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Title: In the Shadow of Nuclear Arms: The MiddlesEand Turkey in the 1950s

This study examines Turkey’s Middle East policyhe 1950s, which was the most
problematic and conflictual decade of the Cold Wére dynamics of the great
power global politics and regional politics willgaide the context of this analysis. In
this context, the developments in the region, ite,Middle East Command, the
Turkish-Pakistani Pact, the Baghdad Pact, the Suisis and the Arab-Israeli War,
the Turkish-Syrian Crisis, the United Arab Repufie coup d’etat in Iraq and the
crises in Lebanon and Jordan, and the policie®tif Burkey and the states in the
region regarding these developments will be exadhiiibe approaches of the
opposition in the Turkish parliament and the pretisalso be discussed to reflect
the positions of these domestic actors regardingd2eat Party’s Middle East
policy. Moreover, as political relations, Turkegsonomic and military relations
with the Middle East states will be analyzed.

The analysis will mainly be based on archival doents, i.e., the archives of
the United Kingdom, the United States, the archofdte Turkish Grand National
Assembly, and the newspapers and journals. Thily sttiempts to make a
contribution to the literature with its content atiferent approach. After these
analyses this study concludes that Turkey’s MidgHist policy and the developments
in the region can not be understood only from thiesjpective of the great powers
because all the individual states in the regionthad country-specific dynamics
and interests that they sought to maximize. Intamdio providing security, to
provide economic development and social supporé\er main inseparable
motives of the states in the region. Thus, througlioe 1950s, the states in the
region, including Turkey, tried to harmonize thieireign and domestic policies.



Atatlrk ilkeleri veinkilap Tarihi Enstitlisi’'nde Doktora derecesi iffinahim Murat
Kasapsaraggu tarafindan Aralik 2013'te teslim edilen teziretiz

Baslik: Nukleer Silahlarin Goélgesinde: 1950'li YillaadDrtadgu ve Turkiye

Bu calsma Turkiye'nin Sguk Sava'in en sorunlu ve ¢cagmali on yili olan
1950’lerdeki Ortadgu politikasini analiz etmektedir. Buyuk guclerirrésel ve
bdlgesel politika dinamikleri bu ¢aimanin ¢ercevesini ojturmaktadir. Bu
cercevede; Ortaggn Komutanlgi, Turkiye-Pakistan Ankanasi, Bgdat Pakti,
Suvey Krizi ve Arapdsrail Saval, Turkiye-Suriye Krizi, Birlgik Arap
Cumhuriyeti, Irak Darbesi, Libnan ve Urdiin Krizlgii gelismelere ve
Tarkiye'nin ve bélge Ulkelerinin bu getnelere dair politikalarina odaklanilacaktir.
Turkiye'deki parlamento muhalefeti ve basin gibicalerin yaklgimlar da
Demokrat Parti’'nin Ortadiu politikalarina kag1 pozisyonlarini yansitmak amaciyla
tartisilacaktir. Buna ek olarak, siyasakHilerin yanisira Turkiye’nin bélge
Ulkeleriyle olan ekonomik ve askerigkileri de analiz edilecektir.

Bu calsma, esas olaraingiliz ve Amerikan Agiv belgeleri, Turkiye Biyiik
Millet Meclisi Tutanaklari, gazete ve dergilerdddesedilen verilere dayanmaktadir.
Bu calsma icerii ve baks acisiyla literature katki glmmayr amaclamaktadir. Bu
analizlerden sonra bu ¢ghanin temel ¢ikarimi; bolgedeki tim devletlerin bu
donemde kendilerine 6zgu dinamiklerinin ve ¢ikanar oldwgu ve Tirkiye’'nin
Ortad@u politikasinin ve bolgesel gethelerin, sadece biyuk glglerin
perspektifinden ant@amayacgidir. Guvenlgin yanisira, ekonomik gahneyi ve
toplumsal destg saglamak boélgedeki devletlerin birbirinden ayrilmazkgeri
olmustur. Bu sebeple, 1950ler boyunca Turkiye vgedibolge Ulkeleri, i¢ ve i
politikalarini birbiriyle uyumlu hale getirme cabada olmylardir.
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PREFACE

When | completed my M.A. thesis, one of the mammatusions was that the
“bipolar” system of the Cold War and the literatorethis assumption had to be re-
examined because there were deviations in theaetabetween the states in either
“blocs”. In other words, the two blocs were not laganous and monolithic, so that
states in either bloc had political, economic amlducal relations with the states in
the opposite bloc, including the leader statesk@ymwas not an exception and
Turkey’s foreign policy during the Cold War hadde re-studied, especially the
“hottest phase”, from the end of the Second Worlar W the mid-1960s. The
Democrat Party period was the most important ecadise of the perception of the
Democrat Party’s foreign policy as being in ardgmtport of the policies of the
United States, especially in the Middle East, withgiving the Democrat Party any
room to formulate policies that deviated from th&erests of the United States which
was the leader of the capitalist bloc.

This assumption formulated the following questibattinstigated my mind
and shaped my research question as follows:

Was Turkey’s Middle East policy during the Demodrarty period,
specifically between the years 1954 and 1960, ardgrivative of the international
conjuncture of the era or were there some diverggetitat were determined by
Turkey’s country-specific or internal dynamics sashpolitical actors or the
economy that were not directly linked to the inséseof the United States in the
region?

This problematic forced me to question and anallgeel urkish foreign
policy in the 1950s and also the history of theddslar which squeezed the states —

like Turkey- within the borders and limits of theperpower politics that based on



power relations which were determined by the nudle@at and the possibility of a
nuclear war.

However, the statements of the political actorsurkey showed that security
and the threat from the Soviet Union were not thig determinants of Turkish
foreign policy in the 1950s. The statements ofrtteen actors of the Democrat Party,
i.e., Celal Bayar and Adnan Menderes, show thaD&rmocrat Party’s main policy
objectives were the maintenance of the securitytbeial integrity of Turkey as well
as providing the economic development in the cquntr

The former can be regarded as the leitmotiv ofdheign policy and, the
latter, of the domestic one. However, the mainteaasf security and economic
development cannot be separated from each otherkey is regarded as a medium-
size power of the international arena during thenDerat Party period. Therefore,
the vitality of security concerns made economiceligment as a determinant of
foreign policy for providing economic assistancé twobe vulnerable to so-called the
communist threat through strengthening the econamaymodernization of the army.
In addition, economic assistance was also urgerih&investments which were
determinant of the Democrat Party’s “populist” egonic policies. As a result, the
economy became one of the main determinants ofiStuflreign policy.

Considering the economic policies and crises haggh@nTurkey in the
second half of the 1950s, decision makers hadrtodtate more pliant policies to
provide economic assistance, which eradicated aggzdl commitments because of
the reluctance of capitalist countries to provideded economic support. In that,
Turkey tried to have closer relations even with$owiet Union and the countries in
Eastern Europe under the Soviet influence or thmc@s which seemed to be closer

to the Soviet Union in the Middle East, such asgEgyd Syria, to create

Xi



alternatives to overcoming this impediment. Consetjy, Turkish foreign policy
during the Democrat Party period was harmoniouk thiat of the United States as
long as Turkey’s interests were in line with tho$¢he United States. Nevertheless,
when the Democrat Party’s objectives were not fsadidy the United States, the
Democrat Party tried to implement more flexibleigiels not only with the states in
the Eastern bloc, but also with the states in tiedM East, even under the influence
of the Soviet Union, regardless of ideological eliéhces.

In addition, to analyze the economic and sociakayies of the Democrat
Party’s foreign policy, | will mainly focus on thdiddle East because, firstly, the
Middle East policy of the 1950s was regarded ohé/derivative of American
interests in the region without considering Turlsengle as an actor in the region. On
the other hand, the Democrat Party’s policy waamgd as indifferent to the states
in the region except during the periods in whichkBy was supposed to defend
American interests. Thus, there are many blackshiol¢he understanding of
Turkey’s relations with the states in the regiowill put Turkey and its Middle East
neighbors to the centre of my analysis without rgmpthe interests of the great
powers in the region.

With these questions and hypotheses in mind, | eccted my research
primarily in the archives. The archives of the @diKingdom were my leading
source. After research in the United Kingdom Natiofrchives, the documents
about Turkey and the Middle East were ready totbéiad. Secondly, the archives
of the United States (FRUS) were analyzed compahely. The archives in Turkey
were not rich because the archives of the Ministryoreign Affairs were not, and

are still not, open to study. However, the newspmapad journals of the era were
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studied. After the study in the archives, the sdaoy sources, i.e., books, articles,
and theses were also considered.

With these hypotheses and sources, | began to mitdissertation.
Methodologically it is a study of diplomatic hisyowhich analyzes the developments
in the region with the facts, not a theoreticakfgn policy analysis. With this
methodological background, the chapters of my digsen took shape.

Chapter 2 makes an analysis of the internationaéuhycs in the 1950s and
the relations between the great powers particulamlyhe Middle East politics. More
importantly, the dynamics that were specific toibgion and the relations between
the states in the region are analyzed. Such asglysvides the context of the study
because without taking the dynamics of the greatgpe regarding the Middle East
and the reactions and policies of the states imab®n into consideration, Turkey’s
role in the region and the developments in whichk&y was involved cannot be
understood. After the analysis of the internatiahalamics and the Middle East, the
developments in which Turkey was a part are stugiede following chapters.

Chapter 3 focuses on the developments in the &889s regarding the
Middle East. The role of the Middle East in thenfiotation of the great power
politics is analyzed. After this analysis, the effdo establish a military alliance in
the region, first the Middle East Command (MEC) &tdr the Middle East Defense
Organization (MEDO), are analyzed. Besides tha@sts and policies of the great
powers, the policies and the reactions of the statéhe region towards these
projects in which Turkey was the main actor, aralyed. Moreover, the reasons for
the failure of these projects and the change opttieies of the great powers

especially in the second half of the 1950s areistlid
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In Chapter 4, the military alliances and the pactshich Turkey signed with
the states in the region, the Turkish-Pakistant Bad the Baghdad Pact are studied.
The processes of the negotiations, signing andethetions are analyzed from the
perspectives and the policies of different actdssthe great powers, the states in the
region are included in the analysis to show hoviediint actors perceived the
developments differently and how the country-speaifterests and the conflicts in
the region played roles in the formulation and iempéntation of the policies of the
individual states.

