered the possibility of
invoking the Middle East Resolution (Eisenhower Doc-
trine) if Jordan was attacked. 32 Secretary Dulles told
the press :

“... We have great confidence intheregard for King
Hussein, because we really believe that he is striv-
ing to maintain the independence of his country in
the face of very great difficulties and he does not
want to see Jordan fall under the domination of
other countries which have indicated a desire to
work contrary to what the King considers to be best
for his country. It is our desire to hold up the land
of King Hussein in these matters to the extent that
he thinks that we can be helpful.”33

The next day the Sixth Fleet was ordered to the
Eastern Mediterranean with warnings that United States

(30) Campbell, op. cit., p. 127.

(31) Spanier, op. cit., p. 129.

(32) Campbell, op. cit., p. 129.

(33) Secretary Dulles, April 23, 1957, News Conference, Bulletin,
May 13, 1957, p. 768.
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paratroops were ready to protect “the integrity and in-
dependence” of Jordan against international communism
as King Hussein had stated. A few days later Washington
awarded Jordan $10 million to support her army and eco-
nomy, 3¢ a grant which affected the Arab-Israeli arms
race.

The “Syrian Crisis” of August and September, 1957,
provided another avenue through which the Eisenhower
Doctrine extended American arms to the Arab states.
Since January 10th, the Syrian government had opposed
the Eisenhower Doctrine, disputing the view that econo-
mic interests gave any power a right to intervene in the
Middle East. Meanwhile, events inside Syria were adding
to American apprehensions. Newspapers in many coun-
tries reported massive deliveries of Soviet aircraft and
tanks to Syria, the arrival in force of Soviet officers and
technicians, and the establishment of secret desert
bases. 35 Evidence for these reports was scant, but they
had helped form the climate which led to the Eisenhower
Doctrine, In mid-March, the Syrian government awarded
a contract for its oil refinery to the Czechoslovak Techno-
Export Company. 36

During the latter stages of the Jordanian crisis in
the Spring of 1957, events in Syria began moving toward

(34) Spanier, op. cit., p. 130.

(35) Patrick Seale, The Struggle for Syria (London: Oxford Uni-
versity Press, 1965), pp. 288-89.

(36) Ibid., p. 290.
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S

a climax. By the summer, relations between Syria and the
United States had worsened. People and ideas sympa-
thetic to Nasser came into increasing favor and power
within Syria. A political crisis put in power an uneasy
coalition headed by Khalid al-Azm, which included some
Ba’th party leaders and a group of army officers. Khalid
Bagdash, the chief of the Syrian-Lebanese Communist
party, was said to be very close to the coalition. 37 On
August 6th, the Soviet Government agreed to provide
large amounts of economic aid and military shipments to
Syria to counter America’s pressure on the Khalid al-
Azm government. A week later, on August 13th, three
diplomats of the United States Embassy in Damascus —
Lieutenant-Colonel Robert W. Malloy, the military at-
tache, Howard E. Stone, a second secretary, and the vice-
consul, Francis Tetton — were declared personae non
gratae on charges of plotting to overthrow the Syrian
regime. 38 This move was closely followed by the retire-
ment of a dozen senior army officers. Also, the Com-
mander-in-Chief, Nizam al-Din, was replaced on August
17th by Brigadier Afif al-Bizri, who was suspected of
being a Communist. 39

Washington immediately responded by expelling the
Syrian ambassador and sending Loy Henderson, Under-
Secretary of State, to a Baghdad Pact meeting at Ankara

(37) Yoid., p. 291.
(38) Ibid., p. 293.
(39) Ibid., pp. 294-95.
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where he discussed the Communist gains in Syria with
Prime Minister Menderes of Turkey, King Feisal of Iraq,
and King Hussein of Jordan.40 On his return, Henderson
reported the “deep concern” existing in the Middle East
lest Syria should become ‘“‘a victim of international Com-
munism and, as such, become a communist base to
further threaten the independence and integrity of the
region.”4l It was widely believed in Washington that the
Soviet involvement in Syria’s affairs would turn it into
a Russian Satellite. Allegedly, Henderson said :

“I have talked with Dulles and Eisenhower and they
both regarded the situation as serious ... Early this
week, the White House and the State Department
received a number of cables all expressing concern
over developments in Syria...”

“We have analyzed the situation and it is our belief
that the present state of affairs in Syria tends
toward gradually handing Syria over to Russia in
the name of Arab patriotism, progress and neutra-
lity.”

“We believe that within a few months of this sup-
posed neutrality, many arms and experts will come
from Russia and that Syria will gradually become a

(40) Safran, op. cit., p. 249.

(41) Seale, op. cit., p. 296 (from U.S. Department of State, Ame-
rican Foreign Policy: Current Documents (Washington : G.P.O.,
1957), p. 1037.
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(word indistinct) Russian Camp.”42

The President thereupon intended to actualize the
national policy expressed in the Eisenhower Doctrine.
Orders were given for the speed-up of arms deliveries to
Jordan (by airlift). Lebanon, Iraq, and Saudi Arabia, and
for Sixth Fleet to maneuver off the Syrian coast. 43 Mo-
bilization of Turkish forces with American officers on
Syrian korders created a strong impression in the Arab
world that the United States, with the help of Turkey,
was out to crush Syria. 4 It became, then, impossible for
the pro-Washington Arab governments to take a public
stand supporting this move. Arab states which had
received hurried American arms shipments presumably
against the Syrian danger now supported Arab solidarity,
believing any conflict would benefit no one but Israel. 45
Thus, the application of the Eisenhower Doctrine in the
Syrian crisis succeeded only in supplying arms to some
Arab states and failed to combat the so-called “growing
communist influence” in Syria.

The setback to the United States helped the new
leaders in Damascus to deprive the moderate and right-

(42) Ibid., p. 298. At the trial of Ahmed Mukhtar Baban, a mi-
nister in Nuri As-Said Cabinet in Iraq, the President of the Mili-
tary Court ordered the reading of these quotations as a part of notes
said to have been made (in Arabic) by the Chief of Staff, Robig’
Arif, when Henderson was addressing the Ankara meeting.

(43) Polk, op. cit., p. 281; Safran, op. cit., p. 249.

(44) Stevens, op. cit., p. 167.

(45) Safran, op. cit., pp. 249-50.
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wing politicians of their power or to win them into
uncasy coalition. The civilian elements in the ruling
group, and the leaders of the Ba'th Party, had their fears
about the Communists as a result of the Soviet connec-
tion with the autumn crisis. The crisis had strengthened
the hands of the latter group, and of Khalid Bagdash,
leader of the Syrian Communists. 46 A series of meetings
between President Nasser and the Syrian Ba'thist
leaders, who insisted on unifying the two nations lest the
Communists take over Syria, created the United Arab
Republic on February 1, 1958. Soon after, Nasser had
the Syrian Communists ruthleasly suppressed, forcing
Khalid Bagdash to flee to Prague.4? As a result, in 1957-
1958, Russia reduced its arms sales to $150 million to
Egypt and $110 million to Syria.48

In Lebanon, the establishment of the U.A.R. and the
great appeal of President Nasser’s leadership to a large
section of the population, at a time when President
Chamoun had welcomed the Eisenhower Doctrine and
seemed to be taking the country into the Western camps,
increased the pressure to a dangerous point. On May
8, 1958, the internal political struggle under the impact
of Nasser’s success in neighboring Syria, developed into

(46) Campbell, op. cit., p. 135: Seale, op. cit., pp. 315-20.

(47) Ibid., pp. 323-24.

(48) Catherine McArdle, The Role of Military Assistance in the
Problem of Arms Control: The Middle East, Latin America, and
Africa (Cambridge, Massachusetts : Center for International Studies,
Massachusetts Institute of Technology, 1956), p. 31.
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violence and civil war, threatening to sweep away the
Lebanese government.42 On May 13th, President Cha-
moun told the British, French and American ambassa-
dors that his opponents were receiving arms, money and
men from Syria, and propaganda assistance from Egypt.
When the disorders produced extensive armed conflict,
Chamoun publicly warned that he might call for Ame-
rican armed forces under the Eisenhower Doctrine.50
The United States responded on May 14th by ordering
the Sixth Fleet to the Lebanese waters, thereby increas-
ing the available marine units in the Mediterranean,5!
and by accelerating a2 $1.3 million arms shipment to
Lebanon from the excess stocks of Mutual Security Mi-
litary Program.52 She also maintained her offer to send
troops if required.

After the coup d’Etat of July 14, 1958 in Iraq, the
United States suspended all military aid to all Arab
states, except to deliver three small shipments of spare
parts en route to Iraq when the revolution occurred.
Further training for Iraqi personnel in United States’
installations was suspended except for those then in the
United States. America had to honor the moral commit-

(49) Safran, op. cit., pp. 250-51.

(50) Cremeans, op. cit., pp. 163-64.

(51) Safran, op. cit., p. 251.

(52) U.S. Foreign Administration and Assistance From Inierna-
tional Organizations : July 1, 1945-June 30, 1960. International Coope-
ration Administration, Office of Statistics and Reports, p. 49. (Hence-
forth ICA.)
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ments already made to “traditional governments” of such
pro-Western Arab states in which the United States had
oil interests (Saudi Arabia) or oil pipe-lines (Lebanon).
After the coup, Iraq never formally asked the United
States to resume military aid.53 The United States noted
the political repercussions of the Iraqi revolution,
because she regarded it “... as vital to the national inte-
rest and world peace, the preservation of the indepen-
dence and integrity of the nations of the Middle East“54
for which “.. under the resolution’s provisions (Eisen-
hower Doctrine) the U.S. Government ... pursued policies
aiding ... the security of the United States.”?

The Iragi revolution also affected her neighbors, as
well as the United States. Under this impact, the Leba-
nese government could not contain the spreading dis-
orders in its country. Convinced that the coup in Iraq
was part of a Nasserite-Soviet plot which might engulf
Lebanon, President Chamoun invoked the Eisenhower
Doctrine and asked for military support.56 The United
States could not seriously maintain that Communist sub-

(53) Mutual Security Aect of 1959, Mearings before U.S. 86th
Congressional Committee on Foreign Relations, 1st Session, Part I,
May 14, 1959, p. 594. (Henceforth MSA of 1959).

(54) President Eisenhower, July 15, 1958, Message to Congress,
Joint Resolution to Promote Peace and Security in the Middle East,
U.S. 86th Congressional House Committee cn Foreign Affairs, Feb-
ruary 15, 1960 (Washington, D.C. : G.P.O., 1960), p. 2.

(55) Ibid., p. 1.
(56) Ibid.
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version caused the coup in Iraq.5? Believing it another
Nasserite coup, it responded to the Lebanese govern-
ment’s request by landing 14,000 Marines in Lebanon on
July 15th.58 Jordan also felt the repercussions of the fall
of the Western-oriented Iraqi government that was pre-
viously tied to her in the “Arab Union,” the Hashemite
reply to Nasser’s United Arab Republic. Thus, the British
troops landed in Jordan to help her maintain her internal
security. Subsequently, the American Department of
Defense, on request of the Jordanian Government,5 sold
Jordan $8.2 million of arms shipments.60 Apart from the
United States moral commitment to Jordan, Russian
influence challenged America’s interest in the Arab
world. Therefore, America’s support of King Hussein
meant that as Britain lost her prestige after the Suez
Campaign (1956), the West's position in that area
depended not on Britain but on the United States. The
Eisenhower Doctrine — as the Truman Doctrine had in
the Balkans (1947) — made the United States again
Britain’s heir ; as happened a decade earlier, when the
United States was called in to shore up Greece and
Turkey against Soviet pressure, the United States found
herself, by 1957, the sole champion of Western interests
in much of the Arab world. Since then, the Eisenhower
Doctrine put the United States in the role of a committ-

(57) Polk, op. cit., p. 183.

(58) Spanier, op. cit., p. 130; Joint Resolution, ep. cit., p. 1.
(59) MSA of 1959, op. cit., p. 595.

(60) ICA, op. cit., D. 48.
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ed active participant in Middle Eastern affairs.

