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PREFACE TO THE FIFTH EDITION


As typically occurs between editions of this volume, a lot happens in the Middle East—and for this edition in the United States as well—that has significantly affected the US–Middle Eastern dynamic and thus warrants the publication of a new edition. The last edition, the fourth, was published in 2007; therefore, with the lead time necessary for the publication process, the contributors to that edition could only comment on and analyze events that occurred through the first half of 2006. A slew of important events have occurred in the interim, such as the summer 2006 Hizbollah-Israeli war in Lebanon, the 2007 Annapolis meeting convened by the George W. Bush administration aimed at jump-starting Arab-Israeli peace negotiations, the heightening of tensions between Iran and the United States over Iran’s nuclear program, the US military surges in both Iraq and Afghanistan, the rise to power of a far-right-wing government in Israel in early 2009, the election of President Barack Obama in the United States, and in 2011 the ouster due to popular pressure of presidents Zine al-Abidine Ben Ali and Hosni Mubarak of Tunisia and Egypt, respectively (which took place as the book was going to print). In addition, the distance in time from the seminal events early in the last decade, 9/11 and its aftermath, including the US-led invasion of Afghanistan in 2001 and Iraq in 2003, has afforded contributors more perspective and historical context.


One notable change in content from earlier additions is the de-emphasis on the 1990–1991 Gulf crisis and war, when a US-led United Nations coalition gathered and then expelled Iraq from Kuwait after the former had invaded and taken over the latter in August 1990. The first edition of this volume was in large measure a response to the new circumstances for the United States in the Middle East following the Gulf War. However, with so much history occurring since that time, it has been determined to significantly reduce the previous focus on the 1990–1991 Gulf crisis and war and concentrate more on various important aspects of US–Middle Eastern relations that have appeared in the last decade. Unfortunately, constraints on space compelled us to remove some excellent chapters. For instance, Amatzia Baram’s chapter on the influence of US actions on Iraqi decision making prior to Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait in 1990, which appeared in each of the first four editions, continues to be considered a seminal work on the subject. With much less emphasis on this war in the current edition, we were unable to include it; however, we strongly encourage the reader who is interested in this subject to read Amatzia’s chapter in a previous edition. This is but one example of worthy chapters having been elided due to this reorganization process.


In terms of the shape of this fifth edition, perhaps the most important change from previous editions is the fact that there is now a coeditor—Dr. Mark Haas, a professor at Duquesne University. He has contributed an excellent chapter to this edition, and, with his training in international relations, he has provided a fresh new perspective, resulting in the reorganization of this fifth edition, as well as new content. Even the title of the volume, which was the same in the first four editions, has been tweaked for this edition to better reflect the changes. He is a most welcome addition.


Mark thanks his wife, Margaret, and his three children, Katie, Abby, and Will, and David thanks his wife, Judy, and his son, Michael, for all their love and support. Their presence is a constant reminder of what is most important, and for that we are eternally grateful.




NOTE ON THE TEXT


One of the challenges of compiling an edited volume written by different individuals is ensuring stylistic consistency among chapters. In particular, many authors have used their own system of transliteration. We generally retained each author’s style except for names and terms that appear throughout the text. In these cases, we selected one variation of spelling, which is often the more recognizable version rather than a strict transliteration: for example, “Hussein” rather than “Husayn” or “Hussain”; “Faisal” rather than “Faysal” or “Feisal”; “Nasser” rather than “Nasir”; and “Mussadiq” rather than “Mossadeq,” “Mossadegh,” or “Musaddiq.” Many of the chapters include a diacritic mark ( ‘ ) for the important Arabic consonant ‘ayn; however, we have eliminated the diacritic mark for the Arabic hamza ( [image: ] ). One hopes few exceptions have slipped through.


The war in the Middle East in 1990–1991 is generally known in the United States as the Persian Gulf crisis and Persian Gulf War, a conflict that was precipitated by the surprise Iraqi invasion of Kuwait. In the Gulf itself, this event is generally referred to as the Second Gulf War (the first being the Iran-Iraq war of 1980–1988), the Kuwaiti crisis, the War to Liberate Kuwait, the Iraqi crisis, or simply the Gulf crisis and war, the latter being employed by most contributors in this book. Some references to other conflicts have also been standardized. For instance, two major conflicts involving Israel are generally referred to as the 1967 Arab-Israeli war and the 1973 Arab-Israeli war; however, the first is also known as the June War or Six Day War, the second as the October War, the Yom Kippur War, or the Ramadan War. In certain instances, individual contributors employ these terms.


Since the international community, including the United States, still recognizes Tel Aviv as the official capital of Israel, some of the contributors use Tel Aviv rather than Jerusalem in some references to Israeli policy even though the seat of government in Israel is clearly located in Jerusalem. Generally, we let the authors decide.


D.W.L. AND M.L.H.
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The Map Project by Justin McCarthy, Middle East Studies Association of North America, Inc. 2003




INTRODUCTION


David W. Lesch and Mark L. Haas


US involvement in the Middle East has spanned the breadth of this country’s existence, beginning most dramatically with the administration of President Thomas Jefferson, which tried to stop pirating by the North African (or Barbary) provinces of the Ottoman Empire in the early 1800s. This was a war to ensure freedom of navigation on the high seas, which was essential for US trade, as the new republic no longer enjoyed the benefits of British naval protection. Aside from this early encounter, US interaction with and interest in the Middle East during the nineteenth century was limited to the private activities of missionaries and merchants. In the following century, however, World War I propelled the United States onto the world stage—and into European politics—in a role it had neither sought nor experienced before. As the war was winding down, the United States quickly developed an interest in the disposition of the Middle East provinces of the defeated Ottoman Empire. The result was the first significant official foray by Washington into the region in the twentieth century: the King-Crane Commission was sent to Syria, Palestine, Lebanon, and Anatolia to inform American policy on the future of the region. Nonetheless, no US administration gave the region a high priority during the interwar years (1918–1939), although there was some interest in the growing involvement of multinational oil companies in the Middle East.


The strategic value of the region became clear in World War II, when, in 1942 and 1943, Anglo-American forces attacked and defeated German-Italian forces in the North African campaign. Soon the realization that the reconstruction of Europe and Japan—as well as the postwar economic boom in the United States—would become more and more dependent on Middle East oil (which makes up more than two-thirds of the world’s known reserves) boosted the policy significance of the region in the eyes of Washington’s policymakers. Moreover, the strategic value of the Middle East became linked to the emerging cold war between the United States and the Soviet Union. Washington dutifully grasped a global foreign policy and came to believe that it was the only nation that could successfully prevent Moscow from extending its influence in the region in the wake of the weakened British and French imperial positions. As a result, the Middle East became a policy priority for post–World War II administrations. The emergence of the state of Israel in 1948 reinforced US interest in the Middle East, but this event also complicated Washington’s relations with and objectives toward the Arab world, as Arabs increasingly perceived US and Israeli interests as being one and the same. Complication and complexity came to define the US–Middle East relationship during the forty or so years of the cold war, intertwined as it was with the decolonization process, Arab nationalism and state building, the Arab-Israeli conflict, the “Arab cold war,” the growing strength of OPEC (the Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries), and Islamist movements. The end of the US-Soviet cold war in 1989 resolved some tensions and mitigated others in the Middle East. However, the regional environment produced by the termination of the cold war was soon altered by the 1990–1991 Gulf War, which created new tensions and problems.


The Madrid peace process, which was launched after the Gulf War in 1991, and the Israeli-Palestinian Oslo Accords, which followed in 1993, engendered a great deal of hope that a comprehensive Arab-Israeli peace could be achieved. The process proceeded in fits and starts but made significant progress; the 1994 Israeli-Jordanian peace treaty, the Israeli-Syrian negotiations, and the regional multilateral talks that for a time paralleled the Madrid process nurtured hopes for peace. Unfortunately, the overall goals set forth in the 1990s were not achieved, and the Oslo and Madrid peace processes came to an end with the eruption of the al-Aqsa intifada in 2000 that followed the failed last-gasp attempt by the Bill Clinton administration to settle the Israeli-Palestinian final status issues.


In the wake of the failure to conclude the Madrid and Oslo processes, combined with continued economic problems in the Muslim world amid the general prosperity of Americanized globalization, a virulently anti-American form of Islamism arose that increasingly found violent expression through such groups as Osama bin Laden’s al-Qa’ida, the culmination of which led to the tragedy of September 11, 2001. The United States, under the leadership of President George W. Bush, reacted to 9/11 in a dramatic manner. The distance traveled from the secure, if not invincible, feeling Americans enjoyed prior to 9/11 to the sense of vulnerability in the aftermath of the attacks was enormous. It was this feeling that in large measure produced a consensus in the United States in support of President Bush’s more assertive foreign policy. This became manifest in the US-led invasion of Afghanistan in October 2001 that successfully evicted the ruling Taliban regime by the end of the year. It became even more apparent in the enunciation of the administration’s national security strategy in September 2002, otherwise known as the Bush Doctrine, which, among other things, advocated the application of preventive war through preemptive action in order to deal with rising threats before they could injure the United States and its interests. In March 2003, the Bush Doctrine became the rationale for the US-led invasion of Iraq, which toppled the regime of Saddam Hussein. The Iraq war also became a centerpiece of the Bush administration’s strategy of spreading democracy—including by force—as a key means of reducing security threats to the United States. Amid the global war on terror spearheaded by the Bush administration after 9/11, the United States became caught in a quagmire in Iraq generated by a lethal insurgency composed of Iraqi elements and a small number of foreign jihadists. Although violence and political stalemate continue in Iraq today, the situation is improved from the darkest days in the mid-2000s, when the state appeared to be on the verge of full-fledged civil war and possibly partition.


The Barack Obama administration has reversed course on many of the hallmark policies of its predecessor—renouncing both preventive war to deal with emerging threats and the use of force to spread democracy and increasing the role of diplomacy over force in dealing with enemy states. Although the Obama administration’s stated intentions are to engage actively in Middle Eastern politics, these efforts will take place within the context of high political partisanship and dissent, as well as tight budgetary constraints as the United States confronts the effects of recession, high national debt, and looming massive costs associated with its aging population. As the 2011 political upheavals in Tunisia and Egypt demonstrate, however, constraints from the American side will by no means stop Middle Eastern politics from changing, sometimes in dramatic and unpredicted ways.


As many questions surround US foreign policy in the Middle East now as in the immediate aftermath of 9/11. What are the root sources of various Middle Eastern groups’ enmity toward America? How can the United States repair its sullied image in the region? Should the United States push for the empowerment of liberalizing parties and leaders as a means of alleviating security threats? If so, by what means? Relatedly, does the ouster of authoritarian rulers due to large-scale popular protests—as was the case in 2011 for presidents Zine al-Abidine Ben Ali in Tunisia and Hosni Mubarak in Egypt—threaten more than bolster US interests by potentially empowering Islamist parties, making terrorist attacks easier to carry out, and undermining other authoritarian allies of the United States? Or are the gains created by the spread of more liberal regimes so significant that they will likely offset these and other potential security costs? Should America’s leaders consider waging another preventive war as Iran moves closer to developing nuclear weapons? Can Arab/Palestinian-Israeli negotiations be successfully concluded as traditional security, terrorist, and demographic challenges in the region increase? In answering these questions, it is clear that the Middle East continues to be a region where old and new problems meet, where history and politics meld together, where power and ideology interact for both good and ill, and where conflict and hope for peace exist side by side.


This volume endeavors to cover these issues. Part 1, “From Idealism to Realism: Wilsonian Intent to Cold War Practice,” begins with an examination of the King-Crane Commission, which emanated from the idealistic intentions of President Woodrow Wilson’s Fourteen Points enunciated near the end of World War I—particularly that of self-determination for subject peoples—and was ostensibly created to assess the wishes of the native population in Syria regarding postwar independence. The commission did not quite fit the reality of European politics or, for that matter, American politics, and as James Gelvin points out in Chapter 1, it was not as idealistic as it seemed, since it simply reflected and transferred democratic elitism. After examining the King-Crane Commission from the Syrian perspective, Gelvin concludes that the commission actually established a pattern for subsequent US encounters with nationalism and state building in the Middle East that had unforeseen and often deleterious results for both the United States and the region.


The incipient nature of US policy in the Middle East evident in the immediate post–World War I period became more pronounced following what has been called the great divide of World War II, which awakened policymakers to the necessity of a more active and goal-oriented foreign policy commensurate with the onset of the cold war and related regional issues.1 Yet there was a strong desire rooted in the American heritage to portray the United States as anything but a second-generation imperialist trying to trade places with the Europeans. This schizophrenia made itself apparent in US development diplomacy toward the Third World in the immediate post–World War II period and was evident in President Harry S Truman’s Point Four program, which was intended to be something like a Marshall Plan for the Third World. The inherent difficulties of this policy framework in light of the new global and regional realities in the Middle East were exemplified by the short but dramatic mission of Truman’s special assistant to the Middle East, Edwin Locke Jr., whose story is examined by Paul Kingston in Chapter 2.


The manifest great divide in the Middle East, where a cold war–based, realpolitik foreign policy supplanted any pretense of a developmentally based one, can arguably be seen in the Muhammad Mussadiq crisis of 1953, when covert efforts primarily engineered by the United States succeeded in overthrowing the popularly elected Iranian prime minister. At the time, Washington and London thought Mussadiq would tilt Iran toward the Soviet Union, which was viewed as an unacceptable strategic setback that could lead to a potentially disastrous superpower confrontation. The Mussadiq crisis reveals how the United States began almost instinctively to follow in the footsteps of British imperialism, demonstrating a preference for the status quo rather than the forces of change. This episode and surrounding events are examined by Mark Gasiorowski, who details—and is critical of—US policy in the matter (Chapter 3) and by Sir Sam Falle, who provides the on-the-ground viewpoint (Chapter 4). Falle was a high-level official in the British embassy in Tehran at the time of the crisis and maintains that US and British actions were correct—not only then but also in retrospect.