After the analyses of these alliance projectsctises in the region in the
1950s in which Turkey was directly or indirectlpart, are studied in Chapter 5. The
Suez Canal Crisis and the Arab-Israeli War in 1966;Turkish-Syrian Crisis in
1957, the establishment of the United Arab Repuhlit958, which was perceived
as a crisis by the West; and the Iragi Coup d’éibanon and Jordan Crises in 1958
are the units of analysis. In this chapter, theomdgvelopments and Turkey’s role in
these developments are analyzed.

In Chapter 6, the economic and military relatioesAeen Turkey and the
states in the region are studied, especially irsdwond half of the 1950s when
Turkey witnessed a series of economic crises. Wskeade relations with the
Middle East states, the economic and military agesgs with the states in the
region, and Turkey’s role in oil politics are tissues that are analyzed in this
chapter.

In Chapter 7, all these analyses are evaluatddgb but the aim and the

results of this dissertation.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

The polarization and the problems among the Abhiethe Second World
War, i.e., the United States and the Soviet Uniamiqularly, which became explicit
during the Yalta and Potsdam Conferences during\the turned into rivalry in the
following period. Moreover, the nuclear weapons,, the atomic bomb, invented by
the United States in 1945, and the Soviet Uniob949, and the hydrogen bomb,
invented by the two superpowers in the mid-1956tmhined the fate of the
struggle between the two in the following four ddesuntil the dissolution of the
Soviet Union in 1991. The Cold War erupted in E@rdput after the invention of the
nuclear weapons by the two sides, the superpoweided direct confrontation, and
the struggle and rivalry spread to the other pafrtee world, particularly the Third
World.More importantly, the Middle East became Itia¢tleground of the
superpower rivalry in the 1950s. The global andaeg developments during the
Cold War have been studied and discussed sinaeattier periods of the Cold War,
and are a matter of debate in the literature.

In the literature on the Cold War history, there three basic approaches
regarding the origins and dynamics of the Cold \WWaaditionalism, revisionism,
and post-revisionism. Traditionalism was widespreaid the mid-1960s. Then,
revisionism appeared, which was succeeded by posionism in the 1970s.

Regarding the origins of the Cold War, the tradhilists, that is, Herbert
Feis, William McNeill, Arthur Schlesinger Jr., agglithat the basic reason for the

emergence of the Cold War had been the policiéiseoSoviet Union, and security

! Geir LundestadEast, West, North, South: Major Developments iartmtional Politics
since 1945London: Sage, 2010), pp.8-9.



had been the determining factor, especially ag#mesSoviet expansion by the
United States.

According to the revisionists, such as William Agpan Williams, Gabriel
Kolko, Lloyd Gardner, the policies of the Unitedaféts had created this struggle. The
determining factor had been the needs of capitaiscththe anti-Communism of the
United States.

Post-revisionists, such as John Lewis Gaddis aeldy Leffler, argue that
both states were responsible for the emergendeedCold War. More importantly,
the dynamics of the Cold War were broader includiognomy and public opinion in
addition to the dynamics, i.e., security, on whicl two other approaches had
focused. John Lewis Gaddi@/e Now Know: Rethinking Cold War Hist@agdThe
United States and the Origins of the Cold War 19947, and Melvyn Leffler and
Odd Arne Westad'$he Cambridge History of the Cold Waflect these arguments
which are consistent with the post-revisionist apph and will be referred to this
study.

Recently, although these three approaches aralstd, there have been new
trends in the studies on the Cold War. Lundestgdes there has been a shift to the
traditionalist approach as a result of the effoftthe Russian historians, who focus
on the ideological determinants of the foreign @ptiecisions of the Soviet Union
during the Cold War. More importantly, the Unitetchfdom has been included in
the analyses as a major power. In addition, bylachsuch as Odd Arne Westad,
non-European actors have been analyzed much meméb#fore as a result of the
emphasis on the “local scene®dd Arne Westad'$he Global Cold War: Third

World Interventions and the Making of Our Tinae&l his study with Melvyn

? Lundestad, p.10.



Leffler, The Cambridge History of the Cold Ware examples of the broader
analyses of the Cold War including the non-Europeetors, particularly the Middle
East, and regional and country-specific dynamisghe study will discuss.

Post-revisionism can be regarded as the broagpsbach of the three major
approaches to the Cold War. Furthermore, recentisrbave focused more on
domestic and country-specific dynamics, what Lutatksalls, the “local scene”.

Traditionalist and revisionist approaches to Coldr\hstory have mainly
focused on the ideological struggle between thaddrtates and the Soviet Union
and their ideological orientations, Capitalism @&awmmunism, respectively.
According to these studies, the crux of the Cold Was the political and military
competition between the two superpowers. The aates was the main tool between
the two sides and, thus, security was the basiceranAs a result, the domestic
dynamics of the states, particularly the impadhefeconomy on the global and
regional competition, regardless of their powed #re other tools to continue the
rivalry, i.e., propaganda and espionage, more witjylj the discussion of realities
based on interests and the constructed politicath@ay based on propaganda, have
been neglected or at least underestimated.

However, recent studies have shown that, in liite post-revisionism and
the rise of studies that focus on local or regiahalamics, Cold War history should
be re-examined because it is understood that tihe mative of the superpowers
during the Cold War was not to exterminate eaclerof@n the contrary, the
superpowers sought to co-exist, in order to cosetitne hegemony over their spheres
of political, economic, and military influence. Tieéore, domestic dynamics played
important roles in the formulation and implemeraatof foreign policies of not only

the superpowers, but also smaller states througheutorld.



Edward H. Judge and John W. Langdofte Cold War: A Global History
with DocumentsFred Halliday’'s,The Middle East in International Relations:
Power, Politics and Ideologylohn Lewis GaddisVe Now Know: Rethinking Cold
War History Yevgeni Primakov'®Ruslarin Gozuyle Ortada (Russia and the
Arabs) and George LenczowskiBhe Middle East in World Affairalthough the
latest was a book which was written in 1980, shioat &lthough there was an
ideological rivalry on the surface, there was alny for conflicting or harmonious
interests in the relations both between the supvesps and between the superpowers
and the smaller states. The economic and militagrésts of both the superpowers
and the smaller states played important roles apisiy the foreign policy behavior
of the states. More importantly, these studies I&nsvn that the states acted
pragmatically to maximize their interests rathemtltommittedly.

On the other hand, the arms race and the oveflictsrwere not the only
tools of the struggle between the two superpoveeces Stonor Saundefdie
Cultural Cold War James R.Vaughan®he Failure of American and British
Propaganda in the Arab Middle East 1945-19Bouglas Little’sAmerican
Orientalism: The United States and the Middle Easte 194%nd H.W. Brands’
Inside the Cold War: Loy Henderson and the Righ®American Empire 1918-
1961show that propaganda, espionage, intelligencecawnert operations were the
major components of the Cold War politics from lteginning to the end.

These recent studies on the Cold War inspiredsthidy and Turkey’s 1950s,
which have been the most controversial years iruBlggan history, especially for
the foreign policy of the Democrat Party which duleurkey until 1960, became the
period of analysis. The studies on Turkey, e.goklsparticles, theses and

dissertations, focus on the security prioritieJ ofkey in the 1950s as a result of the



Soviet demands from Turkey in the wake of the Seéabiorld War. According to
these studies, Turkey had to cooperate with thet Afesthe membership to the
Western “bloc” was the reinforcement of the extédymamics and pressure.
Therefore, Turkey remained committedly loyal todtggagement, particularly with
the United States, and implemented what the UrStates demanded, especially
regarding the Middle East.

Turkey’s Middle East policy in the 1950s has bsemlied by many scholars.
The chapters in collected books, suclOéasylarla Turk Dy Politikasi(Turkish
Foreign Policy with the Factgdited by Mehmet Gonlubaor,irk Dis Politikasi
(Turkish Foreign Policy) edited by Baskin Ordiiyk Dis Politikasinin Analiz{The
Analysis of Turkish Foreign Policy) edited by Faiséanmezglu; or the books that
analyze the Democrat Party’s foreign policy in gahesuch agtrk Dis
Politikas’nda 1950’li Yillar(Turkish Foreign Policy in the 1950y Hiseyin
Bagcl, andDugler ve Entrikalar(Dreams and Intrigues) by Erol Mitercimler and
Mim Kemal Oke put emphasis on the impact of thdalalynamics, i.e., the
hostility and rivalry between the two superpowears] their impact on the
formulation and the implementation of Turkey’s MigldEast policy. There are also
some case studies, such as Behcget Kemglbtiesa'sBaghdad Pacand his article
"Turkish Participation in the Middle East Commandidts Admission to NATO
1950-52" Aysegul Sever'ss@uk Sava Kusatmasinda Turkiye, Bati ve Ortaglo
1945-1958 Turkey, the West and the Middle East in the Coldr\Era, 1945-1958
and her articléThe Compliant Ally? Turkey and the West in thddgé East 1954-
58," in which she allocates room for the Democrat P@artjaximize its economic
and military interests as political ones, and ABdg's "1957 Suriye Kriz{1957

Syrian Crisis), that analyze these developmentketail. However, the approaches of



these studies are similar to those mentioned aliriefly, the Middle East policy of
the Democrat Party was analyzed as a reflectidrud€ish-American relations in the
1950s, as discussed in Oral Sander’s bddkk-Amerikarliskileri 1947-1964
(Turkish-American Relations 1947-1964). Therefdine, analyses are based on
security and its reflections on the Democrat Pgayernment’s Middle East policy.

However, it can be argued that Turkey was engémgéte West, in order to
provide also economic and military support as aetiging country. Therefore,
analyses solely based on security and committed\fsternism should be
reconsidered. In short, the analyses on Turkey&ida policy in general and Middle
East policy in particular should take not only giebal dynamics, but also the
regional dynamics into consideration.

In this study, a comprehensive analyses of th@mntkgvelopments in the
Middle East in the 1950s will be made. The detailthe developments which have
been studied in the literature on the Cold WartaedViiddle East both in Turkey
and in the world will be given to better understaémel politics in the Middle East in
the 1950s. The great power politics will be thateat of these developments and
the regional and country-specific dynamics willibeegrated into the analyses.
Moreover, without neglecting the role of the petaapof security; the economic,
military and social dynamics will also be analyzkdline with the new literature on
the analysis of the Cold War, the regional and tgtspecific dynamics are given
more importance in this study. Therefore, Turkeg the other Middle East states
are taken as pragmatic actors, rather than passe® and the regional conflicts,
hostilities, rivalries and the reactions of thdesdao maximize their interests and

increase their power in the region will be analyirethe light not only of political



dynamics, but also of economic, military and sodieterminants as mentioned
before.