Because of her Sinai victory, France’'s assurance of
arms supplies,51 and the deterioration of Russo-Egyptian
relations, Israel, in 1958-59, enjoyed a “greater sense of
security.”’62 Thus, despite complaints from pro-Israelis
against military assistance to the Arab states,63 America
still gave no arms to Israel between 1957-58.6¢ Even
though Israel had approved the Eisenhower Doctrine in
1957, the United States did not send her arms because,
in the State Department’s view, she was “ quite subs-
tantially armed and not in danger. 65 Admiral Arthur W.
Radford, Chairman of Joint Chiefs of Staff, affirmed
this view, stating that “Israel had pretty good military
capabilities ... Militarily, Israel is stronger than any of
her neighbors ... That is our estimate.”6 Moreover, the
United States could not be a major supplier of large-
scale military equipment, for fear of jeopardizing her
position in many parts of the Arab World. Thus, Ameri-
can supply to Israel has been confined to small-scale ship-

(61) Review of Foreign Policy, 1958, Hearings before the U.S.
Senate, Committee on Foreign Relations, 85th Congress, 2nd Ses-
sion, Part 2, May 9, 1958 (Washington, D.C. : G.P.O., 1958), p. 581.

(62) Safran, op. ecit., p. 256.

(63) Stated by Senator Morse, May 14, 1959, MSA of 1959, p. 626.

(64) Campbell, op. cit., p. 202.

(65) Secretary Dulles, September 11, 1957, Statement at press
ccnference, Bulletin, September 30, 1947, p. 527; quoted in Campbell,
ibid.

(66) Senate Hearings on Eisenhower Doctrine, Part I, January
30, 1947, pp. 437-38.
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ments and deals through third parties.s?

However, America’s economic aid and contributions
made by American citizens to Israel indirectly increased
the Israeli defense expenditure. Between 1957-58, the
United States government gave Israel $127.5 million as
economic aid compared with $301.9 million in the same
period to all the Arab states.58 Also, Americans contri-
buted privately to organizations providing money to
Israel, a country to which donations are tax exempt.59
Assistant Secretary Rountree asserted : “United States’
assistance has played its role in fostering the economic
and human development of that country (Israel).”70 Mr.
Leland Barrows added that United States economic as-
sistance :

“... has been of unquestioned value to Israel in the
rehabilitation and development of its economy. Such

(67) Campbell, op. cit., p. 202.

(68) International Cooperation Administration, U.S. Foreign As-
sistance and Assistance From Interational Organizations : Obliga-
tions and Other Commitments, July 1, 1945 through June 30, 1960.
(Washington, D.C. : G.P.O., 1961), pp. 42-48; see also Table III, p.
85 of this work.

(69) ‘In answering a question asked by Senator J. W. Fulbright
as to whether private contribution made by American citizens to
countries other than Israel are tax exempt, Assistant Secretary
Rountree said : ‘ Not to other countries, " MSA of 1959, May 14,
1959, pp. 625-26.

(70) Assistant Secretary Rountree, May 8, 1958, Statement before
U.S. Committee on Foreign Relations, Review on Foreign Policy,
1958, p. 526.
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aid has enabled the purchase of supplies and equip-
ment for development purposes, and of consumption
imports which Israel could not otherwise have af-
forded... U.S. aid has been of material assistance.”?!

Again Rountree added :

“Private contributions are ... a factor that is extre-
mely important in Israel, and are of particular signi-
ficance there because of the special complexities of
the Israeli economic requirements and the reasons
for those requirements.”?2

This aid and these contributions so strengthened the
Isracli economy that, between 1957-58, she increased her
defense expenditure. As Assistant Secretary Rountree
stated :

“... the present economy, which is a dynamic economy

providing a substantial GNP is nevertheless an eco-

nomy which at the moment is sustained and being
expanded by virtue of substantial foreign aid in the
form of U.S. governmental loans and grants, private
contributions of American citizens and people of
other countries, both grants and bonds, German re-
parations, and so forth, so that anything expended
for military purposes would probably reflect at least

(71) Mr. Leland Barrows, Regional Director, Office of Near East
and South Asia Operations, International Cooperation Administra-
ticns, Statement before Senate Committee on Appropriations, August
12, 1959, Muatual Security Appropriations for 1960, p. 355.

(72) Mr. Rountree, MSA of 1959, p. 624.
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some degree of reliance upon external assitance
directly or indirectly for that purposes.”’7?3

This is influenced by the fact that “.. the preser-
vation of the State of Israel is one of the essential goals
of the United States foreign policy.”’74

The United States’ policy between 1956 and 1958
failed to contain President Nasser’s influence in the Arab
states and to create a loose pro-Western Arab bloc to
counter the Cairo-Moscow axis. The United States had,
however, created an obvious harmony with Israel. As a
result, America’s stand in the Suez campaign became a
questionable one once she had sided with Israel and,
meanwhile, the Soviet influence appeared to increase in
the Arab states.

(73) This statement was in answer to a question of Senator
Morse about whether “Israel is a country that is supporting a mili-
tary establishment somewhat beyond the present ability of her eco-
nomy to support?’,MSA of 1959, p. 623. Israel entered into the mu-
tual defense assistance agreement with the United States on July 1,
1962.

(74) Secretary Dulles, February 24, 1956, Hearing before Senate
Ccmmittee on Foreign Relations, Situations in the Middle East (Wa-
shington, D.C. : G.P.0O., 1956), p. 25.



CHAPTER 1V

THE POLICY OF DISENGAGEMENT : 1958-1962

By 1958, the United States had become convinced
that containing Communism in the Middle East required
a neutral approach toward the Arab states and Israel,
favoring neither but supporting the integrity of both and
avoiding an imbalance in the Arab-Israeli arms race. The
new approach included the recognition of President Nas-
ser as the dominant Arab leader; the maintenance of
non-Communist Egypt as a buffer against the spread of
Soviet influence in Africa ; and the continuance of Ame-
rica’s friendship with, and protection of, Israell This
policy was affected by the events which took place in
the Middle East late in the ’fifties and in the beginning
of the ’sixties and by the implications of these events
for the United States and the U.S.S.R., as far as the
Arab-Israeli arms race was concerned.

With the formation of the United Arab Republic of
Egypt and Syria on February 1, 1958, the Soviet Union
legan to run into policy conflicts with President Nasser

(1) Stevens, op. cit., pp. 118-119.

75
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which also affected the arms sale. The U.A.R. was not
formed with Israel in mind, but primarily to prevent the
Syrian Communists from taking over Syria.2 When
Egypt and Syria united, the Syrian Communist Party
condemned the unification in December, 1958, turning its
propaganda against President Nasser.3 By mid-December,
the Cairo weekly, Akhbar al-Yawm, accused the Iraqi
Communists for the first time of attacking Arab unity
and the U.A.R. And, in response to the Syrian Commu-
nist leader, Khalid Bakdash, and his public criticism of
the U.A.R., Radio Damascus attacked Communist tactics.4
President Nasser had the Syrian Communists ruthlessly
suppressed and responded heatedly in a speech at Port
Said on December 23rd, saying that :

“The Communist Party knew that Arab nationalism
would destroy opportunism; so reactionaries and the
Communist Party declared themselves against Arab
nationalism and Arab union...”

“During these last days, since the creation of the
U.A.R,, I have proclaimed that the nation must cons-
titute a National Union. We must unite our efforts

(2) Seale, op. cit., pp. 323-324.

(3) United States Foreign Policy : Middle East, TU.S. Senate.
Committee on Foreign Relations, 86th Congress, 2nd Session, Pur-
suant to S. Res. 336, 85th Congress, and S. Res. 31 and S. Res. 250,
SGth Congress, No. 13, June 9, 1960 (Washington, D.C. : G.P.O.,
1960), p. 22. (Henceforth USFP.)

(4) George E. Kirk, Contemporary Arab Politics (New York :
Frederick A. Praeger, 1961), p. 151.
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so as to destroy Zionism and crush imperialism. We
shall not be able to struggle against Zionism or
against imperialism if we are struggling against
ourselves, But the Syrian Communist Party refused
that ... Still more, it has rejected Arab nationalism
and Arab union. Some of its members last week
preached in favor of separation and rejected any
union of the Arab nation. That is what Zionism
preaches.”’

One month later, Khrushchev attacked Nasser’s anti-
Communism position before the Twenty-first Communist
Party Congress.6

Russia’s and Nasser’s interests began to diverge. The
Soviets had been willing to support Nasser’s efforts to
extend his influence over Syria, Jordan and Iraq, even if
this meant sacrificing the local Communists, in order to
abolish Western power in the Middle East. But once the
Kassem regime in Iraq proved that it could serve the
same purpose but with the help of the Communists, the
Soviets had every reason to favor Kassem over Nasser.?
In March, 1959, Khrushchev accused Nasser of imperia-
list ambitions in Iraq and of adopting the anti-Commu-
nist tactics of the imperialist : “The President of the
U.AR. has rather gone off the handle. He is still young
for his position, he’s impulsive. He wants to take upon

(5) Ibid., p. 152.
(6) USFP, op. cit.,, p. 22.
(7) Safran, ep. cit., p. 254.
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himself more than he can carry.”8 To this, Nasser replied
on April 17th, in an interview with the editor of the In-
dian magazine, Blitz :

“The Arab Communists have sold themselves to for-
eign influence and forfeited their standing as Arabs.
They are tools in the hands of Russia and that
country’s agents in Iraq, Syria, and all parts of the
Arab world. That is why we cannot trust them as
Arabs. Because of their behavior in Irag and Syria
we can wait no longer. I did all I could to convince
them, but they decided to turn against their father-
land. It was therefore my duty to draw my fellow-
citizens’ attention to this new danger and arouse
them against this threat. As for us Arab nationalists
we have no ally either in the Communist or in the
imperialist camp. Similarly, the arms we possess
are neither those of the Communists nor of the im-
perialists. That is why I turned to my people. My
people is my army and my strength, and the armor
of my faith...”

“The stand I took against the Iragi Communists was
an Arab matter and had nothing to do with the Rus-
sians; but Khruschchev ... accused me of using the
language of the imperialists ... I had therefore no
other course than to tell the Russians that we did
not like this kind of imperialism ... Russia lost in
less than three weeks all the good repute she had

(8) USFP. op. cit.,, p. 22; Kirk, op. cit., pp. 157-58.



U.S. POLICY & ARAB-ISRAELI ARMS-RACE 79

”

gained among us in three years...

“Until quite recently Khrushchev supported us. For
every move on his part in favor of the Arabs, we
have been grateful ten times over. But for every
blow that he levels against us, we will give him ten
in return. The Communists and the imperialists must
understand that we are the masters in our own
country and that... neither Eisenhower nor Khrush-
chev has the right to behave in this way in our
country.”?

The Egyptian-Soviet dispute was accompanied by
another one between the U.A.R. and Communist China
over an official reception given in Peking, for the Syrian
Communist leader Khalid Bakdash, who publicly attack-
ed President Nasser on September 28, 1959.10 With Nas-
ser’s rejection of the Soviet offer to protect the U.A.R.
borders in case of attackl! and the withdrawal of U.A.R.
students from the Soviet bloc countries, the honeymoon
between the Soviets and the Middle East was almost
over.12

The Russo-Egyptian rift led to considerable strain,
which was partly reflected in Soviet arms sales. Whereas
in 1957-1958 the U.S.S.R. sold Egypt $150 million worth

(9) Kirk, op. cit., 150-160.

(10) USFP, op. cit.,, p. 22.

(11) Ibid., p. 23, note (1) guoted from New York Times, March
28, 1960, pp. 1, 7.

(12) Kirk, op. cit., p. 167.
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of arms and Syria $110 million, in 1959-1960, she sold
both only $110 million worth of arms combined.l3 How-
ever, it is doubtful that Nassar would have ordered more
immediately if he could have obtained more arms from
Russia. That Russia was selling Egyption cotton in Europc
at a discount, thereby displacing direct sales by Egypt,
was an unpleasant discovery for Egypt.l* Moreover,
Svria was a continuous headache that took up a great
deal of Nasser’s time. He also was introducing measures
of socialism, culminating in the nationalization decrees in
Egypt during the summer of 1961.15

The United States responded to the Russo-Egyptian
rift and renewed interest in the Western alternative by
becoming more reconciled to seeing the Arabs as neutral
Having adopted a policy of maintaining friendly relations
with them, the United States approached them econo-
miczally so as to prevent them from being highly depen-
dent on Moscow and to keep the door open for a more
positive association.16 Besides her economic approach to
the area, the United States sought to prevent an imba-
lance in the Middle Eastern arms race.l?

As Assistant Secretary Phillips Talbot stated :

(13) McArdle, op. cit.,, p. 31.

(14) Stevens, op. cit., p. 171.