The perceived success of the Iranian coup reinforced the Dwight D. Eisenhower administration’s emphasis on a more interventionist policy, which was characterized by covert activities designed to fight the Soviets in the cold war in the Third World through tactics short of nuclear confrontation. The Mussadiq crisis seemed to be repeated in various ways in the Middle East throughout the remainder of the decade, some with perceived equally positive results, some with more negative results.


Peter Hahn (Chapter 5) offers a description of this transitional stage in US diplomacy toward the Middle East as strategic necessities of the cold war became the paramount consideration by studying Washington’s relationship with Egypt from the last stage of the King Farouk regime to the early Nasserist period ending with the Suez crisis in 1956. Elie Podeh (Chapter 6) further covers US strategic policy in the Middle East by focusing on the creation of a regional pro-West defense pact, specifically the seminal 1955 Baghdad Pact, the role of the United States in its formation, and the repercussions of its consummation. David Lesch (Chapter 7) examines the Syrian crisis of 1957 and the associated complex political environment of the Middle East in the 1950s, when the international cold war in the region was at its height and was superimposed on the Arab-Israeli conflict, Arab state building, and the emerging Arab cold war.


In Chapter 8, Malik Mufti discusses the relationship of the United States with pan-Arabism, specifically that proffered by Egyptian President Gamal ‘Abd al-Nasser versus that espoused by the Ba’thists in Iraq and Syria following the 1956 Suez crisis and bridging the Arab cold war to the seminal 1967 Arab-Israeli war. Mufti concludes that US policies under Eisenhower and his secretary of state, John Foster Dulles, as well as those under the John F. Kennedy and Lyndon B. Johnson administrations, which have been “roundly criticized” in the past (as in this volume), have been to a large extent misinterpreted and were actually much more prescient and successful than is popularly perceived, especially as the United States began to see Arab nationalism as an antidote to communism. As others have observed, however, the objectives may have been achieved despite US policy, especially as the dynamics of Malcolm Kerr’s “Arab cold war” tended to define the political and diplomatic parameters in the Middle East during this period.2


The section concludes with two chapters that examine Middle Eastern politics largely through the lens of the cold war rivalry between the United States and the Soviet Union. In Chapter 9, Georgiy Mirsky, writing from scholarly examination and personal experience, discusses the motivations, ideological commitment, and interests of Soviet policy toward the Middle East during the cold war era and the transformation of this policy in the post–cold war world. Noting that the Kremlin historically preferred to undermine the West through support of national liberation movements (many of which were thoroughly un-Marxist/Leninist), Mirsky observes that the ideological baggage associated with substantiating such policies quickly disappeared following Gorbachev’s glasnost (or what Mirsky calls the “deideologization” of Soviet foreign policy), clearing the way for a more cooperative relationship with the United States in the Middle East.


In a new chapter, Rashid Khalidi (Chapter 10) analyzes America’s Middle Eastern policies through the lens of its cold war rivalry with the Soviet Union. Khalidi pays particular attention to US leaders’ support of conservative Islam, such as that practiced in Saudi Arabia, as an ideological counter to communism and Arab nationalism, and thus as a key barrier to Soviet penetration in the region. This approach, though, had important costs for US interests. Not only did it cause US leaders to downplay their support of human rights and democracy advancement in the Middle East, but it helped to empower some of the radical Islamic groups that threaten the United States today. Khalidi also examines at length America’s and the Soviet Union’s evolving relations with Israel as a component of their cold war hostilities. The nature and effects of this rivalry not only made peace in Middle East a relatively low priority for the two superpowers, but repeatedly undermined the peace process, such as it was.


Since the emergence of the state of Israel in 1948 and the subsequent Arab-Israeli conflict, there seems to have been a recurrent cycle of conflict followed by missed opportunities for peace or the establishment of something less than a comprehensive peace, which in turn has created an environment in which tensions continue and issues remain unresolved, which then leads to the resumption of some form of conflict—and so forth and so on. The role of the United States in this process has varied considerably, from pacifier to antagonist, from mediator to peacemaker, from belligerent to bystander. Part 2, “Arab-Israeli War and Peace,” examines the role the United States has played in this seemingly never-ending cycle. At the close of the cold war, there was a widely held perception that this cycle could be terminated with a sustainable comprehensive peace in the Arab-Israeli arena, and a number of important steps were made to facilitate the achievement of this. However, as the breakdown of the Oslo and Madrid peace processes and the current situation in the region demonstrate, there remain significant obstacles to a complete resolution of the Arab-Israeli dispute.


Fawaz Gerges begins this section (Chapter 11) with a discussion of the 1967 Arab-Israeli war, which initiated the peace process as we know it today and effectively brought the superpower cold war together with the Arab-Israeli issue. In the 1969–1970 war of attrition and the 1973 Arab-Israeli war, the Soviets became intimately involved, the result being a near superpower confrontation during the latter stages of the 1973 hostilities. In examining the impact of the 1967 war on Arab nationalist perceptions of the United States, Gerges argues that the war had a “devastating negative impact” on Arab views of the US role in the peace process. Nevertheless, the “indispensable and preponderant” role of Washington in this process was made abundantly clear: the United States “held most of the cards.”


Janice Stein (Chapter 12) discusses the intricate, tension-filled, and dramatic superpower negotiations during the latter stages of the 1973 Arab-Israeli war, the results of which altered the international and regional configuration in the Middle East and contributed to a “second cold war” between the Soviet Union and the United States that lasted until the early 1980s. In an updated chapter, Bernard Reich and Shannon Powers (Chapter 13) then analyze the “special relationship” that developed between Israel and the United States, especially from the Jimmy Carter through the Obama presidencies. The authors examine the factors that work for the continuation of this relationship, despite at times some important frictions.


Jeremy Pressman contributes a chapter (Chapter 14) that outlines the Oslo and Madrid peace processes through the failed Camp David meeting in July 2000 and critically examines the roles played by each of the principal players, including the United States. In the process, Pressman offers some cogent reasons why both the Oslo and Madrid Accords broke down.


In a new contribution, Robert O. Freedman (Chapter 15) covers in intricate detail the policies of the George W. Bush and Obama administrations toward the Arab-Israeli arena. In doing so, Freedman reveals the complexities of the Arab-Israeli dynamic and the challenges to reaching comprehensive, lasting peace agreements.


The years spanned in Part 3 mark the most intimate involvement of the United States in the Middle East. The Gulf wars climaxed more than a half century of US vital interest in the Persian Gulf area. US policy has been based primarily on maintaining stability in the area to ensure easy access to and the safe transport of oil—and during the cold war, to keep the Soviets from fishing in troubled waters.


Balance-of-power politics played an important part in US calculations toward achieving these objectives. First, the United States initiated a relationship with Iran through the Mussadiq coup, and then it enhanced this relationship by supporting the shah of Iran as the US “policeman” in the Gulf as part of the Vietnam-induced 1969 Nixon Doctrine, which sought to secure US surrogates for its global strategic interests. (The United States envisioned Israel playing a similar role in the heartland of the Middle East.) With the fall of the shah in the 1979 Iranian revolution and with the ensuing Iran-Iraq war, Washington began to see Iraq’s Saddam Hussein as its new gendarme in the region, keeping Khomeinism at bay, restoring Gulf stability, and possibly playing the role that Egyptian President Anwar Sadat never filled—leading a moderate Arab consensus toward peace with Israel. US and British support backfired, however, a turn of events that became readily apparent when Iraq invaded Kuwait in 1990, eliciting the decision by the administration of George H. W. Bush to intervene militarily. The 1991 Gulf War, along with the end of the cold war, contributed to a new regional configuration full of prospects for peace and stability as well as conflict and instability. Importantly, this resulted in an enhanced role for the United States in a part of the Middle East that had traditionally been wary of US influence.


US involvement reached a pinnacle with America’s preventive war against Iraq in 2003. This conflict was fueled by accusations from the Bush administration that the regime of Saddam Hussein was manufacturing and stockpiling weapons of mass destruction (WMD) and had links with al-Qa’ida. According to the prescription of the Bush Doctrine, the supposed threat from Iraq needed to be dealt with before it developed into a direct threat to the United States—no one wanted to see another 9/11. Bush administration officials, while assiduously maintaining a commitment to a satisfactory resolution of the Iraqi situation, have admitted that things did not go entirely according to plan. No WMD were found in Iraq, and no serious Iraqi links to al-Qa’ida were proven. Moreover, a growing insurgency against what was perceived to be an American occupation and a dysfunctional Iraqi government led to tremendous instability in the country. Neither US forces nor Iraqi forces were prepared to deal with an insurgency, and reconstruction of the country’s basic infrastructure was impeded by constant violence. A combination of factors in 2007—led by the “awakening” in al-Anbar province (when many Sunni nationalist insurgents abandoned their alliance with al-Qa’ida in Iraq and instead joined with US forces against their former partners) and the “surge” in American troops deployed to the country—resulted in significant improvements in Iraq’s domestic stability, though domestic violence and political paralysis continue. The United States is currently on track to remove all combat forces from Iraq by the end of 2011.


Robert Allison (Chapter 16) opens this section with a look back at America’s views and interactions with the Middle East during the earliest years of the Republic. He shows how many Americans in this period held a distorted image of the region and Islam, and these misperceptions contributed to the Tripolitan War.


Gary Sick, who served on the National Security Council staff during the Carter administration, examines in Chapter 17 US policy in the Gulf in the post–World War II era through the period of “dual containment” in the 1990s, particularly focusing on the enhanced role of the United States in the region following the 1979 Iranian revolution. In addition to providing context for this section in the book, Sick also critically analyzes the changing role of the United States in the area, as the interests defined and the subsequent policies enacted by Washington have been adjusted and readjusted in reaction to the frequent shifts in the regional balance of power in the Gulf.


F. Gregory Gause (Chapter 18) follows with an updated examination of the Saudi view of its relationship with the United States before the period of the Gulf wars to the present day. He concludes that although the dilemma that has traditionally faced Saudi rulers (keeping the United States as its “over-the-horizon” defense while maintaining its distance from Washington for domestic and regional purposes) was smashed with the open reception of US troops during the 1991 Gulf War, a quandary still exists because of domestic public opinion weighted against too close an attachment. Of course, the tensions between the two countries have only been exacerbated in the aftermath of 9/11, as the majority of the terrorists who carried out the attacks, as well as Osama bin Laden himself, were Saudi. Common threats—most notably mutual enmity toward al-Qa’ida (which engineered a series of attacks in the kingdom beginning in 2003) and an increasingly powerful Iran—have, however, tightened the alliance despite the two states’ differences and frictions in other areas.


Steve Yetiv and Ali Abootalebi contribute two updated chapters (Chapters 19 and 20, respectively) examining the US-led invasion of Iraq in 2003 and its aftermath. Yetiv first outlines the rationale of the Bush administration in making the decision to go to war in Iraq. In doing so, he analyzes the popular perceptions—and misperceptions—of why the Bush administration went against the wishes of most of the international community and invaded Iraq. In the process of his examination, he outlines what appear to be the real reasons. Abootalebi offers a stinging critique of the Bush administration’s decision to go to war and the series of missteps it made during and after the initial military phase of the conflict. While outlining these issues, he also examines the important and related US-Iranian dynamic. To Abootalebi, sectarianism in Iraq continues to create huge difficulties to the realization of America’s objectives well into Barack Obama’s presidency.


In another revised chapter, Henri Barkey (Chapter 21) analyzes the increasingly important relationship between the United States and Turkey, which comprises strategic as well as economic elements. After surveying the post–World War II history of the US-Turkey relationship, which reveals the waxing and waning of relations between the two countries based on a variety of circumstances, Barkey describes the close strategic cooperation that developed between Washington and Ankara by necessity as a result of the Gulf War and the sanctions regime implemented thereafter against Iraq. This strategic cooperation was strengthened after the events of 9/11, when Turkey became vitally important to US strategic interests in Central Asia and the Middle East, but then suffered a setback in 2003 when Istanbul, fearing domestic backlash, would not allow the United States to use its territory to launch the invasion of Iraq. Many Western analysts even fear that Turkey, led by the moderate Islam-oriented Justice and Development Party, is abandoning Western-oriented foreign policies as the party has both pushed for more engagement of Muslim-majority countries (including Iran and Syria) and become increasingly critical of Israel. Barkey argues that the party, while distancing itself from the United States, will not break with it, as close relations with the West remain indispensable.


Marvin Weinbaum (Chapter 22) provides another updated chapter that examines the US-Afghani dynamic. After detailing the development of the Soviet-Afghani and US-Afghani relationships in the post–World War II era, he then comments on the seminal period surrounding the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan in 1979 and the changes that it wrought in and outside of the region. Weinbaum goes on to analyze the breakdown of the Afghani state following the Soviet withdrawal in 1989, which led to the Taliban takeover by 1996 and the establishment of the al-Qa’ida terrorist infrastructure shortly thereafter. He follows with a discussion of how Afghanistan again arose from “marginality” and acquired a prominent foreign policy position in Washington following the September 2001 attacks. Weinbaum closes with a recapitulation of the potential benefits, challenges, successes, and, above all, the missed opportunities that have characterized America’s nation-building efforts during the Bush and Obama administrations since the ouster of the Taliban by American forces in 2001.


In a new chapter, Mark Haas (Chapter 23) discusses how ideological variables were critical to Iranian leaders’ views and policies toward the United States during the Clinton and George W. Bush presidencies. Iranian reformers/liberalizers were consistently much less threatened and more supportive of the United States than were Iranian ideological hard-liners. These differences were exhibited in key issues, including views on developing nuclear weapons and the US-led wars in Afghanistan and Iraq. These variations occurred despite the constancy from Iranian leaders’ perspective of US power and policies. The major policy differences among various ideological factions created significant opportunities for the advancement of American interests, though US leaders, Haas argues, frequently have not taken advantage of these openings.