Within the context of the great power politics dhdir impacts on the
regional politics, more specifically, Turkey’s invement in the Middle East as a
state to play the role of leadership which was suggl by the United States, and the
developments related to Turkey, i.e., the MiddlstE2ommand and the Middle East
Defense Organization, the Turkish-Pakistani Paet Baghdad Pact, the Suez Crisis
and the Arab Israeli War, the Turkish-Syrian Criiie United Arab Republic and
the crises in Iraq, Lebanon, and Jordan will bdyaiea from the perspectives of the
regional actors as well as the global ones in aéetter understand and analyze to
what extent Turkey’s Middle East policy reachedaits, more clearly, to play the
role of leadership and to act as a bridge betwleeMtest and the regional states
through the alliance systems against the Soviedrgsipn or the infiltration in the
region especially in the second half of the 19B80srever, in this study all these
developments will be analyzed in detail and thatmos and the approaches of all
actors will be reflected. More importantly, the romic and military dynamics of
Turkey’'s Middle East policy will be analyzed to cplete the political analysis, too.

Methodologically, this study will not be a foreigolicy analysis based on a
theory , but a diplomatic history which makes aalgsis of Turkey’'s Middle East
policy through the analyses of the developmentschvre mentioned above, based
on the facts. The approach of this study is cltsg@ost-revisionism, which puts
emphasis on the responsibility of the two superpewethe Cold War and the
necessity of including the economic, military anere social dynamics in to the

analysis of the Cold War.



This study mainly argues that Turkey’s Middle Haaslicy cannot be
understood by the impact or dynamics of great pgwétics alone. Rather, regional
dynamics, which will be discussed in Chapter 2atad, should be taken into
consideration. Moreover, the analysis of the dgualents should not be limited to
the hostility-friendship dichotomy, but the regiboanflicts, rivalries, and country-
specific interests, mainly economic and militangluding Turkey should be taken
into consideration in understanding the DemocratyRaMiddle East policy and the
reasons why the leadership of Turkey in the regiwh its efforts to be a bridge
between the West and the regional states, mairdp Anes, through forming an
alliance, which was supposed to include all theestagainst the Soviet expansion or
infiltration, did not reach its goals. More clearlie clash or harmony of interests
that can be regarded as the basis of Middle Edisicgan the 1950s and an analysis
based on this assumption will help to better urtdarsthe developments and
impacts on Turkey’s Middle East policy in the hettgears of the Cold War.

Before the analyses of the developments relat&ditkey, the global
dynamics of the Cold Watr, the reflections of theagmpower politics on the Middle
East and the country-specific dynamics of the negjistates will be analyzed to

provide a basis to the analysis of regional develaqts in the 1950s.



CHAPTER 2

THE INTERNATIONAL POLITICS AND THE MIDDLE EAST IN THE 1950s

The Cold War and the Great Powers

After the defeat of fascism at the end of the &dd&orld War, many people
expected that this would bring peace to the wdilolvever, the Allies of the World
War became rivals and the history of the twentoesthtury entered a new phase: the
Cold War. LaFeber argues that the rivalry and #éneetbpments of the Cold War
stemmed from the relations between the United Statd the Soviet Union which
had dated back to the late nineteenth century whese two states confronted on the
plains of “north China and Manchuria” during thexpansion. Therefore, the two
states were in conflict not because one was cegtitaid the other communist.
Rather, their struggle to expand their systemsthe interests throughout the world
was the actual reason of their rivafry.

The term “Cold War” was first used in 1945 by GeoOrwell to define the
“worldview, beliefs and social structure” of theawuperpowers and the undeclared
struggle between the two states. Orwell argued that

The atomic bomb, may be “robbing the exploitedsts and peoples

of all power to revolt and at the same time pgttime possessors of

the bomb on a basis of equality. Unable to conqueranother they
are likely to continue ruling the world betweeeithn

® Walter LaFeberAmerica, Russia and the Cold Watew York: McGraw Hill, 1993), p.1.
For the details of the rivalry between the Unite¢at&s and the Soviet Union before the Cold
War see ibid., pp.2-28 and Robert C. Grogjatural Enemies: The United States and the
Soviet Union in the Cold War 1917-19@®ew York: Lexington Books, 2001), pp.1-126;
Bruce R.KuniholmThe Origins of the Cold War in the Near East: GrBawer Conflict and
Diplomacy in Iran, Turkey and Gree¢@rinceton: Princeton University Press, 1994),
pp.209-431.



Therefore, according to Orwell, the new world systwould be “dualistic,
technology based in which nuclear terror could $eduagainst those who dared
rebel.”

In addition, a speech titled “Sinews of Peace &ddf’ by Winston Churchill
in 1946 and the “X Article® of George Kennan in 1947 reflected the opinionthef
great powers and admitted the existence of rivahy struggle among the Allies of
the Second World War as early as the late 1940shdnt, the competition for the
control of the world that lasted until 1991, thedtilution of the Soviet Union, began
to be shaped in the aftermath of the Second Wowdd. \WWeoffrey Roberts makes a
comprehensive and consistent definition of the gkt as follows:

The Cold War is a term that refers to the statiegion, hostility,
competition and conflict which characterized SeWéestern and

more particularly Soviet- American relations fouch of the post-war
period. The most overt face of the Cold War wasdéast-west division

of Germany, a Europe divided by the so called [Eomtain into competing
liberal-democratic and communist camps and thegenee of two
antagonistic military-political alliances, NATO dthe Warsaw Pact...

To those who fought the cold war there was farevatrstake than
geopolitical position or economic interests. Tligeo side was viewed
threatening not just vital interests, but one’secealues and identity as
well... But, sharp and intense as the conflict,vsash sides had an interest
in constraining the Cold War, in limiting and caniling the rivalry and
competition, in achieving a degree of stabilityder and predictability in
world politics. Not the least compelling reasondontaining the conflict
was the existence of nuclear weapons. There Wsrpevarious economic,
political and ideological incentives to relax teasion, to foster what
became known in the 1960s as détente. Peace wdda@urade, good
propaganda value and good for domestic and inierred political
prestige’

Throughout the Cold Watr, the rivalry and strugglmained “cold” because

of the threat of nuclear weapons and the irreversibaracter of such an armed

* Odd Arne Westad, “The Cold War and the Internatidtistory of the Twentieth Century”
in The Cambridge History of the Cold Wads.Melvyn P. Leffler, Odd Arne Westad
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2011), p.3.

> http://www.nato.int/docu/speech/1946/s460305ane.ht

® http://www.historyguide.org/europe/kennan.html

" Geoffrey RobertsCoexistence, Revolution and Cold War 1945-1@%hdon: Routledge,
1999), pp.2-3.
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struggle. The United States produced the atomicbbasrearly as 1945 and the
Soviet Union, in 1949. Both superpowers produced tmydrogen bombs as early as
mid-1950s.

Because these weapons were much more destruténdtie conventional
ones, the superpowers avoided direct confrontati@m armed struggle. Westad
argues that the scientific and technological dgualents shaped the dynamics of the
Cold War. The superpowers made great amounts eiment in science and
technology and these developments determined te®fahe Cold War struggle. As
Westad argues, although science had not createdaldé/Nar, it helped to format
the conflict which was much more dangerous anddraalend than the ones the
humanity had witnessed throughout histdry.

Within these limits and the danger of a possikiel@ar war, the superpowers
adopted different policies. The Cold War did ndlde a linear path and there were
several ups and downs during the four decades. Sohmars argue that the Cold
War history can be divided into three periods:pkdaod between 1945 and 1962 can
be regarded as the years of tension and crisepgtited between 1962, the Cuban
Missile Crisis, and, 1979, the Soviet interventioifghanistan can be regarded as
the years of détente; and the years between 19¥2981, the dissolution of the
Soviet Union, can be regarded as the years ofaemsid the end of the Cold Whr.
There are different periodizations of the Cold Wror example, Lundestad argues
that the years of tensions and crises were betd®45 and 1962, the years of
détente were between 1962 and 1975, the years éeti®y5 and 1984 witnessed

the renewal of tension and the Cold War ended tv©84 and 199Y.

® WestadThe Cold War and the International History of theehtieth Centuryp.11

° Mike Sewell, The Cold Wa Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2002).

1% Geir LundestadEast, West, North, South: Major Developments iarhmtional Politics
since 1945London: Sage, 2010).
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Regardless of the differences in periodizatiothefCold War, it is common
that the years between 1950 and 1960, on whiclsthdy focuses, are considered to
have been the “hottest” years of the Cold War, wihertwo superpowers confronted
one another more intensely and several tensionsrésebs erupted in the Middle
East. Sewell depicts these years of tension asdsces follows:

By 1951 the main features of the Cold War werplate. These included

a globalized, militarized, ideological confrontatibetween alliance

systems, the arms race, limited wars, covert axinfiroxy warfare

and vigorous propaganda campaigns. After 1951 &idés developed

thermonuclear weapons and raced to develop intgénemtal delivery

systems, learning to fear their vulnerabilityte bther’s retaliatory

power. Fear of superpower war, deterrence andtefto avoid escalation

featured prominently in both Moscow’s and Washkonés priorities... The

major powers, acutely aware of the costs and darajeéhe Cold War,

sought to manage their antagonism. The periad fre early 1950s

to the onset as detente in the aftermath of thikrB&/all and Cuban

Missile Crises, therefore, presents contradic&spects... Although

there were crises that threatened nuclear wanubkear powers were

cautious not to escalate them beyond the brirflortsfbegan to limit

nuclear testing?

The United States and the Soviet Union were iareffto control the world
against each other. However, they were aware hiegtd¢ould not do so through the
use of the nuclear weapons which could bring abmiend of humanity. To reach
their aims without causing a nuclear war, theygnrefd not to exterminate each
other, but live in an environment of “peaceful ciséance”, especially from the mid-
1950s onwards. Moreover, the Soviet Union gavexpaesionism as early as 1950
and struggled to defend its spheres of influen@enag capitalist invasion. On the
other hand, the United States preferred to “cohtsoeialism rather than exterminate
it. Hobsbawm argues that both states implemeihtesketpolicies to provide

legitimacy in their spheres of influence and esalcin domestic politics. Socialism

defended itself through suppressive regimes witienEastern bloc. In return for

1 Sewell, pp.55-56. For a more detailed analysis Jetain Lewis Gaddis, “The Long Peace”
in The Cold War and After: The Prospects for Peads. Sean M. Lynn-Jones and Steven
E. Miller (Cambridge: The MIT Press, 1994), pp.1-44
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this, the United States propagated the “commuhist” to legitimize its domestic
policies, for example the taxation of indifferentn@ricans, and economic invasion
throughout the world. Therefore, economic and datyiaamics played significant
roles throughout the Cold W& Shortly, it can be argued that the Cold War was no
a struggle to dissipate one another; rather, itavssuggle to divide the world and to
protect the spheres of influence against the other.