(15) Malcolm Kerr, “The Emergence of a Socialist Ideology in
Fgypt,” Middle East Journal, Vol. 16, No. 2 (Spring, 1962), pp. 127-
144.

(16) Safran, op. cit., pp. 254-55.

(17) Stevens, op. cit., p. 116.
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“We do have the problem of meeting the interests and
demands often, of our allies, and also of the nonal-
liance countries, in maintaining a balance which is
most effective and useful for the health of the
region and therefore for our own national interest.
And so we are attempting in this area to resist
Soviet encroachments, to build up the viability of
these countries, and to help with modernization of
them, and to ameliorate the area disputes.”

“In this area we have a variety of instruments of
foreign policy. And of these instruments, the econo-
mic and military assistance which we give to these
countries constitutes one of the most important.“18

However, in 1959, the United States agreed to the

British arms sale to Kassem’s regime.l® In response to
the Soviet arms sold to Iraq in the same period, the
United States furnished arms to Kassem on grant and

sale basis20 in an.effort to

““

... salvage some shred of

influence in Baghdad,”2! and to make it impossible for the
Soviet bloc to achieve noticeable new gains in Iraq as
well as the rest of the Middle East.22 Also, because of

(18) Foreign Assistance Act of 1962, Hearings before U.S. Senate

Committee on Foreign Relations, 87th Congress, 2nd Session, April 5,
9 10, 111, 12, 13 and 18, 1962 (Washington, D.C. : G.P.O., 1962), p.
174. (Henceforth FAA of 1962).

(19) Safran, op. cit., p. 255.

(20) MSA of 1959, pp. 202-06 and 207.
(21) Safran, op. cit.,, p. 255.

(22) FAA of 1962, p. 168.
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Saudi Arabia’s strategic importance to the United States
and its oil resources,?3 the United States extended its
training activities to Saudi Arabia under the provisions
of the grant-aid agrecement signed in 1957 and provided
it with limited military assistance over this period.2¢ In
1962, the United States also aided both Lebanon and
Jordan militarily, to maintain their existing “ friendly
governments. 25

Given the perilous state of inter-Arab relations, the
poor state of Russo-Egyptian relations, and Nasser’s
preoccupation with internal matters, Israel enjoyed a
“ greater sense of security 26 in the late ’fifties and
“... could afford to remain relatively passive while the
future of the area around her was being contested.”2? In
1959, she continued an extensive costly military program
to keep her bulwark strong against possible attack from
her neighbors.228 Nevertheless, the United States cut off
her arms sale to Israel, except when it was needed to
balance a breakthrough by the United Arab Republic.2¢
In 1959 and 1960, the United States government also re-
duced her economic assistance.30 This affected the

(23) FAA of 1962, Part I, March 14-16 and 19, 1962, p. 160.
(24) MSA of 1959, pp. 595-96.

(25) FAA of 1962, p. 160.

(26) Safran, op. cit., p. 257.

(27) Ibid., p. 256; Ben-Gurion, Israel’s Security, op. cit., p. 56.
28) DMSA of 1959, p. 626.

(29) Stevens, op. cit., p. 118.

(30) MSA of 1959, pp. 590-622.
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Israeli defense spending shown in Table IL.3! It did this
to improve Israeli per capita income, believing that more
use would be made of non-United States government
sources in the form of loans, gifts, German reparations,
German restitutions, and Israel’s export earnings.32 Table
III shows that, until 1960, United States governmental
cconomic aid to Israel amounted to $708.1 million com-
pared to $1087.9 million for all of the Arab States.

In 1960, it became known that the United States had
previously helped Israel develop a small five-megawatt
atomic reactor at Nachal Sorek near Tel Aviv.33 In the
same year, Washington was deeply concerned by Israel’s
construction of a large French-sponsored twenty-four-
megawatt reactor at Dimona in the Negev.3¢ America’s
apprehension that Israel, with the help of France, would
develop the atomic bomb, was eased by Ben-Gurion’s as-
surance that the reactor was ‘“directed exclusively
toward peaceful purposes.”’35 Despite Israel’s refusal to
put her reactor under International Atomic Energy ins-
pection,36 the United States resumed the sale of arms to
her again and increcased economic support. According to

(31) Ibid., p. 626 and Table II.

(32) Stevens, op. ecit., pp. 590-625.

(33) Leonard Beaton and John Madox, The Spread of Nuclear
Weapons, pp. 170-171; Stevens, op. cit., p. 122,

(34) Ibid.

(35) NYT, December, 1960, pp. 1 and 8; December 20, 1960, pp. 1
and 15; December 22, 1960, p. 5; January 12, 1961, p. 4. See p. 100.

(36) Ibid., December 23, 1960, p. 18; December 26, 1960, p. 2;
April 19, 1964, p. 5.
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Professor Nadav Safran, after the Sinai War, the United
States was committed morally to defend Israel’s security
and integrity.37 In 1962, it supplied Israel with arms
sold far below cost 38 as “ an indirect military sub-
sidy. ”’39 Moreover, it provided a “very large”40 amount of
economic assistance to Israel “which made it possible for
Israel to purchase military equipment.”4 Of this United
States economic assistance to Israel, $84 million was in
governmental loans and grants and $200 million was in
gifts during the year 1961 and 1962. Thus, United States
Government economic aid to Israel from 1948 to 1962
totaled $487 million from Israeli bonds sales, $792 mil-
lion in government loans and grants and about $620 mil-
lion in tax-deductible private contributions.42

“«

(37) Safran, op. cit.,, p. 259.

(33) Statement of Deputy Assistant Secretary, Mr. Zablocki,
March 14, 1962, Hearings on Foreign Assistance Act of 1962, TU.S.
House, Committee on Foreign Affairs, &th Congress, 2nd Session,
Act of 1962, March 14, 15, 16 and 19, 1962 (Washington, D.C.
T.S.G.P.O., 1962), p. 164

(39) Tbid. This treatment was not only for Israel but also for
India in the same period.

(40) Statement of Howard R. Cottem, Deputy Assistant Secre-
tary of State for Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs, ibid.

(41) Mr. Zablocki, ibid., p. 163.

(42) Statement of Mr. Gaud, Hearings on Foreign Assistance Act
of 1962, U.S. Senate, Committee on Foreign Relations, 87th Congress,
ond Session, April 2, 18, 1962 (Washington, D.C. : G.P.O., 1962), pp.
180-185.






CHAPTER V

THE MILITARY BALANCE AND THE
MISSILE-NUCLEAR RACE :
THE UNITED STATES POSITION SINCE 1962

Influenced by military-strategic considerations since
the beginning of the ’sixties, the Arab-Israeli arms race
entered a dramatic phase which has had its implications
for the general Arab-Israeli military balance as well as
for United States policy. The figures in Tables IV and V
indicate that Egypt had more to spend in absolute terms
on armaments, while Israel has had to increase her de-
fense spending by much higher percentages than Egypt
cach year just to keep in the race.

This forced Israel to delay or eliminate many de-
velopment projects.! On a per capita basis, Israel sur-
passed Egypt, having an estimated per capita income in
1964 of $700 compared to $120 in Egypt? Israel insisted
on maintaining a much higher per capita level of income
than that of Egypt and had a smaller tax base. More-
over, Egypt received more foreign currency (perhaps
rubles) to pay for her armaments. For Israel, the posi-

(1) Yigal Allon, ‘‘Arab-Israeli Conflict — Some suggested So-

lutions,” International Affairs, April, 1964, Vol. 40, 212.
(2) Ibid.
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TABLE 1V
Egyptian Defense Expenditures and GNP, 1962-1965%

(Year Ending January 30

Year L.E. Mil $Mil. GNP Def./GNP
1962 120 276 1465 8.6

1963 138 317 — 8.8 (est.)
1964 153 (est.) 351

1965 172 (est.)

s#%All figures above only estimate the amount to be spent
in the ensuing fiscal year.

(3) Figures for 1962 and 1963 are from CIS, op. cit., Ch. III, p.
20; figures for 1964 and 1965 are calculated from official budgets
published in Stitistical Abstract of Israel, 1964, p. 469.

TABLE V%
Israeli Defense Expenditures and GNP, 1962-19644

(Year ending March 31)

Year L.I. Mil $Mil. GNP Def./GNP
1962 443 246 6345 7.0
1963 580 193 6998 8.2
1964 565 188

1965 700 233

a!eAll figures above only estimate the amount to be spent
in the ensuing fiscal year.

(4) Figures for 1962 and 1963 are from CIS, op. cit.,, Ch. III, p.
15; figures for 1964 and 1965 are from Simba Flapan, ‘“Development
vs. Militarism in Egypt,”” New Outlook, Vol. 7, No. 6, July-August,
1964, p. 6 (an Israeli publication).
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tion differed. Mrs. Golda Meir mentioned that, since 1963,
Israel has complained of the increasingly large sums she
has had to pay just to cover the increased prices of ar-
maments.3 According to the 1964-65 Israel Government
Yearbook :

“Israel ... bears unaided the heavy load of defense ex-
penditure and pays in full, at steeply-climbing prices,
for what she can buy, whereas the Arab States, and
notably Egypt, get first-rate armaments and mate-
rial on infinitely easier terms. Israel’s defense bill is
much costlier than theirs, enjoying as they do, as
well, a sevenfold (sic) advantage in area, manpower,
and natural resources.”é

But, as Table VI shows, the Arab states annually
spent roughly five times as much as Israel on defense.

Tanks

In terms of tanks available to both sides, a United
States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency study
stated that Egypt, until the spring of 1964, had “... over
1,000 pieces of armor composed mainly of Soviet T-34
and T-54 medium tanks and the JS-111 heavy tanks.”?
Israel had

““

.. more than 600 pieces of armor including a few
renovated and locally improved Sherman tanks,

(5) NYT, March 6, 1964, p. 19.
(6) Israel Government Yearbook, 1964-65, p. 83.
(7) CIS, op. cit.,, Ch. III, p. 17.
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French AMX tanks, and a few dozen British Centu-

rions. The armored corps is due for renovation :

Israeli missions are currently shopping for the latest

and best models now in testing or preparation in

NATO countries.”®

Israel succeeded in getting sixty United States-made
M-48 tanks from Germany but, in February 1965, as a
result of pressure from Cairo, Chancellor Erhardt cut off
all military and naval aid to Israel, leaving 150 M-48’s
bound for Israel stranded on the docks at South-
hampton.1® In 1966, she also received some new Ameri-
can-built Patton medium tanks, utilizing a 90-mm gun.1!
Table VII estimates the armor level in the spring of
1966.

TABLE VII
Egyptian and Israeli Tanks, Spring, 196612
Weapon Egypt Type Israel
T-54 300 M-48 60
T-34 400 Centurions 32
JS-II1I, others 600 AMX, Sherman, 568
ete.
Totals 1,300 660

(9) Ibid., p. 22.

(10) NYT, February 27, 1965, p. 3; Der Spiegel, No. 9, February
23, 1965, p. 29.

(11) NYT, April 27, 1966, p. 10.

(12) Figures assembled from Institute for Strategic Studics, The
Military Balance, 1964-65, November, 1964, pp. 32, 34; (hercafter ISS);
NYT, March 16, 1965, p. 12; Der Spiegel, loc. cit.
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Since the T-54 compared with the best American
medium tank, the M-60, and was superior to the M-48,13
and, since Egyptian tanks generally outnumbered those
of Israel by 2 to 1, Egypt maintained a marked superi-
ority in this area. Israel had placed a “... more powerful
engine, wider treads, and a French turret assembly...”
in her old Sherman Tanks.l4 But this hardly seemed
adequate to meet the Egyptians’ power.

Navies

Egypt seemed to have forty PT boats, fourteen
minesweepers, eight Komar-class rocket torpedo boats,
seven or eight destroyers, and ten or eleven Soviet W-
class submarines.15 According to the United States arms
control study in 1964 :

“In terms of equipment the Israeli navy is inferior to
the Egyptian, being comprised of only two former
British destroyers, one frigate, and two old sub-
marines in addition to a number of motor torpedo
koats and coast vessels. In view of the crucial impor-
tance of Israeli sea connections with the outside

(13) NYT, March 16, 1965, p. 12.

(14) NYT, May 7. 1965, p. 6; NYT, April 26, 1966, p. 10.

(15) ISS, op. cit., p. 35; CIS, op. cit., Ch. III, p. 17; NYT, March
16, 1965, p. 12.
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world it is safe to predict substantial acquisitions of
naval equipment in the near future.”16

Nothing implied that Israel’s naval inferiority had
changed.1?