Jon Alterman’s chapter in this volume (Chapter 24) critically examines the Bush administration’s attempts to promote democracy in the Middle East. The object of this strategy was to help drain the facilitating swamp of Islamic extremism created by the lack of political space imposed by authoritarian regimes and associated corruption and socioeconomic deprivation. While applauding the promotion of democracy in the region, Alterman criticizes the methodology employed by the United States over the years, which tended to focus on the so-called Arab liberals to the exclusion of other important elements of Arab societies. The efforts at democratization have therefore produced decidedly mixed results and contributed to the rising influence and power of Islamist groups that Washington has been trying to marginalize. While pointing out the mistakes of US policy in this area—and their consequences—Alterman concludes by offering some ideas for American administrations to consider that might produce a more desirable outcome for US and indigenous interests alike.


Yvonne Haddad’s updated analysis in Chapter 25 also examines the threat posed by Islamist groups to US interests. The rise of Islamist movements in the Middle East has obviously created a good deal of consternation among policymakers in Washington, and the foreign policy and security establishments have been mobilized in a heretofore unparalleled way in an attempt to deal with this issue following the events of 9/11 and the 2003 war in Iraq. Many see this phenomenon as inherently inimical and dangerous to US and Western interests in the region. In an attempt to understand the Islamist perspective toward US foreign policy in the Middle East, Haddad analyzes the root causes of Islamism in general as well as its specific views toward the role that the United States and the West have played in the area. She does not paint a very optimistic picture. Haddad offers a glimpse at the potential of continuing conflict in the Middle East unless certain long-standing grievances held by many groups in the region are addressed in what they perceive to be a satisfactory manner.


Heather Gregg offers the final new contribution to this volume (Chapter 26). In it, she analyzes the al-Qa’ida phenomenon and US strategies that have attempted to defeat it. Gregg argues that al-Qa’ida is an organization, an ideology, and an aspiring social movement. The problem for US counterterrorism efforts is that tactics designed to defeat one of these dimensions may bolster the other two. The United States has paid considerable attention to fighting al-Qa’ida as an organization through targeting its leadership, freezing its assets, and attempting to deny it sanctuary in Afghanistan and Pakistan. However, these actions taken to defeat al-Qa’ida as an organization may actually be fulfilling its ideological prophecies and increasing its popularity. The chapter concludes with thoughts on how to better fight al-Qa’ida in a comprehensive way, including defeating it as an organization, undermining its ideology, and diminishing its appeal.


William Quandt’s updated chapter (Chapter 27) offers a retrospective examination of US foreign policy toward the Middle East and looks at what opportunities and problems in the region lie ahead for policymakers. Although acknowledging that many people, particularly those in the region itself, have had good reason to be highly critical of US actions in the Middle East, he asserts that the objectives as traditionally defined by US policymakers have been for the most part achieved, and at least until 9/11, with relatively little cost in human and economic terms, especially when compared to US policy in Southeast Asia. While this relative success may be on the wane in recent years, US administrations nonetheless must define objectives commensurate with the changes that have occurred in the international and regional environment, while remaining sensitive to the fact that many of the problems in the region are intrinsic to the area and cannot be solved in Washington.


This updated fifth edition ends with a wholly new essay exploring the changes in US relations with the region following the Arab Spring protests and other developments in 2011 and 2012. The chapter covers three areas: a summary of the major political effects of the protests and conflicts in North Africa and the Middle East; an analysis of how and why US leaders responded to these uprisings, paying special attention to the threats and opportunities they have created for US interests; and suggestions on what policies the US can pursue to best advance US security in the region in a post—Arab Spring world. All of these have had a major influence on how Obama has responded to the region since the middle of his first term.


As will become apparent throughout this book, involvement in the Middle East has been an adventurous and, at times, tumultuous experience for the United States, one that has not been without its successes. But it is also one that has had numerous failures; even what the United States typically considers successes, moreover, are not always viewed as such by those in the region itself. The United States is by far the most influential outside power in the Middle East, but it is also far from the most popular. The two do not always, and sometimes should not, go together. Is this the dilemma of a superpower with global interests working through a regional environment, or could US policy have been much more discerning and prescient? The answer probably lies somewhere in between. By analyzing the successes and failures of America’s Middle Eastern policies, the chapters in this volume provide key insights into how US leaders can build on their strengths while minimizing weaknesses in a region that remains critical to America’s security interests.
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THE IRONIC LEGACY OF THE KING-CRANE COMMISSION


James Gelvin


In the immediate aftermath of World War I, a US observer in Syria wrote:


          Without visiting the Near East, it is not possible for an American to realize even faintly, the respect, faith and affection with which our Country is regarded throughout that region. Whether it is the world-wide reputation which we enjoy for fair dealing, a tribute perhaps to the crusading spirit which carried us into the Great War, not untinged with the hope that the same spirit may urge us into the solution of great problems growing out of that conflict, or whether due to unselfish or impartial missionary and educational influence exerted for a century, it is the one faith which is held alike by Christian and Moslem, by Jew and Gentile, by prince and peasant in the Near East.1


If, during the three-quarters of a century that have passed since these words were written, those who have chronicled the relations between the United States and the nations of the Middle East have had few, if any, opportunities to repeat our observer’s findings, they can at least take solace from the fact that the goodwill that may have existed seventy-five years ago has been dissipated precisely because of US intervention in the “great problems” engendered by the destruction of the Ottoman Empire.


The first official US foray into the politics of the post-Ottoman Middle East came about as the result of a suggestion made by President Woodrow Wilson to the Council of Four entente powers (France, Great Britain, the United States, and Italy) assembled in Paris to determine the terms of peace. In an attempt to resolve an acrimonious dispute between Britain and France over the future disposition of the Arab provinces of the Ottoman Empire, Wilson suggested the formation of an interallied commission on Syria. The commission would travel to the Middle East “to elucidate the state of opinion and the soil to be worked on by any mandatory. They should be asked to come back and tell the Conference what they found with regard to these matters. . . . If we were to send a Commission of men with no previous contact with Syria, it would, at any rate, convince the world that the Conference had tried to do all it could to find the most scientific basis possible for a settlement.”2 Although both France and Britain acquiesced to the idea of the commission, neither power appointed delegates to participate in its activities. As a result, the commission became a US commission and thus has been commonly referred to by the names of its two commissioners, Henry Churchill King, president of Oberlin College in Ohio, and Chicago businessman and Democratic Party activist Charles R. Crane. King and Crane traveled to Palestine, Syria, Lebanon, and Anatolia in the summer of 1919 to meet with local representatives. Their findings, filed with the US delegation at Paris, were subsequently ignored by the peace negotiators.


Diplomatic historians have usually cited the King-Crane Commission as either an example of US naïveté in the face of European realpolitik or as a representation of the principles that differentiate the “new diplomacy” from the old. In reality, the legacy of the commission is far more complex. Although the commission’s impact on entente policy was doomed from the beginning by a variety of factors—a confusion of secret agreements, historic claims, and postwar realities; the Parti Colonial in France and the Republican Party in the United States; and the British realization that “the friendship of France is worth ten Syrias”3—contemporary students of US foreign policy can draw two lessons from the story of the commission. The first lesson is that in diplomacy, as in physics, neutral observers do not exist; rather, a world power necessarily influences the object of its interest simply by turning its attention to it, by defining it as a problem to be solved and then framing the possible terms for its solution. Second, a review of the effects of the visit of the King-Crane Commission on the Syrian population4 underscores the need for US policymakers to reassess the preconceptions and misapprehensions that have guided them, often with disastrous results, when formulating policies that deal with “nation building” and nationalism.


THE DOCTRINE OF SELF-DETERMINATION AND ITS APPLICATION IN THE MIDDLE EAST


During World War I and the subsequent peace negotiations, the French, British, and US governments all made declarations that indicated support for self-determination for the peoples of the Ottoman Empire. At the same time, however, all three governments committed themselves to policies that made true self-determination impossible.


For Woodrow Wilson, the liberation of peoples and postwar self-determination were sine qua nons for US participation in the war. From December 1917 through September 1918, Wilson delivered a series of addresses, enunciating US principles in Fourteen Points (January 8, 1918), Four Supplementary Points (February 11, 1918), Four Additional Points (July 4, 1918), and Five Additional Points (September, 27 1918). “Self-determination,” Wilson warned, “is not a mere phrase. It is an imperative principle of action which statesmen will henceforth ignore at their peril.”5 In Point Twelve of the original Fourteen Points, Wilson directly addressed the status of Turks and non-Turks in the Ottoman Empire, promising the latter “an absolutely unmolested opportunity of autonomous development.”6


Stung by the revelation of secret agreements reached during the war for a colonial-style division of the Ottoman Empire, and wishing to allay the doubts of Arab nationalists who suspected entente perfidy, France and Britain adopted Wilson’s call for self-determination for the inhabitants of the Middle East. On November 9, 1918, they issued the following joint declaration, which they distributed throughout liberated Syria: “The object aimed at by France and Great Britain in prosecuting in the East the War let loose by the ambition of Germany is the complete and definite emancipation of the peoples so long oppressed by the Turks and the establishment of national governments and administrations deriving their authority from the initiative and free choice of the indigenous populations.”7


In the same statement, however, the two powers displayed their ambivalence to the principle of self-determination by making their support for the doctrine conditional on the acceptance by the indigenes of guidance from “advanced nations”:


          In order to carry out these intentions France and Great Britain are at one in encouraging and assisting the establishment of indigenous Governments and administrations in Syria and Mesopotamia, now liberated by the Allies, and in the territories the liberation of which they are engaged in securing and recognising these as soon as they are actually established.


               Far from wishing to impose on the populations of these regions any particular institutions they are only concerned to ensure by their support and by adequate assistance the regular working of Governments and administrations freely chosen by the populations themselves. To secure impartial and equal justice for all, to facilitate the economic development of the country by inspiring and encouraging local initiative, to favour the diffusion of education, to put an end to dissensions that have too long been taken advantage of by Turkish policy, such is the policy which the two Allied Governments uphold in the liberated territories.


For many Arab nationalists, particularly those who had preferred sitting out the war in Egypt to joining the British-inspired Arab Revolt of Sharif Hussein and his sons, the Anglo-French statement appeared to be little more than a rationalization for a thinly veiled colonialism.8 As if to confirm their suspicions, French President Georges Clemenceau visited London in December 1918, where, in the words of British Prime Minister Lloyd George, it was “agreed that Syria should go to France [as a mandate] and Mesopotamia to Great Britain.”9 To mollify the French further, the British (as well as the United States) disavowed any interest in Syria in a meeting of the Council of Four held three days before the peace conference authorized the assignment of mandates in the region.


Whereas the French and British attitude toward both self-determination for the inhabitants of the region and the King-Crane Commission was thus clear, US support for both was surprisingly ambiguous. Its European allies might easily have argued that the United States had, on several occasions, already placed its imprimatur on their wartime and postwar arrangements for the region. After all, not only had Woodrow Wilson issued a statement of support for the Balfour Declaration10 in September 1918 without bothering to ascertain the attitude of the inhabitants of Palestine toward the establishment of a Jewish homeland in their midst, but one month later he approved the official US Department of State commentary on the Fourteen Points, which recognized the preeminent position of France in Syria and affirmed that Britain was “clearly the best mandatory for Palestine, Mesopotamia, and Arabia.”11 Little wonder, then, that Henry King and Charles Crane, in a memorandum written to the US president before their tour of the Middle East, argued that the mandate for Syria should go to France “frankly based, not on the primary desires of the people, but on the international need of preserving friendly relations between France and Great Britain,”12 or that, within a week of proposing the commission, Wilson had, according to Ray Stannard Baker, a close associate and head of the US press bureau in Paris, “clean forgotten” about it.13


Support among the entente powers for the activities of the commission thus ranged from lackluster to dismissive. The commission’s recommendations were nonbinding, and even if the commission were to find, as it did, that Syrian public opinion supported a united Syria and (in ranked order) no mandate, a US mandate, and a British mandate,14 all three options had already been foreclosed. It was in this context that Lloyd George, like the proverbial Western sheriff who remarked, “First we give him a fair trial, then we hang him,” urged his French colleague to support the activities of the commission, but “first let us agree [about the disposition of territory] between ourselves.”15.


THE US PERSPECTIVE ON SELF-DETERMINATION AND PUBLIC OPINION


Not only did decisions made in Paris preclude the possibility that the King-Crane Commission would influence entente policy, but preconceptions held by both the commissioners and their president—preconceptions about democracy, progress, public opinion, and nationalism that both underlay the commission’s flawed procedure and circumscribed the range of its possible findings—impeded the commission’s ability truly to “elucidate the state of opinion and the soil to be worked on by any mandatory” in Syria.


The extent to which his father’s Calvinism shaped Woodrow Wilson’s worldview and principles of his foreign policy is a well-worn cliché.16 But because Wilson was a historian as well as the son of a Presbyterian minister, he tempered his belief in a mankind tainted by original sin with the optimism implicit in the Whiggism common to the academic milieu from which he emerged. History, for Wilson, was the chronicle of liberty—“the enlargement of the sphere of independent action at the expense of dictatorial authority.”17 From the Greek polis and the confrontation at Runnymede through the ratification of the US Constitution, human progress could thus be measured in two ways: by the multiplication of the personal freedoms available to the (Anglo-Saxon) heirs of this tradition, and by the spread of democracy—the political correlate to this tradition—throughout the world.


In his writings, Wilson argued that the expansion of international trade, print media, and, most important, public education during the previous century had created an autonomous realm of public opinion in most nations that facilitated the global diffusion of democratic ideals and structures.18 Wilson’s definition of public opinion thus differed dramatically from the definition used by his German idealist contemporaries: Rather than being the repository of common sense (“all-pervasive fundamental ethical principles disguised as prejudices”),19 Wilson’s public opinion was an informed public opinion shaped by the most enlightened strata of society.20 This was the public opinion upon which the doctrine of self-determination rested, the public opinion that Wilson charged the King-Crane Commission to elucidate.