Division of the world between the two superpowaand containment of the
other were the basis of the Cold War politics esdyan the 1950s. Judge and
Langdon argue that the change of leadership in &taties in 1953 played a role in
the changing of the dynamics of the Cold War angegdhe way of “peaceful
coexistence.” In the Soviet Union, Stalin died 853 and after a short interval
Khrushchev controlled the Soviet politics. In theildd States, Eisenhower was
elected president in 1953. He and his secretasyad¢, John Foster Dulles, changed
the direction of the policies of the United States.

According to Judge and Langdon, the new leadetddndeal with new
“global realities.” The collapse of the Europeatoowl empires, i.e. the United
Kingdom and France, in the wake of the Second W\t and the early years of
the Cold War, and the anti-Western national movamespecially in the Middle
East, were some of these new realities. Moreokergimergence of the non-aligned
nations such as India, Yugoslavia and, to somenex&gypt forced the United States
to determine new policies. The Eisenhower Doctnviach was declared in 1957
and will be discussed in detail, was one of theeatibns of this policy change.

Lastly, and more importantly, the nuclear weapehgh would be

destructive to both sides necessitated the corttoruaf the struggle through

2 Eric HobsbawmKisa 20.Y{zyil: Ariliklar Cagi (Istanbul: Sarmal Yayinevi, 1990),
pp.280-291.
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different policies and means rather than armedliocbnih addition, economic and
social priorities forced them to re-evaluate theqgues of the United States. The
Eisenhower administration had to reconcile the sgcabjectives and economic
concerns at the same time. Therefore, the Eisentadveinistration worked to cut
the military expenditure not to jeopardize the exmnit dominance of the United
States in the long rufi.

Economic priorities caused the invention of newsvaf counterbalancing
communism without direct armed struggle. There weaily three ways of this
containment policy: “covert operations” by the CJAthe use of military advisors to
aid anti-communist forces” and “the formation dfaaices aimed to block
Communist expansion in certain vulnerable areaséaally in the Third World
such as the Baghdad PatShortly, the United States used all of thesedadt face
the “Communist threat” during the Cold War.

On the other hand, Khrushchev was a flexible aadrmatic leader who
formulated a new policy of “peaceful coexistenagdrder to prevent a war with the
United States and to control and protect the tares that the Soviet Union gained
after the Second World Wat Khrushchev preferred rivalry in the Third World to
direct confrontation with the United States in ardet to jeopardize the Soviet
Union. Thus, as the Third World states became iadéent, the Soviet Union sought
to win their friendship and support through proxglarms, advisors and financial
aid to national movements and non-aligned nattdii$ie Soviet support to the

liberated nations and leaders did not provide “aremt friendship and support to

¥ Edward H. Judge and John W. Langdbhe Cold War: A Global History with Documents
(Boston: Prentice Hall, 2011), p.100. See also RdieMahon,Cold War: A Very Short
Introduction(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2003), p.60.

14 Judge and Langdon, p.102. See also Grogin, ppL&79-

'3 Judge and Langdon, p.103. See also McMahon, p.61.

'8 Judge and Langdon, p.105. See also Roberts, p. 46.
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the Soviet Union”, but led the formation of anti-8t#ern stance of these nations and
leaders in timé’ Therefore, as the nuclear rivalry posed a theeabth sides and
they avoided direct confrontation with one anotlieey used similar means to
continue the rivalry for the control and domindie world. Economic and military
support were the common features of the superppulaies in the Third World.

More importantly, as mentioned before, intelligeneas the most vital
component of superpower politics. The intelligenoemmunities of both sides,
mainly CIA and KGB, were in covert conflict. In atdn to the intelligence
facilities, propaganda war continued throughoutGoé War in all parts of the
world. As Sewell and Gaddis argue:

The KGB and CIA spread disinformation throughwweeld's media,

creating and perpetuating myths about each otfidre. Soviet intelligence

community helped to promote demonstrations ofaati sentiment

alongside government-sponsored meetings and etleets behind the

Iron Curtain. For both sides, radio broadcastsedpropaganda far

and wide'®

The CIA’s role during the Cold War was paramodite US government
spent huge amounts of resources on propagandalinglaultural propaganda.
Saunders argues that the cultural propaganda walidabin great secrecy.
Therefore, the CIA established a cultural frontezsglly in the Western Europe in
the name of freedom of expression. Saunders staiesdefining the Cold War as a
“battle for men’s minds” it stockpiled a vast arakof cultural weapons™
According to Saunders, CIA’s influence was not teaary, but “ruthlessly

interventionist and frighteningly unaccountabletieToverthrow of the Iranian Prime

Minister Mossadegh was one of the masterpiecdseo€tA. Moreover, the CIA

" peter KenezA History of the Soviet Union from the Beginninghe End(Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2006), p.209.

% Sewell, p.59. See also John Lewis GadEig United States and the End of the Cold War
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1992), pp.87-104.

% Frances Stonor Saundefie Cultural Cold WatNew York: New Press, 2000), pp.1-2.

15



spied many Americans at home as well as it “hachdsenocratically elected leaders
abroad, plotted assassinations and denied thesgiestto Congress®

More importantly, the CIA organized covert opesat in the Middle East, in
Southeast Asia and throughout the Third World. &foe, it became a favorable
tool for the American policy makers throughout @a&d War because it was
“efficient and cost-effective” without using nucteaeapons. The CIA organized a
covert operation against the Iranian Prime Minidessadegh in 1953 and the anti-
Western regime in Syria in 1957.

Consequently, the superpowers sought alternatayes\wo control and contain
each other and to continue rivalry as the nuclkeehmology became much more
destructive against the humanity especially afiermhid-1950s. Political actions
were harmonized with economic and social polidietlligence services became the
major tools to continue the propaganda struggletamdganize covert operations
especially in the Third World more effectively aleds costly to protect the spheres
of influence and security against possible threats.

After a short analysis of the Cold War dynamid¢sol shaped the
superpower politics, the reflections of these pditn the Middle East will be
discussed to understand the interaction betweeglti@l and regional dynamics

during the Cold War especially in the 1950s.

The Reflections of the Great Power Politics inMiddle East in the 1950s

In the 1950s, the Middle East was one of the nr&gions that witnessed the
rivalry not only between the two superpowers, bbsib detween the Western Allies.

In this decade, the Cold War rivalry shifted frame tenter, as the result of the

20 Saunders, p.3.
2L McMahon, p.72.
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balance between the superpowers in Europe, whichrsed mainly from the
nuclear threat, to the peripheral regions of thedvd@ hese regions, i.e., the Middle
East, Latin America and Africa, were developingioeg and the superpowers
competed to satisfy their strategic, economic grsychological” interests through
gaining resources, allies and influence over thEmerefore, developing areas
became the core of the superpower rivalry in th@0$9The competition to win allies
and influence over the Third World sharpened thEegower rivalry??

The emergence of the new states in these are&ibobed to the
intensification of the rivalry. Many historians kled that the rivalry over the Third
World caused the long-lasting Cold War because&Cibld War in the Third World
was not only a competition between the two supegssybut it was a struggle
within these newly emerging states to determing fbure and a matter of choice
between the two versions of modernity, socialisih eapitalisn?> However, some
states, such as the non-aligned, chose the Thisdd&&aveen socialism and
capitalism and they became the forerunners of nalikm, such as Egypt in the
Middle East.

Regarding the Middle East, the leitmotiv of thezi@bAmerican rivalry was
to establish a security zone in the region andewgnt the other side, especially for
the United States, from penetrating the regionrdifoee, the United States was in
favor of establishing security and defense systethe region against the Soviet
infiltration. On the other hand, the Soviet Uniaught to establish a security belt in
its south-western periphery against the expanditimeoUnited States. In addition to
the security motive, mainly, the intercontinentaddtion of the region and the vast

resources, especially oil, resulted in the escalatf the superpower rivalry in the

2 McMahon, p.56. See also Richard Salilie Cold War and Aftgt.ondon: Pluto Press,
2007), pp.83-84; LaFeber, p.72.
23 Westad;The Cold War and the International History of theehtieth Centuryp.10.
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region®* Golan describes the factors and interests ofbestiperpowers in the
region. For the United States:

There was a strategic interest connected witlptbgection of the
southern flank of NATO, the deployment of the Naixth Fleet
and containment of Soviet forces. A political net was generated
by the competition with the Soviet Union, composédoth denial
of access or expansion of the communist worldthadextension of
Western influence. An economic interest was linteethe supply of
oil vital to Western Europe, Japan and thoughwvitat to the United
States?

In short, for the United States, the protectiothef NATO’s southern flank,
the prevention of the Soviet expansion to the mregied the protection of the oil
resources, which were vital for the interests ef\fest, were the main factors of the
United States’ involvement in Middle East politi€n the other hand, there were
several Soviet interests regarding the Middle East:

Soviet interests also fell into a number of catexg not all of which

were directly connected with the superpower coitipet.. An area of
security was sought in protection of the bordetha least the exclusion

of hostile forces close to the southern border seagyht. It was also the
access route to and from the warm waters of theiteleanean, vital not
only for Soviet seafarers to exit the Black Sed,diso for potential enemies
to enter the Black Sea by way of the Dardanellbsre was also the
ideological superpower interest in extending Sowituence, possibly
revolution, and to squeeze out first Britain thies United States... Strategic
interests eventually became a central factorenSaviet commitment to

the area... The economic interest was generatiyrstary, although the
heightened importance of this factor in Sovieeign policy... While it
generated an interest in hard-currency arms-stlesise of the economic
factor also contributed to a shift of primary m&st from the Fertile Crescent
to the wealthier states of the Persian Gulf &fea.

Shortly, for the Soviet Union, penetration to Meldle East was important to

remove the West or at least to minimize the infageaf the West in the region

4 Alan R. Taylor,The Superpowers and the Middle E¢&yracuse: Syracuse University
Press, 1991), p.24.

% Galia Golan, “Superpower Cooperation in the MidBéest” inThe Cold War as
Cooperation eds. Roger E.Kanet and Edward A. Kolodziej (Badtie: The Johns Hopkins
University Press, 1991), pp.121-123. See also Hedliday, The Middle East in
International Relations: Power, Politics and Idegjo/Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2005), pp.97-98.