Missiles

Until 1965, Egypt had eight Komar rocket-firing
torpedo boats,® an indeterminate number of air-to-air
infra-red equipped missiles and air-to-ground missiles

(fifty-to-one hundred-mile range), ten batteries of SA-II
Soviet-built ground-to-air missiles placed around Cairo,

Aswan, and the Suez Canal, and about 250 ground-to-
ground “Egyptian” missiles.l® The Israelis seemed to have
only one battalion (eighteen missiles) of Hawks, brought
from the United States in 1962 and 1964.20 Generally, as
I will explain later, it seemed Egypt had the advantage

as far as missiles were concerned.

(16) C18, op. cit.,, Ch. III, p. 22.

(17) Spiegel, op. cit., p. 29; NYT, April 26, 1966, p. 10.

(18) CIS, op. cit., Ch. III, p. 17; NYT, March 16, 1965, p. 12.

(19) CIS, ibid. ; NYT, ibid. ; ISS, pp. 34-35.

(20) FAA of 1963, op. cit., Part III, p. 398, FAA of 1964, Part IV,
op. cit., pp. €18-619; NYT, September 27, 1962, p. 1; NYT, May R
1965, p. 6; April 26, 1966, p. 10; ISS, op. cit,, p. 32.
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Air Forces

By the spring of 1964, Egypt had “350-400 aircraft,”
mostly MG-21 fighters, and “two squadrons of bombers
cquipped with II-28 light bombers.”21 At the same time,
the Israeli Air Force was supposed to have Several
hundred aircraft, mainly the French Mystere, Super-Mys-
tere, Mirage, and Vautour fighter bombers, considered to
be more than a match for the MIG-16, MIG-19, MIG-21,
and IL-28 held by Egypt.22 Table VIII roughly outlines
the air power situation in the spring of 1965. With the
Dasseau Organ’s low speed, the fighter levels of the two
countries were roughly cqual, although Egypt had a few
more bombers than Israel. It was reported in December,
1964, that Moscow had agreed to supply Egypt with ad-
ditional MIG-21’s, the new all-weather MIG-23’s, and the
TU-16's armed with 50-100 mile range air-to-ground mis-
siles. In March, 1965, Israel said they were being sent.23
At the beginning of 1966, Israel purchased the new

French Super Frelon helicopters to be used for carrying
stretcher cases or soldiers and their equipment.2¢ From

(21) CIS, op. cit., Ch. III, p. 17.
(23) NYT, December 27, 1964, p. 20, March 3, 1965, p. 3 Mrach

(25) NYT, December 27, 1964, p. 20, March 3, 1965, p. 3, March
16, 1965, p. 12.
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this comparison, we may conclude that Israel fell below
Egypt in quantitative arms levels.

When one considered the overall arms balance
between Israel and her neighboring Arab states, the
picture becomes even gloomier for Israel. Table IX shows
the Arab states surpassed Israel in arms, The table does
not include what Saudi Arabia was negotiating to buy
from the United States, France and Britain : $100 mil-
lion to $200 million worth of supersonic airplanes, air-
craft missiles, and radar and communications equipment,
in March, 1966.25 Moreover, according to the New York
Times, the United States announced in December 23, 1966
the shipping of thirty-six F-104 Starfighter jets to Jor-
dan which the United States agreed to sell to the latter
in the spring of 1966. These were promised after an
Israeli attack on a Jordanian village, “... to strengthen
the defensive capability of the Jordan armed forces.”’26

(26) NYT, April 26, 1966, p. 10.

(25) Foreign Assistance Act of 1965, Hearings before U.S. House,
Committee on Foreign Affairs, 89th Congress, lat Session, Part IV,
March 9, 11, 12 and 15, 1965, p. 652; NYT, February 27, April 13, 28,
1965; FAA of 1966, Hearings before U.S. House Committee on Foreign
Affairs, 89th Congress, Part V, March 16-19, 1965, pp. 731-32.

(26) NYT, November 27, 1966, p. 1; December 23, 1966, pp. 1 and
5, Newsweek, December 12, 1966, p. 61.
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TABLE VIII

Egyptian and Israeli Air Forces, Spring, 1965%7

Aircraft Type Egypt Type Israel
Fighters MIG-21 50 Mirage III 96
MIG-19 110 Super-Mystere 24
MIG-17 1503% Mystere 60
(Operational 17’s 75) Dasseau Organ 85
OPERATIONAL
TOTAL 235 265
Bombers TU-16 25 Fiaton Vautour 25
IL-28 75. Foga Magistere 60
Glou. Meteor 10
OPERATIONAL
TOTAL 100 75

sAccording to the estimate of the Institute for Strategic
Studies, only half of the original 150 operational were
utilized, while the other half were used for spare parts,
or crashed.28

(27) The figures assembled from CIS, op. cit., Ch., III, pp. 17.
22; ISS, op. cit.,, pp. 32, 34.
(28) 1SS, op. cit., p. 32.
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TABLE IX

Overall Arms Levels, Arab States
and Israel, Spring, 1965%°

Armor Planes

Country F-54 T-34 Other 'Total Fighters Bombers Others Total

Egypt 300 400 600 1,300 235 100 65 400

Syria 300 100 400 60 25 some 100
Traq 200 100 300 150 25 25 200
Jordan 150 150 50 c50

Arabs 1,200 950 2,150 ¢500 150 100 750
Israel 600 265 7 110 450

Besides having to contend with highly vulnerable
borders, Israel had to face a large population disadvant-
age. The neighboring Arab states outnumbered her by
a ratio of 25 to 1. But the question might well be asked
if one could add up the armies of Egypt, Syria, Lebanon,
Jordan, Iraq and Saudi Arabia and treat them as a unit.
The Arab States’ reluctance to rely on their manpower
advantage has arisen from numerous sociological and
historical factors,

(29) Table from previous tables, CIS, op. cit., Ch. III, pp. 12, 22,
30, 31, 33; and NYT, March 16, 1965.
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Having little success in forming efficient national
armies, for years the Arab states could not even achieve
any meaningful inter-Arab military cooperation. Accord-
ing to an article in the February, 1957 issue of the
Egyption Economiic and Political Review.

“A major lesson of the Palestine War was the danger
of multiple command... It is to avoid a repetition of
similar tragedies that the Arab countries signed,
first, the Collective Security Pact (1950), and now,
the Syrian - Saudi - Egyptian Military Agreement
(1955) .30

But, because the Arab states gave no military sup-
port to Egypt during the Suez crisis, these agreements
had more of a moral than a military effect. After the
Sinai invasion, further attempts were made at military
cooperation. Although not formed mainly for military
purposes, the United Arab Republic agreement did ex-
press intentions to form a joint military command. The
subsequent ‘ United Arab States ” agreement, which
included Yemen, also called for military cooperation, as
did the abortive Iragi-Jordanian 1958 unity agreement.
The Iraqi-Jordanian union dissolved after the July, 1958,
revolution in Iraq. Subsequently, the U.A.R. split after
the September, 1961 secession of Syria. Neither resulted

(30) “The Strategy of Egyptian Defense,”” Egyptian Economic and
Political Review, Vol. 3, No. 6, (February, 1957), p. 8.
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in any effective military cooperation.3! In February, 1960,
resolutions calling for Arab action against Israel over
the Jordan water diversion had been passed in Arab
League meetings, but like the calls for military cooper-
ation, they were not implemented.3? Egypt and Syria
cngaged in a bitter feud, while relations between Nasser
and Kassem in Iraq worsened. Matters climaxed in De-
cember, 1963, when Syria accused Nasser of being “soft”
on the “Palestine question.” Nasser had little interest in
getting involved in a possible “third round” with Israel
at a time when 50,000 of his troops were engaged in the
war in Yemen.33 In a speech delivered on December 23,
1964, Nasser declared :

“We will not overbid. I am not ashamed to say that
I cannot fight if I feel that I cannot really. If 1 can-
not fight and then go out and fight. I will only lead
you to a disaster. Shall I bring my country to
disaster ? Impossible. I shall not bargain in this
matter ..."”

And President Nasser had made many other state-
ments renouncing immediate war.3¢

At the January, 1964 summit, the Arab heads of
states met to set up a unified military command headed

(81) Ibid., pp. 29-30.

(32) President Gamal Abdul Nasser’s Speech, January 14, 1964,
Al-Ahram, Cairo, January 15, 1964, p. 1. (Hereafter, Nasser’s Speech).

(34) Nasser’'s Speech, Radio Cairo, Domestic Service, October 3,
1963, July 3, 1962, February 24, 1964, December 24, 1963.
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by the Chief of Staff, Lieutenant General Ali Amer,3’
to divert the headwarters of the Jordan River.36 But, in
June, Israel began diverting water from the Jordan —
taking upon itself the right to carry out a plan drawn up
by the American envoy Eric Johnston, even though the
Arabs rejected it and the Israeli action had no legal
standing. However the Arabs took no military action
against this Israeli provocation. Since the third Arab
summit meeting held in January, 1965, these decisions
of the Arab League Council had had less effect.3” This
resulted partly from the dispute over Bourguiba’s peace
overtures to Israel, the Kurdish problems in Iraq, and the
rift between President Nasser and King Faisal over Ye-
men. From this account, we might assume that the Arabs
seemed to have certain military advantages over Israel,
vet some factors neutralized these advantages. Militarily
speaking, the Israeli army officer, if not the soldier, was
said to possess more skill, know-how and better training.

Unquestionably, morale dominated in Israel, often
called a “ garrison state. ” Ben-Gurion’s observations
about arms levels are interesting :

“ We shall never arrive at quantitative superiority
either in manpower, equipment or material resources.
But we have been endowed with spiritual advantages,
and these must enhance to the limits of our intel-

(35) NYT, January 18, 1964, p. 5.
(36) Ibid., January 23, 1964, p. 8.
(37) Ybid., September 11, 1964, p. 9; September 12, 1964, p. 4.
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lectual and moral capacity, for it is in our power
to be numbered with the foremost civilized nations
in the world38 ... the greatest of our prophets, Moses,
was the commander in the first war in the history
of our people, immediately after its departure from
Egypt. And when we are forced to fight, the Israel
Defense Forces must always be able to win ... guided
by one aim and one criterion: the will and the capa-
city to win3 ... as the people of Israel is not satisfied
to be like all the other peoples, and is called upon
to develop higher spiritual, so the Israel Defense
Forces do not fulfill their task by being no more
than the defenders of the State, but they must also
set an example to the nation in pioneering spirit and
fraternity to other Jews and to all men.”40

But, again, if skill was high in Israel, could Israel

continue indefinitely with that advantage ? What if Arab
training improved ? To solve her defense problem, Israel
had used her “skill” in mobilizing her available human
and material resources with great efficiency. To counter-
act the population disadvantage, Israel needed an army
of 200,000 to 250,000 for all-out defense, but this includ-
ed between forty and fifty per cent of her working force.
Since her economy could not stand such a burden, Israel
had maintained a core of 12,000 officers and a reserve

(38) Quoted from Ben-Gurion, op. cit., p. 83.
(39) Ibid., p. 84.
(40) Ibid., p. 85.
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system capable of mobilizing 200,000 to 250,000 troops
in forty-eight hours.#! This draft encompassed all men
from the ages of seventeen to forty-nine and all women
from nineteen to thirty-four, the only exceptions being
for the physically unfit. Boys from fourteen to seventeen
were organized in a quasi - military Gadna, or “Youth
Battalion.” Military service did not end with the draft.
Often, it was the reservists who were sent on bord-
er reprisal raids.42 One may conclude that a certain ba-
lance existed between the two sides, however fragile and
capricious it may have seemed. It could have been a ba-
lance of power, terror, or pressure. But, in the end, neith-
er side had a clear-cut advantage that might have tempt-
ed it to tip the balance and play with fire. No matter
how high Israeli’s morale and skill, it could not be known
with certainty whether this could tip down the Arab su-
periority in human resources and equipment.

As with her population, Israel had mobilized her
economy for security, considering almost any projects
first from the standpoint of national defense.43 Especially
with agriculture, when the choice arose between develop-
ing good land “inside” Israel and poorer land on the
borders, the latter gets priority, since all agricultural

(41) John J. Sparkman, The Middle East and the Far East, U.S.
Senate, Committee on Foreign Relations, 86th Congress, 2nd Ses-
sion, November 30, 1960 (Washington, D.C. : Government Printing
Office, 1960); Safran, op. cit., pp. 194-197.