The members of the King-Crane Commission shared Wilson’s understanding about the nature of public opinion. Their fact-finding consisted of holding audiences with, and receiving petitions drafted by, those whom they considered to be the most important and most representative Middle East opinion makers: thirty-four mayors and municipal councils, fifteen administrative councils, sixty-five councils of village chiefs, thirty Arab shaykhs, seventeen professional and trade organizations, and so on. It should not be surprising, therefore, that in its final report the commission advocated strengthening Syrian nationalism through an expansion of education “in clear recognition of the imperative necessity of education for the citizens of a democratic state and the development of a sound national spirit.”21


Although members of the King-Crane Commission disagreed about the extent to which the Syrian population was prepared for self-determination and how long “the systematic cultivation of national spirit” in Syria would take, all agreed on the liberal and secular foundations on which Syrians had to base their nationalism. In the conclusion to its final report, the commission recommended imposing a mandate on Syria but optimistically predicted that the period during which a mandatory power would have to oversee Syrian affairs might be brief. According to the report, mandatory control could be relinquished as soon as the leaders of the Syrian nationalist movement demonstrated their sincerity in midwifing a modern democratic nation-state that protected the rights of minorities:


          The western world is already committed to the attempt to live in peace and friendship with the Moslem peoples, and to manage governments in such a way as to separate politics from religion. Syria offers an excellent opportunity to establish a state where members of the three great monotheistic religions can live together in harmony; because it is a country of one language, which has long had freedom of movement and of business relations through being unified under the Turkish rule. Since now the majority declare for nationalism, independent of religion, it is necessary only to hold them to this view through mandatory control until they shall have established the method and practice of it. Dangers may readily arise from unwise and unfaithful dealings with this people, but there is great hope of peace and progress if they be handled frankly and loyally.22


In contrast to the findings of the commissioners, the reports filed by William Yale, one of two technical advisers attached to the King-Crane Commission, cast doubt on the short-term “possibility of developing among the people of Syria a national spirit upon the community of language which exists, the similarity of race, the sense of economic dependence, and the germ of nationalism.” Yale predicted disaster without a long-term and energetic mandatory presence in Syria:


          There is a liberal movement among the Syrian Moslems, a movement which under proper guidance and with proper assistance may be able to awaken a new spirit in the younger generation, might have been able to lessen the fanaticism not only of the effendi class but of the lower classes. At the present time this liberal movement was too feeble, too weak in numbers and conviction . . . to rally to their support the ignorant fanatical masses which are swayed by the Ulemas and the Young Arab Party.23


Ironically, the very search by members of the King-Crane Commission for their counterparts in Syrian society directly (and adversely) affected the latter’s ability to shape Syrian public opinion. Those whom Yale entrusted to nurture “liberal nationalism” naturally believed, like the commissioners, that educational achievement or professional status entitled them to play a special role in nation building. While actively courting the commissioners, this grouping simultaneously sought to convince the Syrian population that, having achieved the approbation of the commission, it would secure Syrian independence through negotiation and compromise—if not absolute independence, then at least independence under the benevolent guidance of the Americans or British. The refusal by the entente powers to accept the recommendations of the King-Crane Commission destroyed the credibility of this sodality within the nationalist movement and thus assured the emergence of a new and very different kind of nationalist leadership.


THE “LIBERAL MOVEMENT”


The thin strata of society behind what William Yale (ingenuously) identified as the “liberal movement” had emerged in Syria as the result of two processes that had, over the course of the half-century that preceded the dissolution of the Ottoman Empire, increasingly determined institutions and social relationships in the Arab Middle East. Both the accelerating rate of integration of the region into the world economy and attempts made by the Ottoman government to rationalize and strengthen central control increased the salience of capitalist relations and encouraged their diffusion (albeit unevenly) throughout the empire. These effects, in turn, not only induced the reconstruction and/or enlargement of certain previously existing social classes, but they prompted the emergence of new social classes as well. Members of two of these classes, often intertwined through reciprocal ties of interest and/or consanguinity, formed the core of Yale’s “liberal movement”: the so-called middle strata, comprising intellectuals, trained military officers, professionals, and so on, who were necessary to implement Ottoman “modernization” and state-building policies, and a reconstituted urban notability whose economic and political status was increasingly based on a combination of land ownership and good relations with Istanbul.24


Two types of bonds united these groups with their counterparts in the West. Because both the formation of the middle strata and the post-1860 transformation of the urban notability depended upon the spread of peripheral capitalism and modern institutions of governance in the Middle East, the categories used by these groups to organize the world and their society were coherent with the categories used by analogous groups—both in the metropole and in other peripheral areas—who benefited from, or whose origins can be traced to, the worldwide expansion of capitalism. In addition, elective ties of affinity, nurtured, for example, through education, religious affiliation, and/or wartime experiences, often linked members of these groups to their European counterparts. These natural and emulative bonds not only account for the strategies used by these newly empowered groups to craft state institutions in post-Ottoman Syria, but also explain why, during the same period, an influential bloc readily worked within the parameters set by the Paris Peace Conference in an attempt to win Syrian independence.


The Arab government that was established in Damascus at the close of World War I depended upon individuals from these groups to administer the territory of inland Syria and to mobilize the support of the indigenous population. Working both within the government and through allied political and cultural organizations (the most important of which were al-Fatat, the Arab Club [al-nadi al-’arabi], and the Literary Society [al-muntada al-adabi]),25 the self-proclaimed elite within the nationalist movement (labeled in their own writings the mutanawwirun, mustanirun, or mufakkirun) designed governmental and extragovernmental institutions to expand the authority of the state, reorganize traditional structures within civil society, introduce mores and values compatible with or derived from those of Europe, and inculcate new national myths and symbols among the population. In a report written in November 1919, for example, British traveler Gertrude Bell described her visit to one such institution, the “School for the Daughters of Martyrs” (madrasat banat al-shuhada), which was established in Damascus to educate orphans whose fathers had died during the Arab Revolt. The school, according to Bell,


          is run on private subscriptions by a committee of ladies presided over by Naziq bint al ‘Abid, a girl of 21 belonging to one of the best families of Damascus. She is a niece of ‘Izzat Pasha, who was the all-powerful Secretary of Abdul Hamid for a period of years, during which he earned great wealth and the bitter recriminations of the C.U.P. [Committee of Union and Progress] when it came into the saddle. In spite of their threats Izzat managed to escape to Europe, where he had already lodged a respectable part of his fortune. Sitt Naziq was educated in a mission school at Beyrut, speaks English, and is the most advanced lady in Damascus. She and her mother sat unveiled among a company of men, a select company, but none of them related to the ‘Abid family. Another Mohammadan lady of the committee was present, and she also was unveiled.... The mistresses were mostly Christians educated in Beyrut and speaking fairly good English. Besides the orphans there were an equal number of girls of good Damascene families who pay for the education they receive. These girls 16 to 18 years old, were not seen by the men of the party. Girls and children were brought out into the large garden which surrounds the house to sing patriotic songs. In one of them a chorus of the elder girls addressed the orphans, reminding each one that her father died in the cause of liberty and bidding her never to forget that she was “bint ul ‘Arabi,” while the children replied that they would never forget their birth, nor King Husain who fought for their race, nor finally (this stanza was specially prepared for the US Commission) President Wilson who laid down—save the mark—the principles of freedom.26


A more comprehensive picture of the attitudes and activities of like-minded mutanawwirun during the period preceding the visit of the King-Crane Commission to Damascus is displayed in an unusual parable, entitled “The True Vision,” that was published on the front page of the official gazette of the Arab government in May 1919.27 The fantasy begins with a description of the author at his desk, contemplating the news of demonstrations held in Egypt to show popular support for Egyptian independence: “We hardly see such good order in the demonstrations of the most advanced Western nations. I said to myself, ‘By God! They unjustly accuse the East and its people of savagery, immaturity, and an inability to imitate the civilization of the West. What is more indicative of their readiness [for independence] than this admirably ordered and perfect demonstration?’” Troubled by his meditations and by concerns about the upcoming visit of the King-Crane Commission to Damascus, the author falls asleep. His dreams transport him to an unfamiliar Middle East location where the inhabitants speak classical Arabic and dress in traditional attire. In the tent of their chieftain lies a strange mechanism and two mirrors: one mirror reflects the past, the other forecasts the future. The author, having begged the apparition for a glimpse of the future, spends the remainder of the dream watching upcoming events unfold, “like in a movie.”


The author’s first vision is of the near future. On the eve of the arrival of the King-Crane Commission, “the people of distinction and their intellectuals” (’ilyat al-qawm wa mufakkiruhum), assembled in a general congress, make preparations to convince the commission that the Syrian population is mature (the words “madani,” “umrani,” and “adabi” are used throughout the article) and therefore merits independence. To accomplish this, as the parable continues, the delegates plan to use locally based artisan guilds and patriotic clubs to organize demonstrations similar to those of Egypt and to distribute placards among the population calling for complete independence:


          In conformity with this plan each citizen placed a sign on his forearm and on his breast on which was printed “We demand complete independence.” Shop owners placed signs with this slogan written in English and Arabic on their shops. Hardly had these plans been made when all inhabitants—regardless of religion, sect, and nationality—showed these placards ... and one could not walk down the street without seeing the signs on every building and wall. As the size of demonstrations swelled, the people daubed this slogan on the tarbooshes of small boys and embroidered it on the frontlets of small girls. I laughed when I saw a bald man with the slogan written on his head. I saw the owners of carriages and horses who placed this slogan on the faces of their horses and the sweets-sellers put the slogan on the lids of containers of sweets and milk. I was truly amazed when I saw the work of the residents of Salhiyye—they spelled out this slogan with lanterns on Mt. Qasiun by night in letters that could be read for seven miles. The people kept up this sort of activity until the delegation left Damascus.


Impressed by the “intelligence, advancement, and worthiness for independence” of Syrians, the King-Crane Commission returns to Paris and convinces the peace conference to offer the Syrians independence. Under the benevolent leadership of Faisal, now king of Syria, and guided by a new congress, presumably composed of the same notables and intellectuals who had convened in the previous congress, the nation can now enjoy the fruits of its independence:


          I saw . . . the people now turning their attention to the founding of schools and colleges until no village remained without an excellent primary school. I saw prosperity spreading throughout the country and railroads connecting populous villages and farms. I saw farmers using the most modern agricultural techniques, extensive trade, and flourishing industry. Damascus appeared to me to be the most advanced of cities in terms of its construction. Its streets and lanes were paved with asphalt and the Barada River was like the Seine, traversing the city from east to west. On its banks was a corniche on which towering buildings stood. I saw Aleppo: its water, brought by canals from the Euphrates, sustained its gardens and parks and anointed its waterless desert ... Factories were founded throughout the kingdom so that the country had no need for manufactured goods from the West, but instead exported its products to China, India, and Africa. Its people grew rich, its power increased, and it moved to the forefront of advanced nations.


As is common with prophetic narratives, the accuracy of the dreamer’s vision increasingly fades the further it advances into the future. Much of what the author wrote about imminent events did transpire as foretold. The Syrian General Congress, composed primarily of representatives whose backgrounds placed them among the “people of distinction,” met in early June 1919 to formulate a consentient list of demands to be presented to the US commission.28 The Arab government distributed khutab (sermons) to be read at Friday prayers and, in conjunction with political and cultural associations and government-sanctioned guilds, sponsored petition campaigns and mobilized demonstrations in support of the “Damascus Program” promulgated by the congress.29 Local political activists and makhatir (government officials assigned to quarters within cities) ensured that shopkeepers throughout Syria placarded their storefronts with the slogan “We demand complete independence.”30 However, the long-term vision for Syria espoused by the author—a vision suffused with Eurogenic ideals and expressed through an alien discourse—not only failed to materialize but proved to be far removed from the concerns of the vast majority of the Syrian population.


With adequate resources, it might have been possible for the Arab government and its allies gradually to enlist the support of the Syrian population for its “true vision”: The mutanawwirun not only enjoyed the requisite social prestige to attract the spontaneous consent of nonelites, but because of their access to institutions of governance, they possessed potentially formidable coercive powers as well. However, on September 13, 1919, the British government decided to reduce its substantial subsidy to the Arab government by half and to withdraw its forces from Syria. This decision undercut both the economic and the political positions of the Arab government and its allies and generated a crisis from which they never recovered.31 Widely interpreted as portending French rule in Syria (“protection and mandate are synonyms, and are the precursors to annexation”),32 the action seemed to confirm the bankruptcy of the plan to achieve the complete independence of Syria through negotiation. Almost overnight, the slogan “Complete independence for Syria within its natural boundaries, no protection, tutelage, or mandate (la himaya, la wisaya, wa la intidab)” replaced its shorter but obviously inadequate predecessor on placards posted throughout Syria.33


THE RESPONSE OF NONELITES TO THE FAILURE OF THE COMMISSION


             The enemy have cloaked themselves in hypocrisy, and enfolded it in rancor and hatred.


             They took an oath of loyalty and they were disloyal, and from among them you have trusted some as allies who were treacherous. . . .


             What is amiss with those who have carried the scales of guidance on their arms, that they have failed to discern the truth?


             If they do not help those who need help and bring success to those who deserve it, then let the scales be broken.


—KHAYR AL-DIN AL-ZIRIKLI34


For many in the Arab Middle East, the expansion of capitalist relations and the reorganization of imperial institutions that had taken place during the seventy years preceding the dissolution of the Ottoman Empire induced social changes that ranged from disorienting to calamitous. Not only did the status of those local elites who lacked landed wealth and/or bureaucratic connections decline, but rivalry intensified among established and emergent elites for highly coveted posts in the reinvigorated state bureaucracy. The spread of capitalism frequently transformed peasant life: Peasants often found themselves at the mercy of usurers, planted cash crops for export, and supplemented family incomes by participating, sometimes seasonally, sometimes permanently, in the urban labor force. Coastal cities and extramural urban areas expanded, and newcomers to cities frequently settled in neighborhoods (such as the Maydan in Damascus and al-Kallasa in Aleppo) that lacked homogeneity and established social structures. New demands made by the state (such as the universally loathed conscription), agricultural crises, alterations in patterns of land tenure, conflicts on the periphery of the empire and World War I, and postwar inflation and rural insecurity further disrupted the lives of nonelites.