%6 Golan,Superpower Cooperation in the Middle Egst.121-123; Halliday, pp.97-98.
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because of these political, strategic and ideokigiEasons. More importantly, it
should be emphasized here that each superpowemiletel its strategy with taking
the other’s strategy and policy into consideratibmerefore, as mentioned before,
the superpower rivalry in the region was to balamrce® prevent the other rather than
exterminate it.

The active involvement of the United States inkhiddle Eastern politics
after the world war stemmed from the decline offibever of the United Kingdom
and its limited military capabilities. Painter aeguthat the Soviet military threat was
not the immediate concern for the United Statesthmiinstability and the rise of
anti-Western, particularly anti-British, nationahisn the region. The possibility of
the Soviet penetration to the region as a resuti@instability and nationalism was
the fear of the United States’ policymakers. Altgbihe Western Allies agreed to
control the Middle East oil, they could not agreehmw to manage the rising
nationalism in the regioff.

On the one hand, the United States was in favoooperating with the
nationalists through meeting their demands, that greater share of oil revenues.
Moreover, the United States’ policymakers thouglat tooperation with the Arab
nationalists would ensure their support againsSinget Union. Thus, the United
States approached the Free Officers Coup in Egyp®52 with sympathy because,

according to the United States, the nationalistewweogressive forces that might

" David S. Painter, “Oil, Resources and the Cold Wa5-1962” inThe Cambridge
History of the Cold Wareds.Melvyn P. Leffler, Odd Arne Westad (Cambridgambridge
University Press, 2011), pp.498-499. See also,SWaim,War and Peace in the Middle
East(New York: Penguin Books, 1995), pp.27-28; Loutsevcett International Relations
of the Middle EasfOxford: Oxford University Press, 2005), p.48; Taylp.25.
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have handled the necessary reforms “to curb theamb communism” in the
region?®

On the other hand, the United Kingdom distrustetth® nationalists and did
not agree to meet their demands because of itsxdepee on Middle East oil.
Therefore, the United Kingdom became an ardentaigpof the defense
organizations in the region to protect its intesesthile the United States stayed
behind the scene through financing, but not joinlrgydefense organizatiofis.

Therefore, the strategies and policies of the WrasAllies regarding the
Middle East differed although they took pains towlhe consistency and solidarity
in their actions. Primakov states that the relatibatween United States, on the one
hand, and, the United Kingdom and France, on therpwere conflictual. The ex-
colonial United Kingdom and France became awarktliey could not resist the
United States’ expansion in the region and couldaike their dominant positions in
the region back. Therefore, the policies regardiegnationalists and the defense
structures in the region were the basis of thegrésment between the AlliéS.

It can be argued that the change of administraticghe United States in 1953
was one of the factors that deepened conflict batviiee Allies. President
Eisenhower and his Secretary of State, Dulles, darpewer with “anti-colonial”

attitudes and this put them in a conflictual positwith the United Kingdom, which

8 David S. Painter, “Oil, Resources and the Cold Wa#5-1962” inThe Cambridge
History of the Cold Wareds.Melvyn P. Leffler, Odd Arne Westad (Cambridgambridge
University Press, 2011), pp.498-499. See also Alais, War and Peace in the Middle
East(New York: Penguin Books, 1995), pp.27-28; LoutsevcettInternational Relations
ng the Middle EastOxford: Oxford University Press, 2005), p.48; Taylp.25.

ibid.
% yevgeni PrimakovRuslarin Géziiyle Ortagal (istanbul: Tima Yayinlari, 2010), p.55.
Yevgeny Primakov was a journalist on the Sovietcamd a Middle Eastern correspondent
of Pravda newspaper between the years 1953 and B@7aflecame the president of the
Russian Federation between 1998 and 1999.
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was still in efforts to protect its political andanomic interests in the regidh.
Eisenhower stated that rather than military esthbtients, of which the United
Kingdom was predominantly in favor, economic antltary aid to the regional
states should have been the basic leverage to tieaguwals in the region. Through
economic and military aid, Eisenhower believed,Nhédle East states would come
to the level of self-sufficiency and they wouldléol the path of liberal, capitalist
development. In this vein, the strategy of the ehiStates would be “persuasion and
example”, “patient negotiation, understanding agdadity of treatment” rather than
coercive “take it or leave it” approach. For hirollaboration with the United
Kingdom was essential, but without sharing the Hzage of colonialism.” Therefore,
the United States would promote the “slower andemwoderly progress towards the
independence of the developing worfd Flowever, although the United States was
in favor of the progressive nationalists and aveidetting directly involved in
regional developments, it did not hesitate to gebived in the Middle East affairs
when it lost the control in the region, such durihg intervention in Lebanon in
1958.

As a result, although the United States was inifaf the nationalist
movements, the Western prestige and popularitiggrrégion gradually declined
between the years 1945 and 1957. Vaughan arguethéhdecline of the Western
prestige was the result of the policy of “miscadtidn” of the dynamics of the
Middle East® The vital differences and rivalry between the oegi states, i.e., Iraq
and Egypt, the existence of the United States spedsand supported the Israeli

state, and the rise of nationalism around the Egypéader Nasser caused the

1 Roby C.BarrettThe Greater Middle East and the Cold Whiew York: IB Tauris, 2007),
p.10.

*ibid., p.12.

¥ James R.Vaughaithe Failure of American and British Propagandalie tArab Middle
East 1945-1957New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2005), p.239.
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failure of the Western efforts in the region. Margortantly, the role of the policies
and the strategies of the Soviet Union after thaldef Stalin should not be
neglected in this decline.

While Stalin was in power, there was no Soviebrffo exploit the rising
nationalism and resistance to colonialism in thed¥ East. This policy began to
change after the death of Stalin 1953, which cdietiwith Eisenhower’s coming to
power in the United States. As Gaddis argues, uktarshchev, the Soviet policy
of supporting “the small and uninfluential commugarties” in the region shifted to
supporting “the popular nationalist leaders” whaevie efforts to struggle for the
independence of their states. Nasser was suchilerldde became a hero in the Arab
world and was supported by the Soviet Union. Howea® Gaddis argues, “it was
not clear who was manipulating and using whom.” Sbeiet Union and the Arab
nationalists were mutually trying to reach theimogoals and manipulating the other
side in this way. As time passed, these mutuatiogls alerted the Western Allies
because, first, Europe was dependent on the Migakern oil, second, colonialism
had already gone in the region, and, third, thee&dynion, in collaboration with
communist China, exploited the anti-colonial movatsen East and Southeast Asia.
Consequently, these Soviet actions and regionaldpments resulted in the
intensification of the containment campaign agatinstSoviet Union by the Western
Allies. Nevertheless, the policies of the Alliexklas the defense establishments and
involvement in Middle East affairs did not prevém¢ Soviet Union from infiltrating
the region, but enabled it to expand its influeasehe result of the

miscalculations?

% John Lewis Gaddig\e Now Know: Rethinking Cold War Histq@xford: Oxford
University Press, 1998), pp.163-164. See also Réaesfield,A History of the Middle East
(New York: Penguin Books, 1991), p.253; Oles M.Sansky,The Soviet Union and the
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More clearly, the involvement of the United StateMiddle East affairs in
the way of containing the Soviet Union, such asaitymnization of the Baghdad
Pact, enabled the latter to penetrate the regioohwiad been close to it until 1955
because of the strong anti-Soviet positions okthges particularly, such as Turkey,
Iran and Pakistan, which were backed by the Uriiiiadies that filled the power
vacuum in the region after the decline of the Finegued the United Kingdom’s
influence®

As McLaurin writes, between 1953 and 1962 the &dwareign policy aimed
to, “ensure Soviet security through maintenanahefnternational status quo in
Eastern Europe, prevent war with the United Statedermine the Western
alliances.” As a result, the alliances in the Ma#last with the support and the
involvement of the Western Allies became one ofténgets of the Soviet Union to
undermine. As the Western Allies tried hard to leisth alliances against the Soviet
expansion and became actively involved in the Midekst affairs, the Soviet Union
had the chance to penetrate into the region andase its influence especially in the
developing countries, which were led by the nafishieaders’® Egypt and Syria
were the two states which enabled the Soviet Utaanfiltrate and get involved in
Middle East affairs as will be discussed in thédfeing chapters.

On the other hand, it can be argued that the Sbwimn was not an ardent
supporter of the nationalist movements; rathernéteonalist movements against the
West paved the way for the Soviet Union to be aegiral part of Middle East

affairs. Basically, this was a tactical and strategove for the Soviet Union to

Arab East Under Khruschelewisburg: Bucknell University Press, 1974), 117,

Taylor, p.27, 136.

* Smolansky, p.25.

% R.D. McLaurin,The Middle East in Soviet Poli¢kexington: Lexington Books, 1975),
pp.8-9. For the detailed analysis of the Sovietctijes in the Middle East see ibid., pp.15-
46.
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support the nationalist movements in the redfdhnis important to note that the
Soviet Union also supported the establishmenteigthaeli state. Gaddis argues that
there were three reasons for the Soviet suppdheofsraeli state:

To exploit the American differences with the Bsfitiwho still held a

United Nations mandate over that territory, tousagurmoil which

might have enabled the entrance of the Soviepgaothe region as

a part of peace-keeping force and to provide tippart of the

Communist Party in Israéf.

Consequently, the Soviet Union did not hesitateujgport both sides, which
were hostile to each other, to increase its infbg@egind involvement in the regional
politics.

To sum up, the great powers struggled over thelMi&ast to maximize their
interests as much as possible and used all tastdtstrategies to this end with the
idea of the “ends justify means”. As the containtridrthe Soviet Union, for the
United States, and, the penetration to the redarthe Soviet Union, the control of
the strategic resources, oil in particular, wasnttaén component of the superpower
rivalry.

The demand for oil and importance of oil increadedng the Second World
War and incrementally increased during the Cold .\WWhe Middle East had one
third of oil reserves and geologically available tiee additional reserves. An oil
mission of the United States stated after a sunvélye area in 1943 that the oill
production had been shifting and presumably woaldtioue to shift from Gulf-
Caribbean region to the Middle E&3fTherefore, the control of oil resources became

a main component of the superpower rivalry in thddie East. Although both the

United States and the Soviet Union were rich coastvith their own oil resources,

%" Taylor, p.25.

% GaddisWe Now Know: Rethinking Cold War Histopy166. See also Galia Gol&@yviet
Policies in the Middle East: From World War Il tamtbacheCambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1990p.37.