(42) Ibid.

(43) Safran, op. cit., pp. 188-92.
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settlements can be armed as frontier-type outposts. The
defense authorities hoped that these settlements could
hold off an invasion until the army was mobilized. Since
there was no regular standing army as such, this was
vital to Israel’s security.4

Israel's defense policy, however, was definitely not
to stand and wait for an attack. Everything useful in a
war was immediately mobilized — planes, trains, trucks,
buses, cars, private garages, repair shops, etc. Israeli
tacticians believed that

“..any war in which Israel might be involved is bound
to be short, calling for a maximum concentration of
fighting force to achieve a favorable political-strate-
gic posture before the imposition of a cease-fire
through international intervention.”45

This strategy arose from Israel’s experience in the
1948 war, when she gained chunks of territory until a
cease-fire was declared, then regrouped and gained more
ground until the next cease-fire, regrouped, etc... Es-
sentially, the strategy was one brief, but devastating at-
tack. Although having a small population, Israel could
rely on such a strategy because of her remarkably high
“teeth’” to “tail” (combat-non-combat) ratio. While in
most armies the ratio is twenty per cent “teeth” to eighty
per cent “tail,” Israel claimed a fifty-to-fifty ratio.46 She

(44) O’Ballance, op. cit.,, p. 62.
(45) Safran, op. cit., p. 195.
(46) Ibid.
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could do this, she claimed, because supply sources were
never far from her borders, and projected campaigns
were short,

Until now, Israel’s strategy has revolved around a po-
licy of “active defense.”47 This has implied that defense for-
ces should be “...prepared, if a war should break out, to
carry the war into enemy territory and to decide the
battle in the first few days.”48 This may well, in the words
of General Allon, have involved” “.. a strategy of pre-
emptive defense against forces drawn up for attack
against her [Israel].”# It had already brought about an
Israeli threat of “preventive war”50 against her Arab
neighbors should they divert the headwaters of the Jor-
dan.5! Israel had even used a modified form of this policy
in “peace” time. To execute its policies of aggression, and
expansion, Israel devised a policy of “massive retaliation”
in which well-organized army squads, sometimes near-
battalion strength, attacked the Arab village or refugee
camp from whence an attack came.52 The Syrian-Israeli
clash on April 7, 1967 exemplified this policy.53 From 1954
to the present, Israel has resorted to this policy extensi-
vely.54

(47) Allon, op. cit.,, p. 213.

(48) Ibid., pp. 207, 209: Safran, op. cit., p. 196.

(49) Allon, ibid.

(50) Ibid., p. 111.

(51) NYT, November 14, 1964; pp. 1 and 4.

(52) Safran, op. cit., p. 196.

(53) NYT, April 8, 1967, pp. 1, 8.

(54) Ibid., December 2, 1964, p. 6; December 4, 1964, p. 6.
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On the other hand, this policy had serious implica-
tions for toth the United States’ policy in the area and
Isracl’'s whole strategic position. The United States was
bound to “defend the territorial integrity” of any state
in the area “ against aggression ” and to help maintain
the political stability. She wanted to prevent the Soviet's
cxploiting any opportunity to break into an area impor-
tant through its oil to United States national interest
and security. As Assistant Secretary Phillips Talbot stat-
ed :

“ The United States is interested in the integrity
and well-being of the states of the area [The Middle

East], and our bilateral relations are premised on
the need for impartiality and objectivity as between
them. As Americans we would not, nor can we, stand
aloof from their aspirations to remain free, improve
their living conditions, and at the same time face up
courageously to the threats of the Communist world.
The stakes are very high. The security of the free
world will be strengthened if these countries progress
toward their goals... For the West, it is of signal im-
pertance that the nations of the area continue to
maintain their strength to resist subversion, that
Soviet domination or subversion be thwarted, that
the West have peaceful passage through and inter-
course with the area, that there be a continuing flow
of o0il from the Persian gulf, that the Palestine prob-
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lem be contained. ’’55

General Paul Adams put it :

“The objectives of military assistance in the Mid-
dle East addresses the security of those free and in-
dependent countries, and thereby strengthens the se-
curity of the United States and the free world ... by :
First: maintaining internal security and stable
governments oriented to the free world, and to as-
sure that U.S. objectives in the area are attained.”56

Assistant Secretary Talbot again states : “It is the
objective of non-polarization of the region which we pur-
sue as the most effective way we can see to keep the So-
viet from moving in very strongly there [The Middle
East].”57 To prevent mutual retaliation between the Arab
states and Israel, the United States sought to maintain a

(55) FAA of 1963, op. cit., pp. 393, 404-405; Statement by Assis-
tant Secretary Phillips Talbot, Foreign Assistance Appropriations,
1964, Hearings before U.S. Senate Committee on Appropriations,
§8th Congress, 2nd Session, June 30, 1964 (Washington, D.C.: Govern-
ment Printing Office, 1964), p. 465.

(56) Statement by General Paul D. Adams, U.S. Army, Com-
mander in Chief, Foreign Assistance Act of 1964, Hearings before
U.S. House, Committee on Foreign Affairs, 88th Congress, 2nd Ses-
sion, Part IV, April 21, 1964 (Washington, D.C. : Government Print-
ing Office, 1964), p. 602. (Hereafter, FAA, 1964.)

(57) Statement by Assistant Secretary Phillips Talbot, Foreign
Assistance Act of 1965, Hearings before U.S. House, Committee on
Foreign Affairs, 83th Congress, 1st Session, Part II, February 17,
1965 (Washington, D.C. : Government Printing Office, 1965), p. 206.
(Hereafter, FAA, 1965.)
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“sufficient balance” of armaments in the area,58 making
no arms sales to Israel except to balance a break-through
by the United Arab Republic.5® At the same time, the
United States had to honor her promise to support the
Arab kings in Saudi Arabia and Jordan, particularly
King Hussein, lest his overthrow affect the Arab-Israeli
dispute. As Mr. Grant stated :

“ In Saudi Arabia and Jordan, whose stability is
important to the stability of the region, the govern-
ments are moving ahead on programs of moderniza-
tion... It is important that we continue assistance to
Jordan and assure its continued progress towards
economic and political vitality. Jordan’s stability is

important to maintenance of the relative peace and
security of the entire Middle East.”60

Accordingly, the United States sold Saudi Arabia one
squadron of F-86 aircraft in 1965.61 In the spring of
1966, she agreed to sell Jordan thirty-six supersonic
F-104 planes, delivered in December, 1966, after the
November 13th Israeli attack on the Jordanian borders.
The State Department said the military assistance was
“ ... to strengthen the defensive capability of the Jorda-
) “_(mt James P. Grant, Deputy Assistant Secretary
for Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs, Department of State,
FAA, 1963, Part III, p. 439.

(59) Stevens, op. cit., p. 118.

(60) Mr. Grant, FAA, 1963, Part III, op. cit., p. 405.

(61) Secretary McNamara, statement before U.S. House, Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs, Part IV, March 9, 11, 12 and 15, 1965,
FAA, 1965, p. 652.
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ian armed forces.” ‘“This additional equipment is being
provided as a means of enabling Jordan to assure its
security, and thus to contribute further to the area. 62

As for Israel, the United States cut off arms sales
to her except in case of military imbalance caused by a
Soviet arms delivery to the U.A.R.63 Washington believed
Israel was strong enough to “chew them [the Arab
states] up.”64 But it continued to repeat its deep concern
about Israel’s security as “a very strong interest” for
United States :

“ During the past year the United States has made

amply clear its interest in Israel’'s security. 65

“ Qur policy toward Israel and toward the region
was stated effectively by President Kennedy and by
others in this government since President Johnson
has taken office ... We are still concerned about the
security of Israel ... without any question. 66

“We have a very strong interest, which was stat-
ed by President Kennedy and which has been repeat-
ed, in seeing that Israel is not aggressed against, and
that our policy will reflect that strong interest.”’67

(62) Quoted in NYT, December 23, 1966, pp. 1 and 5.

(63) Stevens, op. cit., p. 118; FAA, 1964, op. cit., p. 254.

(64) It was a confirmation by Deputy Assistant Mr. James P.
Grant to Mr. Farbstein, a member of the House of Representatives,
FAA, 1963, op. cit., p. 439.

(65) Ibid., p. 398.

(66) Assistant Secretary Phillips Talbot, Statement, FAA of 1964,
ap. cit., p. 253.

(67) Ibid., p. 254.
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Not only did the United States identify Israel’s se-
curity with her own national interest, but said that if
Israel’s security were threatened, the United States would
come to her aid. Talbot referred to a statement in a
recent Cairo newspaper saying that :

“... if any Arabs should think of taking on Israel mili-
tarily, they should remember that they would have
to face not only Israel [security deletion] ... the
United States is very strongly of the view that these
deterrent influences must continue to be effective.”’68

Moreover, the United States indicated that Israel’s
interest, as well as her own, depended on America’s pre-
sence in the area : “ Our views ... are, very strongly, that
the removal of our presence would be injurious to our
interests and to the interests of Israel. ’6? For Israel, the
strategy of “active defense” or massive retaliation had
proven quite effective and decisive, in short conflicts. In
a prolonged war, where no one party gains a decisive
military advantage in the first hours of fighting, the
Arabs could count on more resources, both human and
material.

Isracl-Egypt’s missile development ushered in a new
phase in the Arab-Israeli arms race, after Israel began

(68) Ibid., p. 255.

(69) Assistant Secretary Phillips Talbot, Statement before U.S.
House, Committee on Foreign Affairs, Foreign Assistance Act of
1965, 89th Congress, 1st Session, Part II, February 17, 1965, pp. 206-
207.
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developing missiles to counterbalance her precarious po-
sition in the Middle East and to further her safety
against air attacks. In July, 1961, Israel sent the Shavit
II, a solid rocket, fifty miles up, in what was termed a
“meteorological experiment.”’”0 Exactly a year Ilater,
Egypt announced that she had launched two rockets,
Al-Kahir (The Conqueror) and Al-Zafir (The Victor),
which could supposedly reach targets “somewhere south
of Beirut.””1 After Egypt’s announcement of the rocket
firings, Radio Cairo, in Hebrew, stated :

“ The Mapai [Israeli government party] rulers
began the race ... [They] borrowed a rocket from
France and called it ‘Shavit II' and boasted that they
have produced a rocket of their own. In view of this
development, the Arabs could not remain indifferent
and live at the mercy of the Mapai rulers.”?2

According to Field Marshal Abdul-Hakim Amer,
Chief of the Egyptian armed forces, “ Egypt developed
its rockets partially in response to the atomic reactor
Israel has so mysteriously obtained. 73

The day after Cairo’s announcement, Israel down-
played the significance of the Egyptian achievement
when the Israeli Chief of Staff, Major General Zvi Tzur,
said, “ The military value of the new Egyptian missiles

(70) CIS, Chapter III, op. cit., p. 22.

(71) NYT, July 22, 1962, p. 4.

(72) Radio Cairo, in Hebrew, to Israel, July 23, 1962.
(73) Radio Cairo, Domestic Service, July 23, 1962.
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is today still small. 7 Premier and Defense Minister Da-
vid Ben-Gurion stated that “ ... the deterrent power of
the Israeli defense army, which is supplied with the best
weapons, will insure the security of the state of Israel.”?
But, in September, after a study of the military balance
in the area, Mr, Ben-Gurion admitted that the appearance
of the Egyptian rockets had shaken the balance of forces
in the area.’® The rocket launching was not the only
factor that concerned the Israelis. In the spring of 1962,
relations between the U.S.S.R. and the United Arab Re-
public improved, and Russia began sending the newest
MIG-21 jets and TU-16 bombers to Egypt.7? Some Israelis
considered these shipments more of a threat than the
rockets. The day after the Egyptian launchings were an-
nounced, the Israeli Chief of Staff said : “ The danger
lies in the fact that these missiles may overshadow the
large quantities of conventional weapons which are flow-
ing into Egypt. I am speaking of the bombers, fighters,
and tanks, 78

Despite President Kennedy’s renewed pledge to de-
fend Israel in case of an Arab attack, Mr. Ben-Gurion felt
this insufficient in case of a surprise Egyptian air attack
ou Israeli cities. 7 As a result:

(74) NYT, July 22, 1962, p. 4.
(75) Ibid., July 27, 1962, p. 13.
(76) Radio Jerusalem (Israel), Domestic Service, September 4.
1962. (Hereafter JIDS.)
(77) NYT, September 18, 1962, p. 2; September 27, 1962, p. 3.
(78) John H. Hoogland, Jr., and John B. Teeple, ‘“Regional Sta-
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~ ... careful evaluation of the equipment recently
furnished by the Communist bloc to the UAR, Iragq,
and Syria ... aroused concern in the Defense Depart-
ment that the Middle Eastern balance of power
would begin to tip in the Arabs’ favor. Washington
feared that such an imbalance would encourage
either an attack upon Israel or a ‘preventive’ war
by Israel to destroy some of the Arab offensive
power.”’80

On September 27, 1962, the United States responded
by selling Israel a battalion of Hawk ground-to-air mis-
siles,8! for about $25,000,000.82 Both the New York Times
and the Economist called this a reversal of the policy
that the United States “ ... should not be a major source
of weapons for any nation in the Middle East. "’83 What-
ever the value of the United States decision to Israel, the
State Department quickly pointed out that Israel would
get only one shipment of Hawks, and that these were
meant for purely defensive purposes and could only be
used as such.8% These statements tried to placate Arab
public opinion, which feared Israeli “expansionism.” On

bility and Weapons Transfer : The Middle East,”” Orbis, Fall, 1965,
Vol. IX, No. 3, p. 720.