The social and economic shocks experienced by both nonelites and former elites had two relevant effects. First, because the expansion of market relations and the intrusion of a uniform apparatus of power into previously unregulated or under-regulated domains increasingly determined the nature and extended the scope of ties among Syrians, the significance of horizontal, associational, and national linkages among the population grew at the expense of vertical, communal, and parochial bonds—a necessary precondition for “proactive” collective activity and what historian George Mosse calls the “nationalization of the masses.”35 Second, the social and economic shocks engendered an ideological backlash among the self-described “aggrieved” (mankubun),36 who frequently expressed their disaffection through a populist discourse that extolled the historic ties and common interests that united Syrians into an egalitarian national community, celebrated the central role played by nonelites in preserving “traditional” values, and affirmed the integrity of community boundaries.


Starting in September 1919, populist activists—disempowered notables, merchants, qabadayat (local toughs), ulama, petit-bourgeois merchant/ulama, and so on37—took advantage of the opportunities for mobilization that both the prolonged social transformations and the immediate economic and political crises provided to create the structures necessary for a sustainable populist movement. Over the course of the next nine months, these activists founded an array of interconnected organizations (the most important of which were the Higher National Committee [al-lajna al-wataniyya al-’ulya], based in Damascus, and local committees of national defense [lijan al-difa’ al-watani]) that challenged the authority of the crippled Arab government, the discredited mutanawwirun, and the representatives of the entente powers meeting in Paris.


The populist organizations attracted widespread support, particularly among the Sunni Muslim population of inland Syria, for several reasons. As described earlier, in anticipation of the arrival of the King-Crane Commission in Syria, the Arab government and its extragovernmental allies applied modern techniques for mass mobilization that had, even before the founding of the populist organizations, acclimated much of the population to participation in national politics. But where the Arab government attempted to reach a settlement with the entente powers through negotiation and compromise, the populist organizations preached the more popular doctrine of militant anti-imperialism and marshaled and/or supplied local volunteer militias and guerrilla bands to resist mandatory authority. The organizations connected individuals to a national political machine through neighborhood and village branch organizations and supervisory committees (al-lijan al-far’iyya, al-lijan al-taftishiyya) and promoted participation by sponsoring electoral campaigns, demonstrations, military exercises, and charitable activities. Finally, the populist organizations assumed responsibility for services—protecting and provisioning urban quarters, assessing taxes, licensing monopolies, ensuring a “fair price” for grain, providing relief for the indigent and families of soldiers—which the local notability and the Arab government could no longer provide.


In contrast to the anonymous dreamer and his colleagues—who were willing to accept a temporary mandate in exchange for technological assistance and the accouterments of civilization—populist spokesmen articulated a vision for Syria that met the concerns of “the great mass of the nation [that] is not confined to the educated, the notables, and the merchants of the cities who read the daily newspapers, follow international and domestic politics, and are concerned with scientific discoveries and technological innovation.”38 Scornful of the aspirations of the Westernized elites (“[The French] only want to possess the sources of wealth and turn the free population into slaves in the name of progress, and only the Syrians [will] feel the effects”),39 populist spokesmen eschewed the dichotomization of Syrian society inherent in “A True Vision”—a dichotomization that stigmatized and alienated a vast majority of the population by pitting the cultured and educated formulators of public opinion against the passive nonelites—and expounded a vision of Syria that was both comprehensive and inclusive. Populist organizers thus counterpoised their own definition of public opinion to the definition used by Woodrow Wilson and his epigones in Syria:


          The people possess a spirit which transcends the inclinations of individuals . . . and the nation possesses an independent personality stronger than the personalities of its members. . . .Those who would penetrate the heart of the Syrian people . . . know that public opinion is made from two sources: the first is its historical traditions in which there is strong faith and fidelity. This is fixed and immutable at its core, and even though it changes form it is imperishable and indestructible. The old illiterate, the religious ‘alim, the cultured youth all equally respect historical traditions and aspire to the general goal. . . .[T]he people compel outside influences to be compatible with their traditions, and they desire to harmonize the elements of public opinion by making the second element compatible with the first, that is, with historic tradition.40


The aggressive posture assumed by the leaders of the populist movement and the potential empowerment of their constituents alarmed both foreign observers and the mutanawwirun. Populist rhetoric, suffused with Islamic and apocalyptic images and embellished with anecdotes that described the treachery of “those who would sell the nation like merchandise,” foreign conspiracies, French and Zionist atrocities, the defilement of Muslim innocents, and exculpatory vengeance, aroused their apprehensions as well. “Over 90% of the Moslems of Syria are ignorant and fanatical, and can be swayed by their religious leaders,” reported William Yale. “They are profoundly anti-Christian and anti-foreign and can be easily led to excesses by the recognized leaders, the clergy, land owners, and tribal chiefs.”41 Similarly, in a letter addressed to a former finance minister, a physician working in the foreign ministry of the Arab government depicted the populist movement as a form of mass pathology: “Individual dementia is among the greatest afflictions I know, but worse still is the complete dementia of a nation. . . . I am not a prophet, yet I see the end result very clearly if the transgressors do not return to their senses.”42


The transgressors did not, of course, “come to their senses.” To the contrary, worsening economic conditions, widening border warfare, the demands made by an apparently incompetent yet increasingly rapacious Arab government, and the announcement of the decision made by the entente powers at San Remo in April 1920 (to divide Syria and impose mandates) boosted support for the populist movement and the organizations it spawned while further undermining the authority of the Arab government and the counsel of the mutanawwirun. When the Arab government finally acquiesced to a French ultimatum that threatened unspecified “acts” unless the government accepted a French mandate, antigovernment rioting—which left scores dead in Damascus and hundreds dead in Aleppo—erupted throughout Syria. In the aftermath of this final display of the “state of opinion and the soil to be worked on by any mandatory,” the French army marched on Damascus and France began its quarter-century occupation of inland Syria—one year to the day after the departure of the King-Crane Commission from the Middle East.


THE KING-CRANE COMMISSION AND THE CONSTRUCTION OF SYRIAN NATIONALISM


          In truth, the politics which followed in Syria were very strange, inasmuch as the intellectuals—the men of public opinion—and the men of the government themselves stirred up, by all means possible, the excitement of the people and pushed it to the extreme. Then, all of a sudden, they retreated before the slightest obstacle which blocked their way, and they abandoned the people who were perplexed, not knowing how to explain their position. . . . This created a situation of enormous emotional turmoil and squandered the trust which the people had placed in their leaders. They openly accused their leaders of treachery to the point that, gradually, that trust was dissolved, and the leaders to whom the people had entrusted the reins of government were not able to lead and they were scoffed at.


—AS’AD DAGHIR43


Following World War I, revolutionary violence convulsed much of the non-Western world, from Turkey through India to China and Korea. The situation in the Arab Middle East was no different, with conflagrations erupting in Egypt (1919), Syria (1919–1920), and Iraq (1920). Despite the fact all the affected areas could sustain complex, programmatic political movements (as opposed to movements that might be characterized as temporary, defensive, and prepolitical)44 because all had been subjected to analogous processes—the uneven and asymmetric spread of dependent capitalism and the introduction of modern institutions of governance—a unique interplay of local, regional, and international determinants ignited and shaped each uprising.


Although Woodrow Wilson had originally proposed an interallied commission merely to ascertain and convey the wishes of the Syrian population, the King-Crane Commission had the unintended effect of catalyzing and, in many ways, defining the political movement that arose to resist the imposition of a mandate on Syria. Gulled by the promise implicit in the commission’s tour of Syria, the mutanawwirun constructed structures that expedited the mobilization of the population. Because these elites were oriented toward Europe and the peace conference, however, they designed institutions, demonstrations, and propaganda campaigns for the purpose of presenting to an outside audience an image of a sophisticated nation eager and prepared for independence. They thus deferred the task of integrating the majority of the population into their framework of legitimacy. As a result, during the period that preceded the French mandate, the mutanawwirun never truly involved nonelites in their nationalist project: They never dickered with the population over questions of ideology and program, they never synthesized a political discourse that was compelling to nonelites, and they never established connections with the population comparable to those that the Wafdist leadership had established with the population of Egypt, for example. In short, the announcement of the formation of the King-Crane Commission and its subsequent visit to Syria initiated an unintended chain of events that culminated in the strengthening of a populist nationalism dissociated from the guidance of the more Westernized nationalist elites.
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THE “AMBASSADOR FOR THE ARABS”


The Locke Mission and the Unmaking of US Development Diplomacy in the Near East, 1952–1953


Paul W. T. Kingston


This chapter examines President Harry S Truman’s policy toward the Near East1 during the last years of his administration.2 It focuses on the creation, in late 1951, of a regional office based in Beirut. Its mandate was to coordinate US economic policy in the region including capital assistance from the Mutual Security Program (MSP), refugee assistance channeled through the United Nations Relief and Works Administration (UNRWA; the United Nations alone will be referred to as the UN), and technical assistance from the Technical Cooperation Administration (TCA), commonly known as Point Four. Truman appointed Edwin Locke Jr., a young banker, to head the office. His official title was special assistant to the secretary of state, and he was given the rank of ambassador with direct lines of communication to the president.3


The “Locke mission” is interesting from several perspectives. First, it has become a forgotten episode in the history of US policy in the Near East that reflects a more general scholarly neglect of US policy in the region in the last years of the Truman administration. The prevailing perception is one of drift and frustration caused both by the failure to reach any political settlement to the Arab-Israeli conflict and by the parallel difficulties in pursuing an economic approach to peacemaking, symbolized by the cautious recommendations of the Economic Survey Mission (ESM) in 1949. This chapter suggests, however, that the Truman administration attempted to reinvigorate the economic approach to peacemaking in the early 1950s. As such, the Locke mission emerges as a link between the initial launching of the ESM in 1949 and the later attempts by Eric Johnston under the Eisenhower administration to resurrect the same kind of approach. Finally, the dispatching of the Locke mission also represents a concerted, if failed, attempt to promote a more regional US approach to the Near East, a break from past US emphases on bilateralism.


The main issue at stake here is whether an economic approach to pursuing US objectives in the region was realistic. Certainly, the creation of the regional economic office and the appointment of Locke was greeted in many circles with much fanfare. The New York Times carried the story on its front pages;4 the British, in part influenced by Locke’s appointment, transferred their own regional economic office, the Development Division of the British Middle East Office (BMEO), to Beirut;5 the Arab states were clearly buoyed by the prospects of a stronger US economic presence in the region; and, as we shall see, the announcement won praise—and indeed had been the result of pressure—from those within the US State Department who had persistently called for the application of a Marshall Plan–type policy to the region.


However, despite the promising beginning, the Locke mission ended in ignominy and, ultimately, oblivion: Locke resigned within a year of his appointment without having effected any appreciable shift in US economic policy in the region, and the Beirut-based regional economic office was disbanded. After briefly examining the origins of US economic diplomacy in the Near East, I set out to examine why Truman’s economic approach to the Near East faltered so badly. This entails examining the relationship of the Locke mission to the three pillars of US development policy in the region: technical assistance under the Point Four program, capital assistance under the Mutual Security Program, and refugee assistance channeled through UNRWA. Part of the explanation revolves around the person of Locke himself, who, in persistently advocating a more pro-Arab line, emerged as an early if unlikely example of that much-maligned group of State Department officials known as the “Arabists.”6 Equally important are the vague terms of reference given to Locke that merely masked fundamental conflicts in objectives among the various bureaucratic parties concerned and that served to sap the “collective will” of the Truman administration. Ultimately, however, the question must be examined not at the level of personalities nor of policy implementation but at the level of philosophical approach. Locke represents that generation of Americans who believed that the injection of US finance and expertise into troubled parts of the underdeveloped world could help to create a more empathetic political environment in the short run while laying the foundations for self-sustained growth and, thus, political stability in the long run. The assumptions behind this optimistic approach have now been openly questioned. Capital and technology by themselves rarely promote development; development does not necessarily promote political stability. Nevertheless, these were the assumptions that governed policy in the early cold war and it is worth reminding ourselves how strong their hold was on policymakers and development planners.


THE ORIGINS OF TRUMAN’S ECONOMIC APPROACH TO THE NEAR EAST


The roots of postwar US economic diplomacy in the Near East are found in the wartime participation of the United States in the Middle East Supply Centre (MESC). Originally created to regulate the flow of imports and exports in and out of the region so as to conserve shipping space for military purposes, the MESC ultimately became involved in promoting regional economic production. It did such a good job at this latter task that some began to consider the idea of continuing the development functions of the MESC after the war. Despite some initial and favorable consideration, the idea was ultimately rejected by the US government and, at the close of the war, the MESC was immediately disbanded. The reasons were threefold. First, there was a strong desire not to continue to underwrite the British Empire in the region (which, it was felt, a regional economic approach would do). Second, there was an equally strong sense that a bilateral approach to the Near East would better serve US commercial interests by allowing for the unfettered expansion of private trade and investment in the region. Finally, economic orthodoxy in the United States dictated that private investment would best promote economic development in the “undeveloped” parts of the world. Hence, initial US economic policy in the Near East would be based on bilateralism with an emphasis on the private sector.