¥ painter, p.493. See also Fawcett, p.46.
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access to outside resources of oil was a cardiadiple of their foreign policy
because they did not feel secure with their owerkess. Moreover, Western Europe
and Japan were dependent on oil resources forsteaoation in the wake of the
Second World War. European states were importifg 80their oil from the

Middle East by the early 1950s. The dependencaiadfie on the Middle East oil
made the Suez Canal the most vital oil link betwieerope and the Middle East.
Therefore, the protection of these regions as agethe oil regions and the
prevention of the Soviet expansion to these regiere the vital aims of the United
States. The United States was superior to its nivedrms of economic and military
strength to accede and control the outside ressyrasicularly the Middle East. On
the other hand, the Soviet Union was trying to ggdmd its limits by competing for
influence in the Middle Eaé?.

The increase in energy supplies was a determfaatdr in industrial and
military production which both superpowers werefforts to develop and have the
upper hand in world politics. Oil, as well as nalpower, increased the potential of
military production. Therefore, control over cheapergy was the Cold War aim of
the United States and, thus, the Middle East wayital area for providing
inexpensive energy supplyPainter argues that “there was a symbiotic retatiip
between oil and the United States’ global stratgfgyaintaining access to

economically and strategically vital overseas greetuding overseas sources of

“0 Painter, p.486-489. See also Douglas Lifmerican Orientalism: The United States and
the Middle East since 194&hapel Hill: The University of North Carolina Pse2002),

p.44; GaddisWe Now Know: Rethinking Cold War Histppy165; Arthur GoldschmidA
Concise History of the Middle Eadtinited States: Westview Press, 2002), pp.299-300;
David S.SorensorAn Introduction to the Modern Middle Eg&tnited States: Westview
Press, 2008), pp.83-86. For the details of thee®amierests in the region see Gol3nyiet
Policies in the Middle East: From World War Il taotachey pp.8-11.

“l WestadThe Cold War and the International History of theéhtieth Centuryp.12.
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raw materials such as off”Regarding the Middle East oil and superpower iaat
more details, including Turkey’s role in oil potisi, will be given in the following
chapters.

Consequently, it can be argued that the relatietween the superpowers
and the states in the region were of mutual depeed& he Middle East states,
especially the newly emerged ones, needed the ggoramd military support of the
superpowers to provide security, economic develoyn@ad social support. In
return, the superpowers sought to balance andicozaah other, especially the
United States, and to expand their influence amdrobover the vital resources of
the region.

As a result, as Karsh argues, the dynamics oftild War rivalry was more
complex than the global dynamics and different ftbm“Cold War dichotomy”.
The superpower policies were “cutting across” el ones. Karsh states that in the
Middle East, the superpower rivalry was not peredias a struggle between
communism and capitalism as it was in Europe. TiixlMd Eastern leaders were
“opportunists” who were exploiting the rivalry beden the United States and the
Soviet Union for their and their countries’ interewithout ideological
commitments. Therefore, the Middle East states Vistve and enterprising free
agents, doggedly pursuing their own national irdes;eoften in disregard of
superpower wishes” rather than passive actors wdre predominantly directed by
the superpowers’

The active role that the Middle East states plagaéegional politics created
impediments and difficulties in terms of the stgas and policies of the

superpowers. Bercovitch argues that the superpdaeesl difficulties in controlling

2 Painter, p.489.
“3 Efraim KarshRethinking the Middle Eagtondon: Frank Cass, 2003)p.72-73. See also
Halliday, pp.97-98.
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their clients, whom they provided economic and teaiyi support. The difficulty of
controlling the regional actors caused seriouslprab to conflict management and
war prevention in the Middle East. Therefore, thpespowers had to continue their
rivalry at the regional level rather than direchftontation to prevent regional
conflicts from turning into global ones. On theatihand, they had to protect their
clients (allies) to protect their interests in thgion. Thus, to protect the peace in the
region or to force the clients to peace, the supeeps had to bargain with them and
mostly provide them political, economic and miljt@ssistancé* However, as
Westad argues, these assistance, which meantauégsackage for the Middle East
states, did not come without preconditions. As idIseen in the following chapters,
there was intense bargaining between the supergamerthe regional stat&s.

To sum up, the relations between the superpowmtshe Middle East states
were not patron/client or dominance/subordinat@ations. Each side was
dependent on the other in different aspects anBeesovitch argues, in these
bargaining relations “the superpowers, with anteyaeir global interests, have less
leverage than their putative and occasionally wgxiients.”® This nature of
superpower/ regional state relations will be anartgnt aspect of this study and the
interest based relations will be analyzed in tgktlof the dynamics of the
superpower politics and the dynamics of the supeepegional state relations.

After the analyses of the dynamics that determthedsuperpower rivalry
and the reflections of this rivalry to the MiddledE, the regional dynamics which

played roles in the developments regarding the Middst and had impacts on

#4 Jacob Bercovitch, “Superpowers and Client Statesalysing Relations and Patterns of
Influence”, inSuperpowers and Client States in the Middle Ezds, Moshe Efrat; Jacob
Bercovitch (London: Routledge, 1991), pp.27-28. &ee Fawcett, p.42.

*>0dd Arne Westadlhe Global Cold WafCambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2007),
p.96.

“ Bercovitch, p.30.
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Turkey’'s Middle East policy will be defined and &yred to provide a basis for the

developments in the Middle East in the 1950s.

The Dynamics of the Middle East Politics in the 095

The term “Middle East” was first used during thec&nd World War by the
United Kingdom, which called its troops in EgypétMiddle East Command. Before
then, the region had been called the “Near Easte’ Middle East cannot be
regarded as homogenous because the geographicalsts, regimes, economies,
social structures, and the levels of modernizatiotime regional states differ in many
ways. Conservative and modernizing monarchies aiibtdemocratic and
authoritarian republics. More importantly, durimg tCold War, some states in the
region were engaged with the West, while some eftlwere engaged with the East,
and some non-aligned. In addition, there were sstiates that were rich in oil while
some of them were not. Ethnically and religiougslgminance of Islam and the Arabs
was felt*’ In brief, the Middle East was a heterogeneousregnd this
heterogeneity resulted in the conflicts and dewratiin regional politics and the
relations of the regional states with the great gew

After the Second World War, some Middle East stgt@ned their
independence from their colonizers as the poweplahial powers collapsed. Syria,
Lebanon and Jordan became independent statesnmdhE940s, and the state of
Israel was established in 1948. As the new statasd the Middle East, the conflicts
and hostilities sharpened. Moreover, the rivalriyaen the bigger states of the
region, such as Iraqg, Egypt, and Turkey, and tted@tions with the great powers

made the Middle East politics in the 1950s mordlenmatic. Hinnebusch divides

" Oral SanderTurkiye’nin Ds Politikasi (Ankara:imge Kitabevi, 2006), pp.220-221.
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the Arab politics until the 1970s into two phas#ise evolution of the Regional
System and the Birth of the States System (Quasgendence Under Oligarchic
Multipolarity) between 1945 and 1955; and, the Risd Fall of the Egypt-Centric
Pan Arab System between 1956 and 1701 the light of this categorization, the
1950s coincided with the serious developments othe Arab world, and in the
Cold War. Therefore, the regional superpower rivalnd the conflicts among the
states in the region caused harsher and conflidexalopments in this decade.

On the other hand, it can be argued that for tidtes and nations in the
region, the regional dynamics were prioritized moubre than the superpower
rivalry. LaFeber argues that the people in the Néidehst were not interested in the
ideological struggle between the two superpowehngirimain aims were political
independence and getting rid of poverty in theirrtdes.*® Thus, as mentioned
before, the superpower rivalry was exploited tahethe local aims. The main
agenda of the Middle East politics, for the reglawors, were nationalism, Arab
Unity, economic development and anti-Zionism, whigre related to each other
although most of these concerns were heavily etquidor propaganda reasons
rather than political realities.

Arab nationalism was the main tool of propaganthiawas used to shape
the Arab politics. Kamrawa states that:

In the Middle East, as elsewhere, nationalismdegs a powerful force

shaping the destiny and character of peoples annties ...it was in the

1940s and the 1950s that nationalism became whasibeen ever since,

one of the most dominant forces-if not the moshithant force-in the
region’s politics>°

8 Raymond Hinnebusch “The Middle East Regional Sysie The Foreign Policies of the
Middle East Stateeds. Raymond Hinnebusch and Anoushiravan Ehtaghamdon:

Lynne Rienner Publishers, 2002), pp.34-40.

9 LaFeber, p.171.
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Choueiri argues that Arab nationalism was shapethe end of the Second
World War, the Arab-Israeli conflict and the supeser rivalry.” At the same time,
in domestic Arab politics, the modernization of #tate became the main agenda
and thus, domestic dynamics, such as the “lanamefimdustrialization,
unemployment, health and living conditions” becaheepriorities of the new states.
In addition, oil became the main determinant ofrédations of the regional states
with the West. Therefore, these all prioritized tloenestic and regional dynamics
and resulted in the rise of Arab nationalishirab nationalism had two main
external “targets”: the former colonizers and tha¢li state.

However, although Nasserism became dominant 18®@srds, there were
three waves of Arab nationalism: Baathism, the Moset of Arab Nationalism and
Nasserism. Baathism was the formal ideology ofAted Baath Party which was
formally established in 1947 by Michel Aflaq and&wgal-din al-Bitar. In 1953, the
Baath (rebirth) Party was united with the Arab &bst Party of Akram al-Hawrani
and was named the Arab Socialist Baath Party. TdwtBParty represented the
peasants in the Syrian city of Hom in their stregagainst the landlords. The
members of the party were students, workers, pé&asad minorities. The Baath
Party spread from Syria to Iraq, Lebanon, Jordad,Ralestine, whereas did not
provide popular support outside Syria. The Movenoémitrab Nationalism was
established by Palestinian, Syrian and Kuwaiti siisl from the American
University in Beirut in the 1950s. The “spiritudé€ader of the movement was Ali
Nasreddine, who was also one of the founders o#t®nalist Movement Union.
The leader of the movement was George Habash. Benmrent focused on taking

immediate action rather than producing theoriesmiajor concern was the struggle

*1 Youssef M. Choueiri, “Ortad’da Milliyetcilik Akimlari” in Ortadosu Tarihi, ed.
Youssef M. Choueiriiétanbul:inkilap Yayinevi, 2011), p.365.
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with Israel. As time passed, the Movement of Aratidhalism moved closer to the
Nasserist Movement. More importantly, the Moven@Arab Nationalism became
the supporter of the Palestinian Movem®nt.