(79) Stevens, op. cit., p. 117.

(80) NYT, September 27, 1962, pp. 1, 3.

(81) FAA of 1963, op. cit., p. 399.

(82) Stevens, op. cit., p. 117.

(83) NYT, September 27, 1962, p. 1.

(84) Tbid., September 28, 1962, pp. 1, 2.
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the whole, Arab reaction was relatively mild. America
was criticized, but no riots ensued, and Nasser, having
been infermed that the Hawk shipment would be the only
one, said nothing.85

While grateful for the United States agreement to
sell her Hawks, Israeli officials pointed out that Hawks
were anti-aircraft, but not anti-missile missiles.88 The
New York Times said the Hawks “ ... were not designed
to deal with the ground-to-ground rockets that the UAR
has been developing with the help of German techni-
cians. ” Secretary McNamara, testifying before the House
Armed Services Committee, stated that the Hawks were
given to Israel “ ... to offset the large deliveries of mo-
dern fighters and bombers to the UAR. 87 In the Spring,
1964, the United States sold Israel another undisclosed
amount of Hawks.88 Although not designed as anti-mis-
sile missiles, army tests proved the Hawks could “...inter-
cept at least three types of offensive missiles. 89
Whether these three would include the Egyptian missiles
is an interesting question. However, until the Spring of
1965, it remained largely academic, because the Hawks
were not set up in Israel until that time.%0

(85) Stevens, op. cit., p. 120,

(86) NYT, October 3, 1962; p. 5.

(87) Statement by Secretary McNamara before House Armed
Services Committee, quoted in NYT, April 4, 1963, p. 9.

(83) FAA of 1964, op. cit., pp. 618-19.

(89) NYT, September 27, 1964, p. 3.

(90) Institute for Strategic Studies, op. eit., p. 32.
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To counter Egypt’s rocket break-through, Israel had
resorted to an extensive campaign of intimidation, pro-
paganda and diplomatic pressure. Indeed, Tel Aviv had
begun long before Cairo announced the launching of Al-
Zafir and Al-Kahir. German scientists had scarcely sign-
ed a contract with the Egyptians when Israel put pres-
sure on Bonn through France to prompt the German
government to prevent the flow of scientists and techni-
cians to Cairo. Bonn responded, but only succeeded in
convincing a few of the departing scientists to stay in
Germany. Bonn’s failure to thwart its “brain drain” to
Egypt seems to have stemmed from its inability to offer
its missile experts attractive alternatives.9! Although the
Bonn government adamantly maintained that Germans
were allowed to work where they pleased under the Ger-
man constitution so it could legally do nothing against
the Germans working in Cairo, the Israeli campaign ap-
parently had some effect since Germany indirectly put
pressure on the scientists. On October 19, 1964, the New
York Times reported " ... scores of German scientists,
engineers, and technicians working in the UAR’s rocket
and aircraft programs ... " were being “... lured away by
offers of higher-paying positions from West Germany and
other Western countries.”92 Supposedly, they were to
leave by the beginning of 1965. But such reports were
somewhat premature. Even after Nasser had threatened

(91) Ibid.
(92) Ibid; NYT, October 19, 1964, p. 11; January 9, 1965, p. 1;
March 18, 1965, p. 3.
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to recognize East Germany, and four months of extreme
tension between Cairo and Bonn had culminated in May,
1965, with the severing of diplomatic relations, only
some of the Germans working on Egyptian aircraft and
missiles had left.9

Briefly, Israel's failure to oust many Germans from
Cairo seems based on the following factors :

1. The belief, apparently held in United States
government circles, that if the Germans left, they
would be replaced by Russians.

2. Bonn’s ability to buy off Israel with military
aid. 94

3. Bonn’s tacit interest in having the possibility of
withdrawing the German scientists as a bargain-
ing counter to use against Nasser, in the last
resort.

Thus, Israel's efforts against the German scientists
had, on the whole, produced little results (aside from
“mobilizing world opinion”), and the continuing presence
of a considerable number of German scientists and tech-
nicians in Egypt seemed assured. How important the
German contribution to Egypt’s military effort has been
is a paramount but difficult question.

As stated above, we know two kinds of rockets had
been developed, capable of reaching central Israel, and at
least one of carrying a ton of explosives. The rockets

(93) NYT, May 15, 1965, p. 5.
(94) Ibid., October 30, 1965, p. 7.
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were apparently very inexpensive, costing only $50,000
a piece.%5 Until 1965, about 250 had been produced.%
Some Israeli officials and the United States Department
of State publicly disparaged the effectiveness of the
“Egyptian” missiles, saying that they are little more than
souped-up V-2’s, with little or no guidance systems,
designed mostly for propaganda purposes.”%” However,
“qualified military quarters” thought the missiles had
“ .. sufficient accuracy to hit within two miles of a
target. 98 Even if the range of accuracy was less than
this, it seemed that the Egyptian rockets posed a real
threat to Israel’s highly concentrated population in the
vulnerable central corridor, especially around Tel Aviv.
And if, as the Israelis alleged, Egypt was developing a
“garbage bomb” warhead composed of radioactive waste,
great accuracy would not be necessary.

Nothing had been made public to indicate any rocket
development in Israel since the first Shavit flight in 1961.
Impressed by the possible threat from Egyptian missiles,
Ben-Gurion repeated the military significance of popula-
tion dispersion in Israel. He pointed out that the Negev
and Upper Galilee would be the weakest points in Israel’s
defense unless settlement occurred.1®® However, popul-

(95) Sulzberger, in NYT, August 6, 1963, p. 24.

(96) Orbis, op. cit., p. 722; ISS, op. cit., p. 35.

(97) CIS, op. cit., p. 17; NYT, May 31, 1964, 1V, p. 4.

(98) NYT, March 16, 1965, p. 5.

(99) Sulzberger, in NYT, November 20, 1963, p. 42; June 11, 1963,
p 5.

(100) Ben-Gurion, Israel : Years of Challenge, op. cit., pp. 201-07.
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ation statistics showed- a disproportionate increase in
town and city population, especially in the central corri-
dor. By the end of 1963, this area contained seventy-five
per cent of Israel’s total population and over eighty per
cent of her Jewish population.101 Population dispersion as
a policy had utterly failed in Israel.

One could well ask : “ What prevented Egypt, which
considered herself at war with Israel, from having launch-
ed a rocket attack on Tel Aviv ?” Israel’s General Allon
implied that it was Egyptian fear of a retaliatory attack
on the Nile Valley.102 However, Israel’s population was
confined to an area roughly forty miles long by fifteen
miles wide, while the population of Egypt was — and
still is — concentrated on the Delta, 140 miles long and
from sixty to twenty-five miles wide. After the completion
of the Aswan high dam, Egypt’s population should cover
a larger area. Moreover, the loss caused by retaliatory
attacks would not affect the Egyptian population of
almost thirty million, as much as it would the Israelis
of only two million. With the addition of manpower from
other Arab states, the relation became more unfavorable
to Israel. Even if we assumed that both sides were equal-
1v vulnerable, the facts indicate that, although Israel
started the missile race, she did not have as good a
retaliatory rocket force as did Egypt. One may ask :
“ Is the atomic bomb an answer to Israel’s security ?”
In other words, if an overwhelming Arab fighting force

(101) Safran, op. cit., pp. €0-81.
(102) Allon, op. eit., p. 212.
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emerged and were supported by a great power in her
fight with Israel, would it be inevitable that Israel would
develop nuclear weapons as a possible guarantee of her
existence ?

Israel does seem to be developing a nuclear military
capability. Shortly after the end of the 1948 war, Israel
set up an Atomic Energy Commission under the Ministry
of Defense, and sent six scientists abroad for study.103
This group later formed the core of a nuclear physics
division at the Weizmann Institute at Rahavoth.0¢ In
1953, Israel made substantial progress in nuclear re-
search, In the same year, France had acquired an Israeli
patent for the cheap production of the heavy water.105
By 1962, the Weizmann Institute had sixty nuclear Sci-
entists, and a “ nuclear engineering center ’’ had been
established.106 In 1964, Israel completed a large French-
sponsored twenty-four-megawatt reactor at Dimona in
the Negev.107 This was put into operation in 1965, using
the heavy water to produce the fissionable plutonium
used in nuclear bombs.108 Capable of producing about six

(103) Leonard Beaton and John Maddox, The Spread of Nuclear
Weapons (London : Oxford University Press, 1962), p. 170; Israel
Government Yearbook, 1964-1965 (Government Publication, 1965), p. 88.

(104) Ibid.

(105) NYT, November 20, 1963, p. 42.

(106) Beaton and Maddox, op. cit., p. 170.

(107) Leonard Beaton, Must the Bomb Spread ? (Middlesex, Eng-
land : Penguin Books, Ltd., 1966), pp. 78-79.

(108) Ibid., p. 79.
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kilograms199 of plutonium a year, Israel could have more
than enough plutonium for one bomb annually.110

But, according to Beaton and Maddox, Israel was not
developing a bomb because, if she did, the Russians would
somehow make it available to the Egyptians.l1l Was this
very likely ? Russia had sold the U.A.R. large amounts
of conventional military equipment, and it seemed that
these sales would continue.ll2 Even sales of conventional
arms to Egypt, however, had been attacked in the
U.S.S.R. Moreover, Uri Ra’anan suggested that Khrush-
chev was criticized for extending $227 million in credit to
Egypt, since he acted unilaterally without consultation
with his colleagues in the Kremlin.113 At the time of his
ouster, a charge leveled against him was that he had
awarded Nasser the highest Soviet decoration, “ Hero of
the Soviet Union, ” when Nasser was not even a Com-
munist or head of a Communist statell4 If there was
considerable opposition to giving away a medal, one can
only imagine the reaction to giving away an atomic bomb.
All in all, nothing indicated that the U.S.S.R. had even
considered the possibility of giving, selling, or otherwise
parting with any sort of nuclear device to any country,

(109) Ibid.

(110) 1bid., pp. 78-79.

(111) Beaton and Maddox, op. cit., p. 178.

(112) NYT, October 21, 1964, p. 4, November 10, 1964, p. 1, De-
cember 27, 1964, p. 20, January 2, 1965, p. 1 and 3.

(113) Uri Ra’anan, “Moscow and the ‘Third World"”, Problems
of Communism, Vol. XIV, No. 1, January-February, 1965, pp. 22-31.

(114) Ibid., p. 30.
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much less Egypt. If the U.S.S.R. tended to such action,
it might have given a bomb to North Viet Nam, yet it had
refrained from even giving her much conventional mili-
tary aid.!’> Russia had been willing to aid some Arab
countries, especially Egypt, in beginning nuclear research
and technology. The U.S.S.R. had given the U.A.R. a two-
megawatt thermal reactor (at Inchase) and technical as-
sistance for its operation.116 According to reports in
1964, the U.A.R. was interested in building a nuclear
power station and was negotiating with a British firm
for its purchase. But, as the 1964 arms control study in-
dicated, neither the present reactor nor the envisaged
nuclear power station could produce enough fissionable
material to give the Egyptian authorities an option for
making a bomb.117 Moreover, it seemed very improbable
that the U.S.S.R. would give U.A.R. militarily significant
nuclear aid in the future.