Three factors forced US Near East policymakers to change these calculations: the Arab-Israeli conflict, the emerging cold war, and the rise of anti-Western Arab nationalism. The Palestine War of 1948 and the subsequent upheavals in the Arab world as a whole, for example, forced US Near East policymakers to think more in regional terms. This led to the initiation of a series of Chief of Mission meetings, the first being held in Istanbul in November 1949. It also resulted in the emergence of a more favorable attitude toward Britain’s regional presence, particularly the string of British military bases across the region symbolized by that at Suez and, as W. R. Louis has noted, led US Near East policymakers to defer to, if not underwrite, Britain’s regional security system.7 This ultimately led to the (stillborn) joint Anglo-American proposal to create a Middle East Command (MEC) in October 1951. Finally, this new interest in regionalism was extended to the economic realm, symbolized by the dispatching of the ESM under the auspices of the UN and headed by Gordon Clapp, the former director of the Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA).


Clapp assumed his task enthusiastically and initially considered creating two organizations—one to deal exclusively with refugee relief and the other to deal more directly with economic development. The latter was, in effect, the reemergence of an earlier British proposal to create a Middle East Development Board. He was strongly supported in these views by George C. McGhee, assistant secretary of state for Near Eastern affairs; both believed in the potential of economic development to erase intractable political problems. However, the initial foray into regionalism produced few dividends. The Chief of Mission conferences did not produce a coherent regional approach but merely acted as forums for exchanging information. Moreover, Clapp dramatically scaled down his originally ambitious ideas. Instead of two organizations, the UN amalgamated relief and resettlement functions into one organization, the UNRWA. Such cautiousness was dictated by a number of factors. Clapp himself concluded in his final report that “the region is not ready, the projects are not ready [and] the people and the governments are not ready for large scale development.”8 Moreover, the British changed their tune and raised strong objections to the idea of creating a regional development organization for fear of arousing the indignation of Arab nationalists. Instead, they advocated the creation of a development board in each country.9 Thus, we witness an interesting shift with Britain, the dying imperial power moving away from a regional policy, and the United States, an emerging imperial power looking at the potential of a regional policy in a more favorable light. The launching of the Point Four program in 1950, however, seemed to offer some consolation, and in its initial years, it became active in the independent states of the Middle East, notably Iran, Lebanon, and Jordan, where the first general agreement under Point Four was signed.


However, in 1951, there was a significant polarization of both the global and regional climate. Driven by the outbreak of the Korean War and sparked by the nationalization of the Anglo-Iranian Oil Company by Iranian Prime Minister Muhammad Mussadiq in March, the assassination of King Abdullah of Jordan in July, and the unilateral abrogation of the 1936 Anglo-Egyptian treaty by the Wafdist government in October, there was a revival of discussions about the utility of economic approaches to diplomacy. Globally, this culminated in the establishment of the MSP, the main task of which was to coordinate all overseas economic, technical, and military assistance programs. Regionally, this led first to an allocation of $160 million for the Near East from the MSP. It then resulted in a US-backed decision by the UN General Assembly to strengthen the ability of UNRWA to promote refugee resettlement as well as relief by giving it an expanded budget of $250 million over three years. Finally, on the strong recommendation of McGhee, President Truman created the regional economic office in Beirut as a mechanism for coordinating all regional economic activity. With the appointment of Locke to head the office on November 13, 1951, it seemed that the regional economic approach to securing peace and stability in the Near East would finally be given a chance to work.10


LOCKE, POINT FOUR, AND LEBANON


A youthful forty-one years, Locke seemed an inspired choice to head the new regional economic office, combining both a successful career in the private and public sectors with an interest in the Middle East. His public-sector experience, acquired during and immediately after World War II, was impressive and included such positions as executive assistant to Donald Nelson, head of the War Productions Board (1943–1944), Truman’s personal representative to Chiang Kai-shek in China (1945), and Truman’s special assistant in the White House (1946). Locke’s natural environment, however, was the private sector, where his demonstrated instinct and friendly charm eventually led to his appointment in 1946 as vice president of Chase Manhattan Bank. He used his position to generate various business opportunities in the Middle East, principally Saudi Arabia, where he entered into negotiations to build both a cement plant and, later, a Coca-Cola plant. His growing involvement in the region eventually earned him a seat on the board of governors of the American University of Beirut. Locke, therefore, was seen as exactly the kind of person who could activate an economic approach to achieving peace and security in the Near East.11


Locke arrived in Beirut in early December 1951. It seemed an opportune moment. After protracted negotiations over the terms of US involvement in development activities,12 the Lebanese government agreed to ratify the Point Four General Agreement in November 1951 and, with the subsequent announcement of Locke’s appointment, was looking forward to a significant infusion of US aid into the country. Therefore, Locke, upon his arrival, was given a very friendly and high-profile welcome, the kind befitting a potential new patron. Harold Minor, the US minister in Lebanon, was clearly surprised at the receptivity of the Lebanese to the arrival of Locke—or “Saint Locke,” as one leftist Lebanese paper sarcastically noted. In reaction to one of the many receptions in Locke’s honor, Minor reported, “I have never in my many years in the Foreign Service attended a function more jovial and friendly. The Lebanese were simply bubbling over with enthusiasm. . . . It was something like a football rally.” He went on to suggest that the Lebanese government seemed willing to cooperate with Locke to a degree that “we had hardly dared hope for.”13 Certainly, Locke would turn out to be a darling of Beirut society, hosting numerous dinner parties and, on several occasions, being the personal guest of President Faris al-Khuri at his mountain home. This was the kind of access to the top echelons of power in Lebanon that US representatives had hitherto not known.


From the outset, Locke seemed determined to take advantage of this favorable atmosphere. Having arrived in Beirut only the day before, Locke immediately wrote to his contact in the State Department, Arthur Gardiner, suggesting that a significant expansion of the development program for the Arab states would be needed if his mission was to be a success.14 Within a week, Locke was also transmitting these ideas directly to Truman, bypassing the State Department and TCA. This was to become a feature of the Locke mission and it revealed the degree to which he perceived (and, as it turned out, misperceived) that he could count on Truman’s personal support. Nevertheless, this letter is important, for it sets the tone for his entire mission. The main thing, wrote Locke, is that “a lot more life needs to be put into our aid programs here and in the other Middle Eastern countries.” Not only were there “too many plans and too little action” (a complaint heard universally among the recipient governments in the region), but those plans that were being made operational under the Point Four program were making no significant impact economically or psychologically. This, above all, was Locke’s self-appointed agenda, “to get these people [the Arabs] thinking in positives rather than negatives.” In a classic espousal of the economic approach to peacemaking, Locke emphasized that “if we can get them started in an important way on developing the very attractive natural resources that they have, I believe that the political problems will suddenly become much less difficult to solve.”15


Locke was looking for impact projects to fulfill his Near East mandate and, in Lebanon, there seemed one ready at hand: the Litani River project. Lebanon had been one of the first countries to receive assistance from Point Four even before a general agreement had been signed. It was in the form of a survey mission for the Litani River basin and was initiated by the first director of Point Four, Dr. Henry Bennett, upon his inaugural tour of the Middle East as a way of getting activity off the ground for the newly established TCA. Six months later, however, rumblings were surfacing in the Lebanese press about the lack of immediate, concrete results, and there was further fear that the project would be geared to the interests of private Lebanese citizens and, perhaps, Israel. The result was what one report referred to as “a vigorous campaign” in the Lebanese press against Point Four’s association with the Litani River project.16 Although one of Locke’s first public actions was to issue a statement deflecting such criticisms, in fact he looked upon them as valid.17 According to Locke, US involvement in the Litani River project, based as it was on technical assistance, was ill-designed to obtain quick results. Nor was it likely to solicit anything more than “polite unenthusiastic foot-dragging cooperation from [the] Lebanese.”18 Needed was a more significant infusion of development capital, and this was precisely what Lebanon could not provide. Its public finances were insufficient to keep up with the demands for development projects and, even where capital was available, it was tremendously difficult to achieve any kind of political consensus over its use. Nor did the kind of private investment needed for large projects seem to be forthcoming, as demonstrated by the failure of the Syrian government to raise capital for the development of the port at Latakia through the sale of public bonds. In Locke’s opinion, an infusion of US development capital would solve both of these problems; it would provide a “take-off” point for sustained economic growth and improve the climate for private investment. All of this would, in turn, lay the psychological foundations for a more solid political alliance.


However, not all US representatives in Lebanon were delighted with the rather spectacular arrival of Locke in Beirut and his promise of a dramatic expansion of US aid to the Middle East. The bulk of this opposition emanated from Lebanon’s Point Four team, whose program Locke was pledging to aggrandize. Part of the problem stemmed from confusion over the exact nature of Locke’s mandate. When the regional economic office was first created, the local field offices of Point Four were assured that Locke’s mandate would not allow him to interfere in the specific work of country programs or to supersede the authority of local country directors. Whether such a distinction could work in practice was problematic; the British certainly had had their share of administrative problems in launching the regionally based BMEO in 1945.19 By choosing Beirut as Locke’s headquarters and by sending him out at a time when the local Point Four office was without Country Director Hollis Peter, Washington seemed to be asking for problems.20


They did not take long to appear. Less than a month after Locke’s arrival, one member of Lebanon’s Point Four staff, Richard Farnsworth, complained in a personal letter to Peter that their operations in Lebanon had been taken over “Locke, stock, and barrel,” so much so that the Lebanese government was beginning to submit project requests to Locke’s office directly.21 Well over a month later, Point Four’s staff in Lebanon continued to complain about “the Locke concept”: “[He] is still ‘Mr. TCA’ in Lebanon,” wrote US official William Crockett, “and I am afraid will remain so as long as he stays in Lebanon.”22 When Peter finally arrived in Beirut at the end of March, he was forced to spend much of his time clarifying the actual extent of Locke’s authority to the rather confused Lebanese—and to Locke himself.23


Had the confusion been merely administrative, little harm would have been done to basic US policy in the country. However, the real conflict in Beirut revolved around fundamental policy issues—issues that had never been satisfactorily resolved as a result of the amalgamation of Point Four with the MSP in May 1951. Point Four’s approach, epitomized by the views of its founding administrator, Dr. Bennett, and shared by most in the field, was based on the idea that development would come only by building up human capital at the grassroots level. This required a long-range development policy based on the provision of technical assistance in such areas as education, health, and agriculture. Moreover, those results had to be part of a cooperative effort, one in which the local government made significant contributions of both finance and manpower. The concern here, of course, was with the long-term sustainability of projects. Those more politically minded in the State Department, however, had little time for an approach to development policy that ignored short-term political imperatives. George McGhee, who in many ways had masterminded the economic approach to peacemaking between the Arabs and the Israelis by first suggesting the formation of the ESM, was clearly unimpressed with the scope and philosophy of the Point Four program as it emerged in its severely reduced form in 1950;24 Dean Acheson, secretary of state at the time, referred to Point Four in retrospect as “the Cinderella of the foreign aid family.”25


The emergence of Locke, ostensibly an ambassador for the Point Four program yet an emissary whose ideas turned out to be much at odds with its philosophy, brought this latent conflict over US development policy to the surface. At a meeting in Washington, DC, between representatives of Point Four and those from the Near East Division of the State Department to discuss Locke’s request for an infusion of financial aid into the Litani River project, the two parties found themselves unable to reach any consensus. Whereas the latter argued strongly for Locke’s proposal on the basis that the overriding need was to get some large and visible project under way in one of the Arab states, Point Four staff continued to object on the basis that “the principle of picking up the check on partially completed projects was a basic departure from TCA philosophy and policy.”26 After several conversations with Locke upon his return to Beirut, Peter revealed much the same story: “It is quite clear that Ed Locke and I do not see eye to eye on the points of major importance in the Aid Program to Lebanon. I believe he listened politely at my expounding the Point Four philosophy which we feel must be an integral part of each project . . . while he believes there is a real distinction to be made between pure technical assistance on the one hand and economic or financial grant aid on the other.”27


Peter was further concerned by Locke’s propensity to project his ideas about US development policy in the region in an official manner in meetings with Lebanese officials. Fouad Ammoun, Lebanese director-general of foreign affairs, even suggested that Locke had virtually promised them increased amounts of aid, $5 million in fiscal year 1952 and $10 million in fiscal year 1953.28 This was not only a break in diplomatic protocol, not to speak of constitutional procedure, but it also threatened the viability of the existing Point Four program in the country. The basic dilemma, of course, was that if the Lebanese were led to believe that a large infusion of US capital was imminent, they would be less interested in making the kind of small-scale commitments of local finance that were so important to all Point Four projects. Indeed, this seemed to be the case: At one point in the protracted negotiations over the terms of a Point Four agreement for the almost completed fiscal year 1952, Fouad Ammoun admitted that the Lebanese had not acted more quickly because they were waiting to see what Locke could produce.29 This also explained, in Peter’s opinion, the rather cavalier attitude taken by the Lebanese toward the visit of the World Bank’s regional representative, Dorsey Stephens.30 The dilemma, as US official Victor Skiles stated, was that “[if ] U.S. aid is to be accepted not as a cooperative endeavor but as a substitute for local financing . . . we will have failed miserably in the total effort.”31


Not all disagreed with Locke’s ideas, notably Afif Tannous, an agriculturalist of Lebanese origin based with the Point Four team in Beirut. He was understandably delighted to be part of an expanded development assistance program for his mother country. This, however, made the matter potentially more dangerous by creating divisions within the US diplomatic community in the country. For the time being, Minor and Peter worked to maintain a facade of diplomatic unity in order to avoid unduly embarrassing Locke or damaging the prestige of his newly established position. Peter stressed, however, that this was being done at the cost of giving the impression of Point Four staff support for Locke’s ideas, which was not always the case.32 Peter, therefore, warned Washington that Locke’s presence in Beirut could jeopardize his own ability to fulfill Point Four’s mandate in the country. He wrote: “I do not believe it is too late to obtain the cooperation and enthusiastic support of the Lebanese Government officials for a real Point Four program, but it is hard for them to concentrate on this aspect which requires considerable understanding and foresightedness with the promise of large sums dangling in front of their noses.”33


LOCKE AND REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT IN THE NEAR EAST