In these three waves of Arab nationalism, Nassebecame dominant in the
long run. Like the split between the three moddlsre was a split between the Arab
nationalists and extreme Islamists because themadists, who came to power in the
post-colonial period, tried to implement sociatisizelopment. It was different from
the Islamic socialism, which took Islam as the mefiee, and the Arab nationalists
did not apply Islamic doctrine in the formationtbé regime, economy, law, and
social structure’®

As mentioned before, the Nasserist model becamddminant wave of Arab
nationalism. Nasserist Arab nationalism was forpaliand implemented by the
“young Arabs” who sought to topple their old rulefsie defeat in the Arab-Israeli
War in 1948 sharpened the hostility of these yopegple, especially military
officers, against their rulers. Kamrawa states tiheaite were three features of the
Arab nationalism in the 1950s:

First, it was closely equated with modernity, segko rid itself of

archaic, feudal traditions. Second, it was milgtiae, seeking military

might and discipline as immediate remedies fordieat. Third, it saw

strength in numbers, assuming that with unityAnabs would become a

force hard to defeat.

Therefore, Arab nationalism and its heroic leg@amal Abdel Nasser aimed
to provide the Arab unity against external enemés.ertheless, the heterogeneity

of the Arab world prevented the realization of ghisject and nationalism became a

tool of propaganda in the 1950s. As Kamrawa argdasser was a pragmatic leader

°2 Choueiri, pp.367-368. See also Dan Snifthe State of the Middle East: An Atlas of
Conflict and Resolutio(Berkeley: University of California Press, 2006)34
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and the practitioner. Therefore, he became suadassittracting the masses in the
Arab world>® Cleveland argues that Gamal Abdel Nasser was sseftve,
independent leader and engaged in the establishwhamew society free from the
imperial past and hopeful of the bright future.the 1950s, his policies were copied
in the Arab circles supporting of him and Nasserimoame the common concern of
the Arab world. Although most of his achievemen&ewnot real, he was presented
as a dynamic leader who saved the Arab world fieencblonial powers and the old
rulers™®

With the image of the “hero of the Arab world”, kept his office until the
1970s while the other rulers in the Arab world wengpled because of the lack of
the popular support behind them. Primakov arguasttie uniqueness of Egypt
regarding the Arab nationalism stemmed from thereffto exterminate the
economic and military heritage remained from thiewial powers, the lack of
genetical linkages with Islam and terrorism, the@-aammunist character of
domestic politics, the pragmatic relations with sperpowers and the hostility
against Israel. The basic reason for the longrgstille of Nasser was the popular
support behind him. Although the coup of Free @ificin 1952 was accomplished
by a small group of officers, as the result of ‘{hatriotism” that emerged during the
implementation of reforms in Egypt and its refleas in foreign affairs, Nasser
regime gained wide public suppdft.

As Mansfield argues, the years between 1956 aBfl Wtnessed the rise of
Nasserism. He won the hearts and minds of the AaatiSor the Arabs; Nasser

could be regarded as the “modern Saladin” who wboulty them together against

> Kamrawa, pp.91-92.
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32



the Zionists. However, Mansfield argues, Nasseedhthe expectations of the Arabs
in a way that he could not fulfill because he alss aware of the military weakness
of the Arabs, as the Arab-Israeli Wars in 1948 4886 showed, and he tried hard to
provide external support to remedy this problenvéfiheless, in the Arab world, it
was the common belief that Nasser was committékde@d\rab Unity and he would
succeed at uniting the Arabs against external ezeatiany cost

Arab Unity and anti-imperialism were the two pilaat least for propaganda
reasons, of the Nasserite Arab nationalism. Howeédafore the analysis of the Arab
Unity projects and the relations of the Arab statéh the great powers, the role of
the military in Arab politics should be discussettéh In the 1950s, there were
several coups in the Arab world. In 1951, Colort@kBakli toppled the government
and ruled Syria until another coup against him3B4L In 1952, the Free Officers
toppled the government of the monarchy and declamegublican regime in Egypt.
In 1958, the Iragi government was toppled by thitany. In short, military
interventions in the Middle East were a commonueabf Middle East politics in
the 1950s. However, none of these officers becaseiecessful as Colonel Nasser
due to the lack of the public support.

Moreover, Cleveland argues that “none of theseea had the combination
of personal skills and good fortune” and they wanable to unite the armed forces
politically without splitting into different rivalactions, as Nasser did. As a result, the
emergence of the military as a political actor eaugolitical instability in the Middle
East. As these regimes were changing, Nasser stughtte the Arab world, as the
efforts of Egyptian-Syrian-Saudi Pact in 1955 amel Wnited Republic in 1958 show,

but the military leaders in these smaller countrésssted being dominated by

*8 Mansfield, p.258.
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Nasser. In addition, states such as Lebanon adddoesisted uniting with Egypt
because of their pro-Western orientation.

The military was closely involved in politics iheé Middle East because, as
Primakov argues, the only powerful actor of opposiin these states, where there
was no civilian, powerful opposition, was the naitig.°° More importantly, to
provide the security against internal and extetimaats and prestige, the political
actors attached importance to the developmenteofifitary. Therefore, the military
was, directly or indirectly, became a part of paiit structure’*

The Arab Unity notion was one of the pillars afB nationalism during the
1950s. During the alliance projects and the crilsése region, particularly, Egypt
tried to consolidate the power behind it througla®\tnity. To this end, the Arab
states established the Arab League in 1945 andridide League Collective Security
Pact was signed in 1950.

However, despite these attempts, the rivalry afidrdnces among the Arab
states prevented the formation of Arab Unity. Gaather hand, the national
movements in the Arab world prioritized the intésesf the individual states rather
than those of the whole Arab world. Egypt was trerfunner of the idea of the Arab
Unity and had impact on the Arab states in the igshef culture and education. The
Egyptian radio, television and cinema were tooéd #nabled Egypt to bolster its
influence. Moreover, students from several Aralestavere being educated in the
Cairo University. However, although Egypt was doamnin Arab politics, and the

Arab states declared that the interests and sgairihe Arab world would be

* Cleveland, p.314.
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collectively defended, the intra-Arab problems dad the Arab worl§? Even the
Arab League was unable to unite the Arab statésadfh it aimed to bring the Arab
states together without losing their sovereidfity.

The divisions in the Arab world were reflectedhieir foreign policies and
the relations of the individual states with theempgowers deviated. Even the
nationalists in Egypt, Syria and Iraq did not dareleteriorate their relations with the
former colonizers and the United States at therimdigg. It can be argued that such a
policy derived from their pragmatic worldvie¥¥For example, initially, the Free
Officers in Egypt were in favor of cooperation witie United States because in
Egypt, as in the Arab world, the perception of theted States was different from
that of the United Kingdom and France. The Unit&ates was not a colonizer and
the approach to the leader of the capitalist “cam@$ positive. In return, the United
States aimed to cooperate with the new governmeigypt to reach its aims in the
region®® More importantly, Egypt was the focus of the plahthe United States
such as the Middle East Command and the Middle Befginse Organizatiots.

As time passed, the relations between the natgimabimes and the West
deteriorated. As Primakov argues, the policiehefformer colonizers and, later, the
United States pushed the Arab nationalists and),dlie pro-Western regimes to
cooperate with the Soviet Union. The insistencthefUnited Kingdom to be
actively involved in the Middle East politics, thimited States’ support of Israel and
the shift of the central role of Egypt to Turkeyddraq, and the lack of economic
and military support to the nationalist leadersiddie regarded as some of the

reasons for the deterioration of the relations betwthe Middle East states and the
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West. In the same vein, the Soviet Union begamppart the nationalists much
more than the communist parties in the late 19&9snentioned before. The Soviet
Union and the nationalist leaders needed each atitethe nationalists were in
efforts to provide economic and military supporteach their internal and external
goals®’

Although the Soviet Union declared the nationdéatiers to be the agents of
Western imperialism in the early 1950s, with theederation of the Middle East-
West relations and the change of the governmeihteisoviet Union, the latter
extended an olive branch to the nationalists. @rother hand, the real threat
perception of the Arab world and the Arab naticstalivas Israel, not the communist
Soviet Union. Therefore, the relations betweenidwgonalists and the Soviet Union
began to develop. The arms agreement between BgypTzechoslovakia, covertly
the Soviet Union, and the economic cooperation eetwthe two states were
indicators of the rapprochement between the Stién and the nationalisté The
relations between Syria and the Soviet Union aéseebbped in the late 1950s and
the Soviet Union provided economic and militarysonh to Syria. After the coup
d’état in Iraq in 1958, the relations between laag the Soviet Union began to
ameliorate.

With the development of the relations betweenAtab nationalists and the
Soviet Union, the gap between the former and thetWealened. Especially Egypt
began to act against the alliance projects angrh@Vestern states in the region.
The Baghdad Pact, which was signed in 1955, wam#jer target of the Nasser
regime and Nasser succeeded at preventing thergoeets such as Syria, Lebanon,

and Jordan from joining the Pact through diplomatid propaganda pressure.

®" Primakov, pp.89, 92.
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Primakov stated that the Egyptian opposition toBaghdad Pact, which will be
discussed below, stemmed from the belief that et Would isolate Egypt and the
other Arab states. Moreover, the pro-United Kingdoswi regime and its Prime
Minister, Nuri Said, should not have been collakeatiaaccording to Nassé&t.

The policies of the Western Allies and the rappesoent between the Soviet
Union and the nationalists caused the infiltratbdthe Soviet Union to the region
which was perceived as the biggest threat to thst&¥e interests in the Middle East.
Upon these developments, the Eisenhower admin@traiok some measures to
bolster the containment policy. It was declared967 that the United States would
provide military aid, security assistance, and coassistance to the states in the
region to promote regional stability. Moreover, theited States might intervene
directly to these states, as would be seen imtieeviention of the United States in
Lebanon and the intervention of the United Kingdandordan in 1958, to protect
the “pro-Western” regime.

The developments in the Middle East in the |late0k9 especially after the
declaration of the Eisenhower Doctrine, are evalliéity Barrett as follows:

By the end of 1957, the situation in the Arab M@&Bast had reached a

revolutionary watershed. Nasser and Nasserismaapgpeo be the wave

of the future. Having assailed the Eisenhower Broetfor its assumption

that the departure of Britain had created a vaciN@sser now appeared

poised to thwart Washington’s plans to use itsegym the region to split

and enslave the Arabs. These agents included dhanchies, the Gulf

emirates and Israel. Nasser probably recognizadhle Eisenhower

Doctrine was not per se a plot to get him or untiee positive neutralism

by force, but bashing Washington was a usefulreclefor rallying

regional support. In addition, despite this hdgtipolicy makers

continued to view Nasser as the key to US infleendahe region.