The threat of Russian nuclear aid to Egypt being ne-
gligible, several possible limitations to Israeli atomic
bomb development remained. One, as mentioned by Ben-
Gurian,118 was the problem of testing. Israel had no space
to test in, and she also signed the nuclear test ban agree-
ment.119 But this did not significantly lower the possibi-

(115) Flapan, New Outlook, op. cit., p. 12.

(116) NYT, July 29, 1962, p. 6; Moscow Radio, in Arabic, 24
February, 1964.

(117) CIS, III, p. 18.

(118) NYT, Sulzberger, November 16, 1963, p. 26.

(119) U.S. Department of State Bulletin, August 9, 1963, p. 349.
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lity of an Israeli bomb since, as Beaton and Maddox note,
“ The Arabs believe that the Israelis are a determined
and ruthless people who will stop at nothing to sur-
vive.””120 Also, France might have allowed Israel to secretly
use its Pacific atomic testing site — or, at least, give
Israel access to its own test results.12l Another possible
limitation to Israeli bomb development was fear of an
Arab attack, a postulated reason for the initial Israeli
deception about Dimona.l?2 A day after the true nature
of Dimona became public, Nasser indicated that, if Cairo
discovered that Israel was producing an atom bomb, the
U.A.R. would not wait for it to be manufactured but
would first invade Israel.l22 But how could the Arabs
ascertain that Israel was developing a bomb, unless they
could inspect the reactor regularly ? They could have
conceivably attacked the reactor, since it had the capa-
city to produce fissile plutonium, but this would have
been a rather difficult act to justify, especially if it in-
volved a risk of defeat.

In fact, the only real barrier to Israel’s developing
an atomic bomb immediately appeared to be the construe-
tion of a chemical separation plant. After plutonium is
produced in the reactor it has to be purified, and this
requires a plant that would take about two years to

(120) Beaton and Maddox, p. 177.

(121) CIS, VIII, p. 5.

(122) NYT, December 22, 1960, p. 5.

(123) Ibid., December 24, 1960, pp. 1, 2; Stevens, op. cit., p. 122.
(124) Beaton and Maddox, op. cit., p. 172.
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construct.12¢ According to one expert, “A nuclear reactor
and chemical processing plant are ... somewhat conspi-
cuous and, in addition, are liable to release characteristic
products into the environment.”125 Moreover, “... enough
people are watching, [for the construction of an Israeli
chemical separation plant] to make it most unlikely that
it could be built secretly in the small area of Israel.”’126

Presumably, if they discovered that Israel was build-
ing a chemical separation plant, the Arab states would
attack. But Israel could possibly avoid this by using
France’s chemical separation facilities. In the past, Israel
had had very close ties with France, especially in the
atomic field. With the ending of the Algerian war (which,
initially, was the main reason why France supported
Israel against Egypt), this situation had changed. De
Gaulle ended direct relations between various French
and Israeli ministries (Israel was the only country in the
world to have a branch of its Atomic Energy Commission
attached directly to the French Ministry of Defense).12?
In April, 1963, diplomatic relations between France and
Egypt, broken in 1956, were resumed.1?2 When it was
originally disclosed that France was helping Israel to
develop the reactor at Dimona, some said, possibly,

(125) Marvin Kalkstein, “Preventing the Spread of Nuclear Wea-
pons,” in Proceedings of the Thirteenth Pugwash Conference on
Science and World Affairs, Kerlovy, 1964, p. 357.

(126) Beaton and Maddox, op. cit., p. 173.

(127) Flapan, Atlas, op. cit., p. 89.

(128) NYT, April 3, 1956, p. 6.
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France did not have enough plutonium-producing re-
actors and nuclear experts for the number of bombs she
wished to produce, and might have agreed to help Israel
construct the reactor in return for a percentage of the
fissile plutonium produced.l?9 If this was true, we might
assume that, in return for the percentage, Israel would
ask for access to French separation facilities in the
future. Certainly, there was little to indicate that France
was overly concerned about the danger of nuclear proli-
feration. Indeed, much French literature justified the
“ necessity ” and “ inevitability ” of nuclear prolifer-
ation.130 It was not unlikely, therefore, that France might
have let Israel use her chemical separation facilities,
thereby, in effect, giving Israel the bomb. Such an act
would not hurt France’s relations with the Arabs since
five kilograms of plutonium could easily be concealed on
an Israeli ship, sent to France, processed, and returned.
After making her bomb, Israel could announce that it had
been “domestically” produced with the aid of a chemical
separation plant hidden in Israel. Moreover, it was not
impossible that Israel may have been able to construct a
small and well-hidden chemical separation plant under-
ground. Experts considered this difficult, but this was
usually with regard to a plant capable of processing
plutonium sufficient for ten or more small bombs. Israel

(129) Ibid., December 19, 1960, p. 8.

(130) Cf. General Pierre Gallois, The Balance of Terror: Strategy
of the Nuclear Age, American Academy of Arts and Sciences, Sum-
mer Study on Arms Control, pp. 194, 196, 197.
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really only needed to separate enough plutonium for one
bomb.

As far as the United States was concerned, it was
known in 1960 that America had helped Israel, sometime
before that date, to develop a small five-megawatt atomic
reactor at Nachal Sorek near Tel Aviv.13l In the same
year, Washington was deeply concerned by Israel’s cons-
truction of the large French-sponsored twenty-four-mega-
watt reactor at Dimona in the Negev.132 She was aware
that Israel, with the help of France, could develop the
atomic bomb, a suspicion which caused President Nasser
to observe that if Israel obtained the bomb, so would the
United Arab Republic.133 When thc United States asked
Israel what it was building at Dimona, she received no
accurate explanation.13¢ Publicly, Israeli oficials said a
textile plant was being constructed.135 Confronted with
“long range pictures”’ which “revealed the true nature
of the plant,” Ben-Gurion admitted Israel was building a
nuclear reactor and eased Washington’s worries by assur-
ing that the reactor was directed exclusively toward
purely peaceful purposes.136

Although Israel and the United Arab Republic refus-

(131) Beaton and Maddox, op. eit., pp. 171-72.

(132) Ibid., p. 169.

(133) Stevens, op. cit., p. 122.
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(136) Ibid., December 19, 1960, pp. 1, 8; December 22, 1960, p. 5;
January 12, 1961, p. 4.
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ed to comply with the International Atomic Energy
Agency regulations (India and the Communist states
still do) from 1960137 to June, 1964,128 the United States
resumed the sale of arms to Israel and increased her
economiz support. In 1962, the American government had
supplied Israel with arms at prices * far below cost 139
as “ an indirect military subsidy. 140 Although Prime
Minister Eshkol had said, “It is hoped that Israel would
not be the first in the region to join the rush for atomic
weapons,”’141 this had no implications for America’s policy
toward the race,

(137) Ibid., December 23, 1960, p. 18; December 27, 1960, p. 2;
April 19, 1964, p. 5.

(138) Ibid., June 9, 1964, p. 6.

(139) Statement by Deputy Assistant Secretary Mr. Zablocki,
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(140) Ibid.
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CHAPTER VI

CONCLUSION

To evaluate the United States policy toward the
Arab-Israeli arms race, one might consider it chronologi-
cally. Therefore, America's political response will be
divided into three periods :

1. from 1950 to the Suez Campaign of 1956;

2. from 1956 to 1960; and

3. from 1960 to 1966.

The United States’ first move in the Arab-Israeli
arms race was the 1950 Tripartite Declaration with Bri-
tain and France which intended to control the transfer
of military hardware to both the Arab States and Israel,
thus preventing any potential clash between them. It was
agreed by these three powers to maintain the balance of
power in the Arab-Israel zone. Fearing Soviet expansion
in the troubled area after the Korean War in 1950, the
United States defense policy reverted to the policy of the
maintenance of the balance of power between the Arabs
and Israel. Israel was not invited to participate in any
pact. Thus, America thought that it could control the
balance between both sides by having all the Arab States

127
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in some pacts.l When the Baghdad Pact membership was

introduced to the Arab Countries, all except Iraq rejected
it, because they did not regard the Soviet Union as a
threat. Their concern was Israel.? At about that time,
Egypt was negotiating for the British withdrawal from
the Suez Base. Consequently, Nasser opposed the Ameri-
can proposal to supply Egypt with arms, if the latter ac-
cepted an American military mission to the Egyptian
army.3 At a time when Nasser had just succeeded in get-
ting the British to evacuate Egypt after seventy-two years
of occupation, he was not receptive to new foreign
influences. This lack of understanding and Egypt’s mi-
litary inferiority (it did not equal half of Israel’s) made
Nasser turn to the Soviet Union for arms and economic
aid, after the West’s refusal to finance the Aswan High
Dam Project and to supply arms to Egypt. Thus, Ame-
rica’s policy to maintain the military balance of power
hetween the Arabs and Israel brought conflicting results.
On the one hand, it proved that the United States mis-
calculated in thinking an Arab country, Egypt, tradition-
ally Pro-West, would never turn to the Soviet bloc. On
the other hand, it brought the Soviet Union to the Arab
side, causing an uncontrolled arms race, and bringing the
Middle East into the Cold War arena. Thus, neither the
Tripartite Declaration nor the United States defense po-

(1) Safran, op. cit., p. 225.

(2) See Chapter II, pp. 32-34, Notes 19-27.

(3) Statement of Mr. Henry Byroade, former Ambassador to
Egypt, Senate Hearings on Eisenhower Doctrine, February 7, 1957,
p. 756.
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licies were able to control the arms race between the
Arabs and Israel.

During the Suez Crisis, the United States was about
to remedy her shaky prestige resulting from her with-
drawal of financing the Aswan Dam Project in 1955 and
from the growing Soviet influence. But, although the
United States supported Egypt by opposing Israeli ag-
gression, Washington temporarily froze Egypt's assets
in the United States, so Egypt’s economy had to depend
more heavily on Soviet credits. Had the United States not
refused to reconsider its abandonment of financing the
Aswan Dam, the Soviets would not have underwritten
the Project. While the United States tried to punish Nas-
ser, the U.S.S.R. frustrated these efforts by helping him
and also increased her involvement in the Middle East.

The Eisenhower Doctrine of 1957 put the TUnited
States increasingly in the midst of inter-Arab conflicts,
for the support of States such as Iraq, Lebanon, Saudi

Arabia, and Jordan against Communism was in effect a
support for Arab reactionary regimes and an opposition
against Nasser and radical Arab Nationalism. By regard-
ing Communism and Arab Nationalism as two sides of
the same coin, Washington tried to combat both at the
same time, The Soviet Union, on the other hand, by sup-
porting the Arabs against Israel, sending arms to Egypt
and Syria at a critical moment and supporting Nasser’s
neutralism, forged an alliance of convenience by which
both parties could advance their respective interests. The
United States responded by supplying arms to pro-West-
ern regimes. The Eisenhower Doctrine, then, could be
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both abused and misconstrued by being applied to the
inter-Arab disputes, thus identifying the United States
with the conservative forces, advancing the Soviet influ-
ence in the area, and contributing indirectly to the Arab-
Israeli arms race. In the early sixties US-Arab relations
improved somewhat. For the United States, the situation
offered a chance to regain some influence with the Na-
tionalist Regimes. The opportunities for American diplo-
macy lay within the framework of disengagement from
inter-Arab alignments and disputes, and by maintaining
some influence in Cairo as a balance against that of the
U.S.SR., as well as discouraging Egyptian moves against
Israel.

Whereas the United States, to maintain the balance
between the Arabs and Israel, gave Israel a “small scale”
arms purchase, yet American’s economic aid and grants
worked against that objective. Since the United States’
economic assistance and contributions were a substantial
part of the Israeli GNP, representing thirty-five per cent
of Israel’s imports,* its defense expenditures relied to a
large degree upon Washington’s economic aid, whether
directly or indirectly for military purposes. Israel, with
a population percentage ratio of 1-30 to the Arab States,
received from ten to twenty times more aid than any
Arab country.5 One may realize how this partiality forced

(4) Polk, op. eit., p. 265; MSA, 1959, op. cit., p. 57, Note 76.

(5) FAA, 1962, op. cit., p. 184; to this, Senator William Fulbright
added, “But Israel is the only country that has this unique situation
here. The Poles in this Country can’t contribute to Poland and
deduct it from their income tax.”
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the Arabs to increase their defense spending to keep in
the race. By supplying this intensive economic assistance
and private gifts to Israel, Washington released Israel’s
funds for arms purchases from countries other than
American, such as France. Therefore, by pumping all this
economic aid and arms to both the Arabs and Israelis,
the United States did not maintain the balance of power
between them, but made it easy for them to re-stock their
arsenals and upset that balance.