Locke’s actions in Lebanon during the early stages of his mission cannot be understood without placing them in the broader context of the Near East as a whole. Locke’s mandate, after all, was a regional one and would require a regional solution. Here, Locke’s diagnosis was similar to that made in Lebanon. What he found was an economic assistance program badly structured to meet the needs of the Near East. US assistance under the Point Four program was judged to be slow and insufficient by Arab governments—a “broken reed” as one Jordanian official remarked. This was particularly so in contrast to the large sums of capital assistance being provided by the United States to Israel, a point that Locke was constantly reminded of during travels to various Arab capitals. Moreover, though the United States was providing capital assistance to UNRWA, the funds were going largely unused due to the reluctance of Arab states to accept anything that smacked of the principle of reintegration. Acceptance of UNRWA assistance for refugee resettlement was looked upon as tantamount to abandoning the rights of the refugees to return to their homes. The result was an aid program ill-equipped to solve the kind of political problems in the region for which it was ultimately designed. It was these political problems that underlay all of Locke’s thinking on the matter. As he wrote in a memorandum to Truman: “I feel that I must say frankly to you that our entire economic effort to help the Near East achieve a more secure freedom, a lasting peace and a rising standard of living is in danger of being overwhelmed by political turmoil.”34


Locke’s sense of urgency was further accentuated by the tight legislative schedule in Washington. Before Locke scarcely had his feet on the ground in Beirut, the State Department was already drawing up its proposed budget for the MSP for fiscal year 1953. By mid-February, it had released its initial estimates, which showed little change in the size or distribution of aid to the Near East. Having staked the success of his mission on the need for an increased allocation to the region, Locke once again bypassed the State Department and cabled directly to Truman, expressing his utmost concern at what he saw as the continued drift of US policy in the region: “If we do not (rpt [repeat] not) now (rpt now) make it clear to the Arab states that we mean what we have been saying these past three years about wanting to help them develop their countries, I am mortally afraid we will have lost our last chance and that the reaction to this . . . program will be bitter and sharp, and the inclination to look for other friends greatly increased.”35


Locke’s recommendation to Truman was the establishment of a $100 million Arab development fund designed to provide capital assistance to the Arab states, especially the non-oil states of Lebanon, Syria, Jordan, and Egypt. This would, in effect, add a fourth stream to US development policy in the region, separate and distinct from already existing programs to Israel, UNRWA, and Point Four. The purpose of the fund was to finance the completion of several impact projects in the fields of transportation and/or river development, placing special emphasis on the former as a result of Locke’s experiences in China.36 In all, he presented nine possible projects.37 In an attempt to make his proposal more palatable to Congress, Locke presented it up as a “one-shot” deal that would pave the way for the greater involvement of the World Bank and private capital.


There had been numerous criticisms made of US development policy in the region, but never had a call for change come so explicitly and forcefully and never from such high levels of government. In effect, Locke was calling for not only a break with the traditional approach to development as advocated by Point Four, but also a significant shift in US policy toward the Arab world. Aid was to be raised to a level on par with that given to Israel, and it was to be given on an unconditional basis, free from linkages with the Arab refugee issue. On this last point, Locke was especially insistent: “If we try bargain for pol[itical] and military advantages as direct quid pro quo, believe results w[ou]ld be nil and our whole position considerably weakened. . . . Realize this entails certain risks but consider it infinitely less than contains as at present.”38 In short, Locke’s proposal was a genuine attempt at instituting an economic approach to peacemaking in the Arab world. It advocated a separation of the economic from the political in a way that US contributions to UNRWA could not.


Locke faced serious obstacles in effecting such a significant shift in US policy in the region. The dissenting views of many Point Four officials have already been mentioned; no doubt, these were joined by opposition from those wary of undermining US support for Israel. However, the most immediate obstacle was time—a problem not helped by Locke’s sudden illness in Beirut in mid-February, which forced him to delay a trip to Washington designed to allow him to make his case before the State Department and, if necessary, Congress. By the time Locke returned to Washington at the end of March, the bill to extend the MSP, which made no provision for the kind of program advocated by Locke, had reached an advanced stage in its presentation to Congress.39


To compensate for his absence, Locke tried several methods to build support for his proposal. In mid-March, Donald Bergus, then second secretary in the Lebanese legation, was sent to Washington to lobby the State Department. This was accompanied by a flurry of supportive telegrams from US officials in Lebanon and Syria, the latter seeing in Locke’s plan an opportunity to break the impasse over the introduction of Point Four into the country.40 As was mentioned earlier, Locke also took the unorthodox step of building up an Arab constituency for his ideas by officially informing the president and prime minister of Lebanon of his proposal to increase US assistance to the Arab world, much to the horror of Peter.41 It seems apparent, however, that Locke was really counting on the personal support of Truman. “I beg of you,” wrote Locke after falling ill in Beirut, “to give this every consideration. I stake on this proposal such reputation as I may have and feel that it is the only way to get the results I know you want me to get out here.”42


Truman did not provide the kind of hands-on support Locke was looking for. Although he expressed appreciation for Locke’s imaginative approach, Truman passed the buck, so to speak, by referring Locke’s request back to the State Department, where it ran aground over conflicting policy interests.43 In Bergus’s initial meeting with officials from the MSP, for example, objections were raised on the grounds that unconditional aid would set dangerous precedents and would probably militate against promoting the kinds of reforms that the United States felt were needed.44 Averell Harriman, the director for mutual security under the auspices of the MSP, later raised these same issues in a memo to Secretary of State Acheson.45 In short, the kinds of objections raised by the Point Four team in Beirut seem to have carried much weight in Washington.


Neither did there seem to be a great deal of respect for Locke’s political analysis. Crucial to Locke’s argument was his oft-repeated view that the political situation in the Near East was “precarious” and “threatening,” requiring immediate action. But, to paraphrase Harriman’s query, was it so serious as to require amendments to the mutual security bill in such a way that might jeopardize the entire program put forward?46 There were similar questions raised about whether increased aid to the Arab states would, in fact, improve matters. One memo described Locke’s aim of winning the friendship of the Arab world as “an endless task” that did not provide a basis for formulating programs of an extraordinary character.47 There was particularly strong objection to his idea of divorcing development from the Palestinian refugee issue. In response to one compromise suggestion that Locke’s program of capital assistance be confined to Syria as a way of breaking the impasse in relations with that country, Reeseman Fryer, a Point Four official, responded that: “To offer Syria an unconditional development program much greater in magnitude, different in organizational structure and purpose from the programs now getting underway in Lebanon, Jordan, Egypt and Iraq would tend to undermine Point 4 programs in the latter countries by appearing to pay a premium for non-cooperation—‘It pays to hold out.’”48 The only way a program of expanded assistance could be justified, wrote Fryer, was if it was paralleled by an appropriate concession on the part of the Syrian government—one that would have to revolve around the issue of refugee settlement.49 In short, unconditional economic assistance to the Arab world was out of the question.


Thus, Locke’s proposal never did see the light of day. Ostensibly it was rejected on the grounds that its passage through Congress would prove an impossibility;50 in reality, the Truman administration was not inclined to consider any dramatic changes in its policy toward the Near East. Truman may have wanted “action” in the Near East, but he was not willing to become actively involved himself in promoting such changes. With Locke’s proposal also threatening the viability of Point Four’s operations in the Near East—it had already shown signs of doing just that in Lebanon—without offering any immediate solution to the Palestinian refugee issue, he was also unable to muster much support within the appropriate bureaucratic circles in Washington. Locke, in short, must have been a rather isolated figure upon his return to Washington, a far cry from his more heady days as Truman’s special representative to China and, subsequently, the White House itself. It is this sense of isolation and inertia in Washington policy circles that would eventually lead to Locke’s unmaking as a representative of US policy in the Near East.


LOCKE, THE ARAB REFUGEES, AND UNRWA


After the proposal to create an Arab Development Fund was shelved, Locke was kept in Washington for an additional month. Part of the reason for Locke’s delayed return was to ensure that he did not go back to Beirut completely empty-handed. Due to his own indiscretions, there was a high sense of expectation in such Arab states as Syria and Lebanon of a possible shift in US development policy. This led to the creation of a smaller $25 million fund aimed at financing more moderately demanding projects, which Locke was to draw up in cooperation with the local Point Four country directors. However, the principal reason for delaying Locke in Washington was to brief him more thoroughly on the goals and procedures of both the State Department and his mission. This meant clarifying Locke’s role within the Point Four program, a task that met with some success, if Peter’s subsequent comments are any guide.51 Even more fundamental to US interests in the region, however, was the need to make UNRWA more effective. Locke had been appointed as the US representative on the Advisory Commission of UNRWA in late February but had been unable to take up his duties with any seriousness due to his illness and subsequent return to Washington. Since State Department policy now held that a capital aid program for the Arab states be considered only if and when the considerable resources of UNRWA, of which 70 percent came from the United States, were fully utilized, Locke was now instructed to help make that US contribution an effective one.52 Thus, upon returning to Beirut, Locke’s mandate had been clarified: much reduced involvement in the Point Four program and much enhanced involvement in UNRWA.


Locke’s appointment to the Advisory Commission of UNRWA came at a propitious moment in its history. In January, the UN General Assembly, including its Arab members, had approved a three-year, $250 million reintegration program designed to remove the refugees from their dependence on international relief. The agreement of the Arab states to this program had been obtained on the theory that settlement and integration would not interfere with the legal rights of the refugees to repatriation and compensation. In the Arab world, it became known as the “Blandford Plan,” after John Blandford, the US director of UNRWA, who was a former manager of the TVA. Following the vote, Blandford became involved in a series of bilateral negotiations on specific refugee settlement projects with the Arab states.


Despite Locke’s fundamental objection to using UNRWA as a channel for US development (as opposed to relief assistance to the Arab world), he did take an active part in its affairs. Upon his return from Washington, Locke began a series of visits to refugee camps in order to get a firsthand view of actual camp conditions. He would often visit the camps unannounced, meet with refugee leaders, listen to their grievances, and receive their petitions. What he found appalled him: inadequate health and educational facilities, a lack of employment opportunities, complaints about reductions in rations, and particularly vitriolic rhetoric reserved for the West in general and for the “dictator” of UNRWA, Blandford.53 What was interesting about these trips was Locke’s tendency to distance himself from past US policy in the region and to set himself up more as a spokesman for the refugees. After a meeting with refugee leaders in Beirut during early autumn, for example, Locke held a news conference and declared the refugee situation “more serious now than it has ever been” and intimated that he would push for a change in US policy toward these “forgotten people.”54 So delighted were the refugees with this new-found and high-level US advocate that one refugee leader described him as the “Ambassador for the Arabs.”55 It was this image—the public champion of the refugees—that Locke brought to the meetings of the Advisory Commission of UNRWA.


One of the most immediate and acute problems facing UNRWA upon Locke’s return was the widening disparity between the growing number of refugees, on the one hand, and the shrinking resources available for relief on the other. Although the Blandford Plan had pledged $50 million for relief, much of that had been earmarked for the first year of the program with the hope that the reintegration program, for which there was $200 million, would increasingly be able to pay the bills in subsequent years. In the absence of any concrete agreements on reintegration projects, however, UNRWA very quickly began to face a financial crisis. Less than eight months after the passage of the program, the estimates for the relief budget for fiscal year 1953 had already been raised from $18 million to $23 million, a figure even Locke felt was optimistic.56


In Locke’s opinion, one of the reasons for this budgetary crisis was the undisciplined and profligate manner in which UNRWA spent money. To correct the situation, Locke launched within the Advisory Commission a campaign for greater fiscal austerity. Initially, Locke raised the idea of cutting refugee rations, though he avoided making any personal or governmental commitments and eventually backed away from the suggestion for political reasons.57 A more concerted effort was made to improve the administrative efficiency of the agency. Locke was astounded, for example, that at a time when UNRWA was trying to reduce the financial allocations for relief, the number of staff on its payroll was increasing out of all proportions.58 There were similar problems with the procurement operations, which Locke described as amateurish and amazingly soft, particularly when it came to the negotiation of prices for wheat purchases from local governments.59 There was also talk of corruption within UNRWA itself—of supplies like wheat and medicine being sold privately on the open market.60 To investigate these problems, Locke successfully put pressure on Blandford to hire an outside auditing firm to examine UNRWA’s supply division. Although no corruption was actually uncovered, the report revealed, in Locke’s words, a situation “even less satisfactory than I had imagined.”61


The real issue facing UNRWA, however, was how to push forward with the reintegration program, so crucial in solving UNRWA’s budgetary problems let alone in improving the plight of the growing number of refugees. Here, the signals were mixed. Jordan had proved reasonably cooperative over plans to finance dam construction and irrigation development on the Yarmuk River. Originally drawn up by a Point Four engineer, Miles Bunger, the Yarmuk–Jordan River scheme was subsequently adopted by UNRWA, which allocated an initial $10 million from the reintegration fund. Negotiations with the Syrian government were slower, but in the beginning of October, they, too, had resulted in a $30 million reintegration agreement.


However, the difficulty of implementing these agreements was quickly apparent, the Syrian agreement being a case in point. Despite his numerous trips to Damascus to meet with Syrian President Adib al-Shishakli—a “stalky little guy” with whom he professed to get on “beautifully”62—Locke was never very optimistic about the prospect of significant progress in refugee settlement there. Even after the initial talks between the Syrian chief of state, Colonel Fawzi Selu, and Blandford in February 1952—which some thought was an encouraging start—Locke’s summary of the discussions led him to a much different conclusion: “1. [Selu] didn’t think the amount of aid in Blandford’s Plan was sufficient and moreover felt the Agency should pay for any land it wanted; 2. He was more interested in industrial than agricultural development—he feels the West is turning the Middle East into a great farm; 3. He is worried about competition for jobs between Syrian nationals and Palestinian refugees . . . If that’s progress, I’m the son of a donkey.”63 The substance of the $30 million agreement with Syria in October bore out this initial skepticism. By the end of November, only one project was actually under way—the conversion of a rundown army barracks southwest of Homs into an orphanage; it was expected, at a cost of $100,000, to remove, at most, 200 refugees from the relief rolls. All of the additional agricultural projects under consideration were hampered by the marginality of the land being offered.64 Debates over the technical and political feasibility of the proposed Yarmuk scheme were causing similar delays in Jordan.


The frustrations over this halting progress spilled over into meetings of the Advisory Commission and were symbolized by the deteriorating relations between Locke and Blandford, the two most prominent Americans involved in UNRWA. There were a variety of issues over which the two locked horns. The conflict over budgetary practices within UNRWA has already been mentioned. This was accompanied by a series of backstabbing exchanges over Blandford’s decision to replace UNRWA’s US representative in Amman with a former British military officer. Locke, who was somewhat suspicious of British policy in the region, wanted to see Americans in key positions in UNRWA, both to improve its efficiency and to take advantage of any good press, particularly in Jordan, where the most promising program existed.65 Locke and Blandford also squared off over whether Arab members should be accepted on the Advisory Commission; Blandford eventually succumbed to Locke’s strong advocacy of this issue when it received the support of the State Department.66


The most substantial dispute between the two concerned UNRWA’s approach to the resettlement issue. Locke was critical of Blandford’s desire for political agreement before planning the specifics of any resettlement program, an approach that had led to delays in building up the technical arm of UNRWA. In Locke’s opinion, this had left UNRWA an “empty shell” and unable to draw up, let alone execute, the kind of reintegration projects that would ultimately attract the cooperation of Arab governments. The result was “a lot of talk and a lot of running around,” but no action.67 Locke felt that by strengthening UNRWA’s technical side Blandford would be able to negotiate on a much more compelling, project-by-project basis. It was a position often forwarded by Syrian officials in their negotiations with UNRWA.68 Thus, he pushed Blandford repeatedly in meetings of the Advisory Commission to hire more technicians who could proceed with the immediate job at hand. Faced with Blandford’s persistent opposition, however, Locke reverted to his initial lack of optimism about the prospects for UNRWA’s success. The extent of his disillusionment was revealed by comments made in a letter to Truman at the end of September:


          UNRWA . . . is doing a pretty awful job and getting practically nowhere. What meat it would be for a new Truman committee—inefficiency on a broad scale, overstaffing and complete lack of results. The frame of mind of the refugees, now in their fifth year of homelessness, is becoming increasingly desperate. I have come to the firm conclusion that UNRWA is not the answer. No one believes in it anymore, especially in the Near East and least of all the refugees themselves.69


“LOCKE HITS OUT AT US AID POLICY”


Where was Locke to go from here? (The headline that serves as the title for this section portends his fate.) Although he had been sent to the Near East to activate policy, he had no confidence in the tools at his disposal. He had discarded UNRWA as a viable mechanism for US development policy in the Near East. Neither was he impressed with the potential of the Point Four program to make a noticeable political impact. It was true that the State Department had agreed to the establishment of a $25 million capital investment program for the Near East. However, when Locke convened a meeting of regional TCA country directors in late August to draw up a plan of action, he was extremely unimpressed with the nature and quality of the project proposals, especially those from the Lebanese group, whom Locke described as less than cooperative.70 Moreover, as the following remarks to Truman indicate, Locke had become increasingly impatient with the “indecisive” State Department: “That organization, as I found out by personal experience last spring, has fallen into the way of doing things by committee and by unanimous vote which means that new ideas are under severe and sometimes almost insuperable handicap.”71 No doubt, this growing antagonism was fueled by rumors that the State Department’s recall of Locke was imminent.72


These growing frustrations coincided with the marked deterioration of the Near East political climate in the autumn of 1952. Revolution in Egypt, a change of government in Lebanon, continued drift in Jordan, and the uncertainty of the political situation in Syria: All were factors pushing local Arab leaders into championing a more radical anti-Western stance, particularly in regard to the Arab-Israeli conflict and the refugee problem. The opening of the UN General Assembly in the autumn of 1952 provided the Arab states with a diplomatic forum where they could voice their criticisms. The net result was, in Locke’s words, an “explosive situation,” with the Arab states “feeling their oats,” the Israelis becoming more “restive,” and the Russians making continuous and discreet advances.73


Locke’s response to this growing sense of crisis was to revive his old proposal for the creation of an Arab development fund. It was his hope that the deteriorating political situation might now induce Truman to give it personal endorsement.74 However, with Eisenhower’s victory in November and the emergence of a new sense of expectancy in the Arab world about an impending realignment of US policy in the region, Locke changed his tactics. Eisenhower was looked upon as having fewer ties with Israel and as being more conscious of the benefits of closer ties to the Arab states. In order to create some bureaucratic momentum for a policy shift, some diplomats began to advocate a formal reevaluation of US policy in the region.75 Locke approved of this campaign but saw little hope of its success using normal diplomatic channels. Having first come out to the Near East with the hope of making a psychological impact on Arab public opinion, Locke now reversed his target and sought to make an impact on US public opinion. At the beginning of December, he gave three interviews with a US reporter, all of which appeared in the Beirut newspaper, the Daily Star, the second under the byline, “Locke Hits Out at U.S. Aid Policy.”76 He then gave a talk at the influential Lebanese policy institute, le Cenacle Libanais, on December 6, calling for the formulation of a “new and hard-hitting policy” in the Near East based on the creation of a US-financed Arab development fund that could push ahead with such vital projects as the development of the Euphrates River and the Yarmuk Plan. In effect, it was a rehashed version of the proposal that he had presented to Truman six months earlier.77


The reactions to Locke’s outbursts were swift and predictable. In Amman, Green, a US official who on the whole was supportive of the kind of approach being suggested by Locke, was taken aback by his public attacks on US policy;78 in Beirut, Minor was equally shocked at Locke’s public policymaking and warned that “I can only see harm in this”;79 and in Washington, those who had become increasingly concerned about the adverse effects that Locke’s appointment was having on US policy in the region finally had their excuse for action. One day after his talk at le Cenacle Libanais, Locke was called back, “for consultations” in Washington; one week later he resigned. Thus, less than one year after his high-profile return to public service, Locke was on his way back to the private sector.


What is interesting about “the Locke affair,” as it was called for a short time in Beirut, was the reaction it received in parts of the Arab world. When Locke took his criticisms of US development policy public, the Lebanese press responded with support and praise: “The Arab world can only be grateful for such men as Locke who have . . . seen the flow of American policy and have spoken out,” read one editorial in the Daily Star;80 “wise and righteous,” read another, containing an added hope that Locke would now be free to continue his campaign unshackled by diplomatic protocol.81 Moreover, when Locke returned to Beirut at the end of December to finalize his affairs, he was given a hero’s welcome. The Syrian government hosted a dinner in his honor in Damascus, and the Lebanese government awarded him the Order of the Cedars, the highest honor of state. Clearly, by publicly championing the Arab cause within the Truman administration, Locke had won himself a secure if fleeting spot in Arab history texts. As Peter summed it up, “There can be no question now . . . that he is the man of the hour—the white hope of the Arabs who is assumed to have spoken out on the basis of his convictions.”82


The affair has since become a forgotten episode in the history of US policy in the region. This may seem somewhat surprising, given Locke’s penchant for publicity even after his return to the United States.83 Moreover, Locke’s recommendations were not without support in US policy circles; their roots went back to George McGhee, Gordon Clapp, and the ESM. Nevertheless, history has probably been an accurate judge of the significance of the Locke mission. To start with, even if Locke’s ideas did strike a sensitive vein within the State Department, his tactics left much to be desired and lost him the respect of all those who might have lent him support. Moreover, his call for unconditional aid to the Arab states, friend or foe, would never have carried much weight, especially in the context of an intensifying cold war that stressed the importance of helping one’s allies. Perhaps the most important reason for the disappearance of the Locke mission from history was its complete overshadowing by the incoming Eisenhower administration, rumored to be interested in pursuing a more evenhanded regional policy. In that sense, Locke found himself all of a sudden swimming with the tide rather than against it.


However, though the Eisenhower administration did make efforts to improve relations between the United States and the Arab world, it never considered the kind of changes to US development policy in the Near East that Locke had hoped to see. The United States did continue to channel its assistance through UNRWA, though with the resignation of Blandford in early 1953 the grandiose settlement plans gradually gave way to the reality of day-to-day relief operations. Moreover, though Point Four did begin to consolidate its presence in the region, it never did receive the kind of capital resources that Locke felt were needed. Finally, by insisting on regional linkages and prior political agreements, the Eisenhower administration, despite the diplomatic efforts of Eric Johnston, was never able to activate the kind of “impact project” approach to development advocated by Locke. In short, what was labeled as “an economic approach” to peacemaking in the Near East has always been burdened with explicit political baggage.


This raises a more general question, one that is ultimately relevant to an evaluation of the Locke mission. Would the kind of more strictly economic approach advocated by Locke have been any more effective? Certainly, the Arab states were calling for it, and in that sense, Locke was really acting as a conduit for Arab views. However, whereas what was called the “TCA approach” may have worked in the context of the developed states of Europe (a debatable point at best), its application in the developing world has proven more problematic. It has taken theorists and practitioners of development many years to realize that modernization was not simply a linear process dependent on the infusion of technology and capital. The development process has been complicated by a whole series of structural and cultural factors, ones that are consistently ignored in the context of aid policies such as those suggested by Locke. These complicating factors have been particularly salient in the Middle East, plagued as it has been by the Arab-Israeli conflict, the extraordinarily high degree of regional interaction, and the superimposition upon them of the cold war. Locke, by so exclusively placing his hopes for an improved relationship between the Arab world and the United States on the provision of more US finance and technology, essentially ignored all of these factors. Thus, although more pro-Arab on the surface, his proposal can in fact be criticized for its insensitivity to the details of Arab politics—a common criticism of US policy in general in the Middle East in the 1950s. Whether linked or unconditional, greater amounts of capital assistance would not have been the decisive factor in winning Arab friendship, nor would they have effected any dramatic and broad-based economic take-off. It might have improved the lives of a few peasants, provided work for a few Arab bureaucrats and technicians, and even settled a few Palestinian refugees—all very laudable on human grounds. However, it could not have effected the kind of broad structural changes in the region that were at the root of its instability. These were simply beyond the scope of US power.
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US FOREIGN POLICY TOWARD IRAN DURING THE MUSSADIQ ERA


Mark Gasiorowski


Muhammad Mussadiq, who served as the Iranian prime minister from April 1951 until August 1953, is revered by almost all secular democratic Iranians and admired even by many supporters of the regimes of the shah and Ayatollah Khomeini. He ended a long period of British hegemony in Iran by nationalizing the British-controlled oil industry, instilling a strong sense of national pride in most Iranians, and setting the stage for several decades of rapid economic growth fueled by oil revenues. He also tried to democratize Iran’s political system by reducing the powers of the shah and the traditional upper class and by mobilizing the urban middle and lower classes. Although he ultimately failed in this latter endeavor, his efforts made him a hero in the eyes of those Iranians who have dreamed of establishing a democratic regime in their country.


At the start of the Mussadiq era the United States had a very positive image in Iran, created by the small group of US teachers, missionaries, archaeologists, and administrators who had ventured there and by the commitment to freedom, democracy, and independence espoused by the US government and most Americans. The United States initially supported Mussadiq, upholding Iran’s right to nationalize the oil industry, trying to mediate an agreement with the British, giving Iran a small amount of economic aid, and generally praising Mussadiq and his democratic aspirations. However, US support for Mussadiq gradually declined, and under the administration of President Dwight D. Eisenhower the United States engineered a coup d’état that drove Mussadiq from office and ended the movement toward democracy he had been leading. The United States thereafter strongly backed the shah, greatly facilitating his efforts to create an authoritarian regime in the decade after the coup. Consequently, the Mussadiq era also marked a period in which the popular image of the United States in Iran began to change from that of benevolent outsider to malevolent supporter of the shah’s despotic regime.


This chapter examines US policy toward Iran during the Mussadiq era. It focuses particularly on the strategic considerations that led US officials to change from a policy of supporting Mussadiq to one of opposing and eventually overthrowing him, thus engendering the malevolent image many Iranians still have of the United States. The chapter does not provide a detailed account of the August 1953 coup or the events leading up to it, which are examined at length elsewhere.


PROLOGUE: US POLICY TOWARD IRAN BEFORE THE MUSSADIQ ERA


Before World War II the United States had little strategic or economic interest in Iran, and relations between the two countries were cordial but distant. The United States had established diplomatic relations with Iran in 1856 but did not send a diplomat of ambassadorial rank there until 1944. During the late 1800s and early 1900s contact between the two countries was very limited, consisting mainly of missionary activity with a handful of US missionaries, teachers, and archaeologists; these Americans created a very positive image of the United States in Iran. Nevertheless, relations between the two countries were evidently of such little importance by the late 1930s that Iran’s monarch, Reza Shah Pahlavi, recalled his ambassador to Washington for several years after derogatory comments about him appeared in the US press.1


With World War II raging in Europe, Britain and the Soviet Union jointly invaded Iran in September 1941 to establish a supply route to the Soviet army. The invading forces quickly overpowered the hapless Iranian army and forced Reza Shah, who was seen as a German sympathizer, to abdicate in favor of his twenty-one-year-old son, Muhammad Reza Pahlavi, the late shah. Following US entry into the war the United States sent troops to Iran in conjunction with the supply operation, initiating a period in which US-Iranian relations grew rapidly. By early 1944 some 30,000 US soldiers were stationed in Iran, guarding the supply route against bandits and German agents, expanding and improving Iran’s transportation system and oil production facilities, and building plants to assemble aircraft, trucks, and oil drums. The United States sent military missions to Iran to reorganize and train the Iranian army and gendarmerie and gave Iran some $8.5 million in lend-lease aid during the war. Unlike Britain and the Soviet Union, the United States did not meddle in Iran’s domestic affairs during the war, reinforcing its image as a champion of freedom and independence.2
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