At the beginning of the ’sixties, in spite of Wash-
ington’s repeated intention to maintain the military ba-
lance between the Arabs and Israel, the manner in which
the United States pursued that policy encouraged the
arms race. By providing Israel with arms at a price “far
below cost” as an “indirect military subsidy,” in addition
to a “very large” amount of economic aid grants, the
United States “made it possible for Israel to purchase
military equipment,’6 and released funds for missiles and
nuclear developments. Therefore, America’s policy since
the beginning of the ’sixties up to 1966 did not maintain
a balance of power between the Arab States and Israel,
but a balance of terror.

The maintenance of the balance of power did not
assure stability and security, nor freeze the arms race,
since any amount of arms which Israel could buy from
the United States could have been balanced on the Arab
side with more arms from the Soviet arsenals. Rather,

(6) See Chapter IV, p. 85, Notes 38-42.
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it encouraged the arms race which Israel was not assuresd
of maintaining in the long run, despite her conceivably
superior morale and technology, because of her limited
natural resources and vulnerable geographic position.
The inflow of outside capital, especially in the form of
grants and contributions, was apt to dwindle sooner or
later. Egypt and other large Arab countries, however,
received their arms on credit, creating a heavy burden on
their national economies. And, the Soviets might demand
favors in return for aid. Therefore, arming Israel, the
Arabs, or both, to maintain a balance between them was

a stop-gap policy to buy time and did not solve the
problems involved. Rather, it created new ones.

One of the important factors which affected the
United States policy toward the Arab-Israeli arms race
was the Soviet involvement beginning in 1955, with some
Arab States such as Egypt, Syria and Iraq. As a matter
of fact, Russia traditionally sought a role in the Middle
East. British diplomacy and naval supremacy prevented
the Tsars from reaching that objective. When the Com-
munists came to power, Soviet interests in the area
increased tremendously. They especially wanted to de-
prive the West of the area’s natural resources.” After
World War II, the Soviet Union intervened in the Pales-
tine dispute by supporting the Partition Plan in 1947,
believing that the partition would take the territory out

(7) Rais A. Khan, “Israel and the Soviet Union : A Review of
Post-war Relations,” Orbis, Vol. IX, No. 4, (Winter, 1966), pp. 999.
1004.
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of British hands. When the establishment of Israel was
declared, they extended their de jure recognition to the
new state hoping that, through the immigrants who came
from the Soviet Union and Eastern European countries,
they might influence the future of the new state and
gain a foothold in the Middle East.® Subsequently, when
the Arabs and the Jews of Palestine clashed, Russia was
the first to supply the Jews with arms hoping to influence
Israel’s policy.? But Israel leaned toward the West in
1952 and thwarted this plan. Later, when Nasser opposed
Western defense policies, particularly the Baghdad Pact
of 1954, the Soviet Union’s hope was revived. To take
advantage of Washington’s antagonism toward Nasser,
Russia concluded its first arms deal with Egypt on
September, 1955, financed and undertook the execution
of the High Dam, poured in experts for several Egyptian
projects and, finally, as a matter of general policy, sup-
ported Arab Nationalism. Therefore, the United States’
refusal to supply arms to Egypt was the opening the
Soviet Union needed to stimulate the arms race.

The Suez Campaign of 1956, was another opening
for the Soviet Union. It is difficult to know whether the
Soviets would have carried out their threat of the use
of rockets on French, British and Israeli cities, if a cease-
fire had not been enforced in time. In view of Soviet
involvement in Hungary at that time, the threat would
seem to have been a propaganda play rather than a

(8) 1Ibid., p. 1006.
(9) Chapter I, p. 22, Note 49.
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reality. In spite of America’s associate role in halting the
attack on Egypt, the Soviet Union — and not the United
States — was to reap the benefits from America’s op-
position to Israel and her allies, France and Britain.
After America’s opposition, the Soviet Union did threaten
the aggressors with possible rockets dropped on their
capitals. After the cease-fire, the U.S.S.R. and Communist
China also threatened to send “volunteers.” Subsequently,
after the war ended, when the United States refused to
sell oil or surplus wheat despite the urgency of Egyptian
needs, Russia responded at once and provided Egypt with
medicines, oil, and wheat. By actions such as these, the
United States erased the good will of its stand in Nov-
ember, whereas the Soviet Union, risking nothing to
deliver these threats, received most of the credit from
the Arabs for saving Egypt by her threats to exterminate
Israel and to attack France and Britain.

Although the Russian threats of intervention during
the Suez Crisis had given the Arabs the impression that,
in a crisis, the Soviets would come to their rescue, Amer-
ican and British intervention in Lebanon and Jordan in
1958 dispelled this idea. Despite the Russian threat to
send volunteers to oppose the intervention, we have seen
that both Britain and America sent troops and supplied
arms to the pro-West Arab governments.10 The failure of
Russia to react showed that the West could counteract
threats, and that there were limits to Soviet willingness
to help the Arabs.

(10) See Chapter III, Notes 42-47.
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It is, however, safe to say that the Soviet involve-
ment and military aid to some Arab States were factors
that affected the United States policy response toward
the Arab-Israeli arms race, and that it was the chain of
the West’s mistakes which pushed Nasser to the Com-
munist bloc to buy arms in 1955. Moreover, the Soviet
presence in the Middle East was a fact, though an exag-
gerated danger to the United States if the national forces
in the Arab States are to be understood.

Another obvious factor in the United States policy
toward the Arab-Israeli arms race was the protection of
her presumed national interests in the Middle East. These
appeared to include the prevention of the Soviet expan-
sion in that area (which was discussed above), the
economic interest such as oil, and the protection of the
independence and territorial integrity of Israel. As far as
oil was concerned, American oil companies in the Middle
East have netted $1 - $1.4 billion a year in profits, which
equalled over half of the United States balance of pay-
ments deficit for recent yearsll

Although the oil imports of the Middle East have
accounted for only three per cent of the American oil
supply, it was still strategically important, since the Unit-
ed States’ allies in Europe drew most of their oil needs

(11) Stephen H. Longrigg, ‘“The Economics and Politics of Oil
in the Middle East,”” Journal of International Affairs, Vol. XIX, No.
1 1965, pp. 113-116; information from research of T.R. Stauffer,
Harvard University; and an interview with Professor A. J. Meyer,
Harvard University, November 13, 1966.
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from Middle East sources.

Besides being prejudicial to United States oil inte-
rest in the Middle East, selling arms to maintain a ba-
lance between the Arabs and Israel may have proven not
feasible as a policy for the preservation of the indepen-
dence of the territorial integrity of the states concerned.
No doubt there were some reasons for the United States’
selling arms to these states: to Jordan, in order to soften
an Israeli raid on her borders; to Saudi Arabia, because
she supported the United States and feared Egyptian
attack on her territory; to Lebanon, because she feared
an Israeli attack and because of her avowed pro-Western
stand ; to Iraq, to wean its close ties to the Soviet Union.
All of these are perhaps valid reasons for United States
selling arms to the states concerned. Yet the amounts of
arms sold to the Araks were small and did not signifactly
alter the balance of power between Israel and the Arab
States.

The United States also was committed to sell arms
to Israel, but this did not prevent any clash with her
neighbors. Moreover, it was questionable whether Israel
could offset the tactical advantage of Jordan without
conquering and annexing the Western bank in a “ pre-
ventive " Israeli action. Thus, this pclicy had reduced
the threat to the independence and territorial integrity
on both sides. Also, the possibility of “preventive” at-
tacks by Israel raised considerable difficulties for the
United States, for, under the Mutual Security Act, she
could only ship arms to friendly countries for “defensive”
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purposes; arms for “aggressive” purposes were prohibit-
ed.12 Yet, Israel’s whole strategy of “ active defense ”
depcnded on action (or at least the threat of action).
Israel had threatened to invade Egypt if the Straits of
Tiran were closed, to invade Jordan if an unfriendly
regime came to power, and to attack Lebanon if she
diverted the Hasbani River. Since invasion (motivated by
the consistent expansionist policy of Israel) is usually
considered an aggressive act, it would appear difficult
for the United States to support openly (although it did
in the 5th of June 1967 aggression) such actions by send-
ing Israel large arms shipments.

Has United States policy been motivated by national
interest or, rather, by her so-called “moral commitment”
or by “the West’s moral commitment” to Israel? National
interest may include :

a. political interest in terms of establishing a strong
presence and carrying great influence in different
countries of the region ;

b. economic interest through investment in oil and
other industries, as well as non-European markets
for American goods.

c. strategic interest through military bases and re-
fueling stations.

Superficially, national interest does not demand al-
legiance with either the Arabs or Israel. Different con-

(12) McClellan, op. eit., p. 133.
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siderations negate each other. If economic interest
dictates a more pro-Arab stand because of the oil invest-
ments that return an estimated $1-1-4 billion a year to
the United States, political as well as grand imperialist
considerations might favor a pro-Israeli policy. The Arab
countries, or the important ones among them, have
recently voted with the non-alligned bloc in the United
Nations. Israel stands firmly with the West, and it would
be unpolitical for the West to betray this friendship. As
for strategic advantages, the United States has bases in
Libya, Morocco and Saudi Arabia, but only the first base
is of real importance. Moreover, the concept of military
bases outside the United States has been de-emphasized
lately, because of the advanced developments in non-con-
ventional weapons, and an assumption that any war with
the Soviet Union will have to be a nuclear one. The Unit-
ed States is not now as anxious to maintain bases abroad,
or to secure new ones. Nor is the domestic situation in
these Arab countries stable enough to guarantee a con-
tinuation of these bases. Thus, this element is greatly
reduced in impact and importance taking into consider-
ation that Israel itself is a large military base for the
United States.

Perhaps the more convincing reason for supporting
Israel militarily is the argument that since the United
States helped set Israel up as a state, it has some sort of
2 ‘““moral commitment” to support her. If the United
States did not support her, the argument runs, the world
would think that she is unable or unwilling to honor her
commitments, However, some people feel that the moral
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element in United States policy toward Israel is centrally
irrelevant to the American national interest. Accordingly,
the United States’ “ supreme interest ” includes protect-
ing national territories from domination by hostile powers
threatening the United States or any coalition she can
build. It also requires protecting Eurasia from totalita-
rian dictatorships, which would threaten democracy both
in the United States and elsewhere.13

In answer to the first argument, Soviet involvement
in the Middle East did not occur through domination.
More than Western miscalculations or Soviet cleverness,
it was the radical Arab nationalist powers exploiting of
favorable circumstances that set the direction and the
pace of the events. The Soviet Union did not push or
bribe its way into the Middle East; it was invited in on
terms set by Arab leaders. The Western powers were not
physically thrown out of their positions there; they were
maneuvered out because they neglected the Arab States’
national aspirations.

The other part of the argument indicates the indif-
ference of the United States’ policy-makers to the socio-
logical facts of the Arab world. It extols the moral
superiority of the American political culture over all
others. America sees its achievement of high level
material and political culture through a free enterprise
and democratic system as the object to be emulated by

(13) Walt W. Rostow, The United States in the World Arena
(New York: Harper and Bros., 1960), pp. 543-550.
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peoples of the developing areas. The treatment of this
expectation by the Soviets, and the preference in these
areas for socialist measures and governmental interven-
tion in the economic and political life of the people have
encouraged other approaches besides Western democracy.

It appears that United States policy toward Israel
is based partially on the United States’ own failure to
accept European Jews before and after World War II
because of an inflexible policy restricting the immigration
of Jews to the United States. The establishment of a
Jewish state in Palestine was, in part, a substitute for
admitting Jewish immigrants. It committed many Amer-
jcans, Jewish or otherwise, to helping Israel financially.
As a United States Senator put it. “ If we do not want to
take our share of them into our own country, we ought
to have been willing at least to assist with dollars to
help settle them in Israel. 14

The fact remains, however, that the United States’
policy did not contribute significantly to the solution of
the. Palestine problem. It seemed more concerned with
countering the Soviet initiative in the area than with
seeking a lasting solution acceptable to both parties
without duress or coercion. Perhaps the fault of United
States’ policy in the Middle East stems from a false
premise that the maintenance of the status quo will
eventually lead to a solution. This premise does not pro-

(14) Senator Morse, Statement before U.S. Senate Committee on
Foreign Relations, MSA, 1959, op. cit., p. 628.