His victory at Suez had made him the standard fughwvArabs judged

their leaders. The confluence of Nasser’s sinmiplideas on revolutionary

Arab nationalism and his pronouncements on nagnalent and positive
neutralism formed an ill-defined ideological papa. This very lack of

% Primakov, p.56.
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definition and systematic ideological structurerkea in Nasser’s favor.

Nasserism promised something to everyone, whidleging the traditional

ruling elites, many of whom were aligned with iWest. By 1958, Nasser

had not only navigated Egypt into the post-colbp&iod, but had also
become the symbol of radical change in the Araddyvd

Therefore, the main reason for the Eisenhower id@ctvas to prevent the
infiltration of the Soviet Union rather than to git of the national regimes,
particularly Nasser in Egypt, in the region. SimifaNasser, as a pragmatic leader
and the hero of Arab Nationalism, succeeded aingwtith Syria in 1958 and he
declared all parties, especially the CommunistyRdlegal and suppressed the
Communist elements. Barrett argues that this wasasult of the give-and-take
between the United States and Egypt.

Consequently, in the 1950s, the Middle East sttelsnations were not
preoccupied with the superpower rivalry. On thet@ny, the conflicts between the
Arab states and; between the Arab states and lssgelthe basic determinants of
Arab and Middle East politics. As the colonies lmeandependent after the Second
World War, Arab nationalism began to rise agaimghtihe former colonizers and
Israel. The Arabs sought to unite against thesenaseand Arab Unity, anti-
imperialism and anti-Zionism became the pillarg\cdb nationalism.

Among the three waves, Nasserism came forwarderi®50s and Nasserism
rose in the Arab world. However, Nasser and therotaders of the Arab states
acted pragmatically and this rhetoric became ntajls of propaganda and the Arab
Unity was not realized. On the other hand, NassArab nationalism shaped the
internal and external policies of the Arab staléd®e coincidence of the interests of

the superpowers and the regional states deterrtinecfdte of Middle East politics in

this decade.

"I Barrett, p.43.
ibid., p.48.
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In the light of the analyses of the great powditipse and the general
dynamics of the Middle East politics, the intrastdynamics of the regional actors
should be approached closely, but briefly, to ceitaize the developments which

will be analyzed in the following chapters.

The Intrastate Dynamics of the Regional Actors

Egqypt

Egypt became independent from United Kingdom’s ral1922, but the
United Kingdom'’s influence in Egypt remained in folowing three decades
through the agreements between the two stateslditian, the monarchy in the
country preserved the status quo. However, theedrdingdom influence and the
monarchy caused resentment in the country. Espetha Anglo-Egyptian Treaty of
1936, which protected the rights of the United Kiom, i.e. the control over the
Suez Canal and the United Kingdom’s bases, resinitedcial uprising and incidents
in 1952. The main target of these incidents, whiene mainly organized by
guerrillas of the Socialist Party and the otheranists, were the United Kingdom’s
troops in the country. On 19 January 1952, them@werious incidents, i.e., mass
fighting, attacking, and mobbing against particlyléine foreign commercial, social
and cultural establishments. The Wafdist governrmaedtits police did not intervene
in the incidents and the rioters were supportethbyArmy. This day was called
“Black Saturday” for those who were in favor of {reservation of order and

authority”®

"8 George LenczowskiThe Middle East in World Affairfdthaca: Cornell University Press,
1980), pp.520-521. See also M.W. Daly (e@ije Cambridge History of Egypt: Modern
Egypt from 1517 to the end of the Twentieth Cer(fDaynbridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1998), pp.337-338; Robert McNamBr#ain, Nasser and the Balance of Povirer
the Middle East 1952-19QZondon: Frank Cass, 2003), pp.23-25; Saul S.Fréagm
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These incidents enabled King Farouk to dismis$tie Minister of the
Wafdist Government, Nahas Pasha, to whom he wdsehasd replaced him with
Ali Maher Pasha on 27 January 1952. Subsequemiiy\\gafdist governments were
formed and this period witnessed unrest in the tguRolitical vacuum emerged
after the dissolution of the parliament on 29 Mat®&h2. The Committee of Free
Officers, which had been established in 1947 acees group, toppled the
government and filled the political vacuum in Eggptthe night of 22-23 July
19527

The powers loyal to the Free Officers kept contfadll of the key points in
Cairo. Anwar Sadat declared the success of thelngen” on Cairo Radio. King
Farouk was sent into exile to the French Rivietze Free Officers established the
Revolutionary Command Council and General Naguiabe its president, but the
true leader of the revolution was Colonel Gamal élbdasser” who would dismiss

Naguib in 1954. The majority of the Free Officémere nationalists while some of

History of the Middle EaqlUnited States: McFarland, 2006), pp.256-257; Gahdnidt,
p.254; Sorenson, pp.234-236; Little, pp.163-166.

* George Lenczowskihe Middle East in World Affaidthaca: Cornell University Press,
1980), pp.520-521. See also M.W. Daly (e@ije Cambridge History of Egypt: Modern
Egypt from 1517 to the End of the Twentieth Cenf@ambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1998), pp.337-338; Robert McNamBr#ain, Nasser and the Balance of Povirer
the Middle East 1952-19QFondon: Frank Cass, 2003), pp.23-25; Saul S.Fraagm

History of the Middle EaglUnited States: McFarland, 2006), pp.256-257; Gghdhidt,
p.254; Sorenson, pp.234-236; Little, pp.163-166.

® For a detailed biography of Nasser see RoberthstegPolitical Leaders of the Twentieth
Century: Nasse(England: Penguin Books, 1973). See also Mohanekiaj Nasser: The
Cairo DocumentgLondon: New English Library, 1972).

"8 vatikiotis states thatOn the surface at least, the Free Officers seemeapress and
reflect the desires and aspirations of the educatexthge-oriented minority in the country —
the nascent bourgeoisie, petty or otherwise. Theguwemed the frustrations of the masses on
the heels of a world war that was economically bansdbme (especially for the lower classes)
and the humiliating defeat in the Palestine Wat®£8. They capitalized on the exhaustion
and bankruptcy of a ruling group unable to copéthie problems of a rapidly changing
post-war world. Moreover, they surfaced at a piop# time when the patron foreign power
was no longer willing to shoulder or able to afftind responsibilities and commitments of
world at the time command the active sympathygiant wartime ally in the West, the
United States. In short, it was apparent that teeyesented the Egyptian nation, its
consciousness and its experience. By 1954, hawsityalestroyed the superstructure of
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them were closer to the Muslim Brotherhood andMilaexists. The main goals of the
Free Officers were to exterminate the foreign,ipaldrly United Kingdom,

influence in the country, to get rid of the landisrand the monarchic regime and to
end the corruption in political life. In January5B) the Revolutionary Command
Council dissolved all of the political parties aswlzed their funds. A provisional
constitution was prepared and the Revolutionary @anmd Council became the
ultimate authority for the following three yearsa @38 June 1953; the Egyptian
regime was declared republic. After the revolutipoywer struggle emerged between
Nasser, on the one hand, and, Naguib and the Misiotherhood, on the other. In
April 1954, Nasser became the prime minister wNidgjuib was the president
without real power. Yet, at the end of 1954, Nasseloubtedly dominated and
controlled Egyptian politicé’

After 1954, Nasser’'s power was consolidated incthntry with the
settlement of the two disputes, the United Kingdomilitary occupation and Sudan.
Regarding the United Kingdom'’s forces in Egyptksatontinued in 1953 and 1954.
Ultimately, the United Kingdom and Egypt reachedagreement on the evacuation
of the United Kingdom troops, but the maintenanicease with a civil cadre of the
United Kingdom. Therefore, the last troops of th@teld Kingdom left Egypt on 31

March 1956. On the other hand, regarding Sudaid2drebruary 1953, the United

institutions (parties, Parliament, the monarchy indourt) that permitted the political

forces of the ancien régime to exercise powerptitigary regime, contrary to popular
assumption, deliberately refrained from and acyualoided creating new ones. Instead, it
constructed its power base on the country’s twotringgressive and massive though
manageable and controllable institutions: the aamy the bureaucracy. The regime set itself
on a course of depoliticizing the public altogethiére brief flirtation with popular
participation in the political process of the perfoom 1923 to 1957 was abandoned. Instead
of participation, however limited or inadequatesrthwas now popular acclamation.”
P.J.Vatikiotis,The Middle East: From the End of the Empire toEnel of the Cold War
(London: Routledge, 1997), pp.105-106.

" Daly, pp.340-342. See also Mansfield, p.243-248pd&midt, pp.255-256; Kamrawa,
pp.92-94.
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Kingdom and Egypt reached an agreement of Sudaugseomy and, later, self-
determination. On 1 January 1956 Sudanese indepeadeas declared.

After the consolidation of power within the coynémd the settlement of the
aforementioned disputes, the rise of Nasserisbnalism and Nasser as the “hero”
of the Arab world began. Although the United States sympathetic to the
revolution, which was anti-colonial in nature, ascdssed in detail before, suspicion
and hostility against Nasser arose in the UnitedeSt® The development of
relations between Egypt and the Soviet Union wondgst probably instigate this
negative stance. On the other hand, Nasser was cawhmunist and a Soviet
sympathizer. He was just against the Western irmroknt in Egyptian politics and,
for him the Soviet Union was a powerful balancéh® West. In return, the Soviet
Union provided great amount of economic, militanglaechnical suppoff.

Consequently, Nasser was a nationalist with asitrgal attitudes, but not a
Communist. He was a pragmatic politician and Edpgatame the dominant power in
Arab politics, especially from the second halftod 1950s onwards, and Nasser

remained the hero of the Arab people until he ¢hetB70.

Iraq

Iraq was established after the First World Wantiihe land that had been
within borders of the Ottoman Empire. The monanslag established in 1921 under

the mandate of the United Kingdom and Iraq gaimel@épendence from the rule of

8 Mansfield, p.247. See also Cleveland, pp.295-888rzowski, pp.521-526. For a detailed
analysis of Muslim Brotherhood see Friedman, pp245, Fulya Atacan, “Otoriteryanizm
Kiskacinda Misir” irDegisen Toplumlar Dgismeyen Siyaset: Ortaga, ed. Fulya Atacan
(Istanbul: Balam Yayincilik, 2004), pp.41-50.

" Mansfield, p.249. See also Cleveland, p.305; Lewski, p.528; Goldschmidt, pp.292-
294,

8 Andrej Kreutz,Russia in the Middle East: Friend or Fo@®estport: Praeger Security
International, 2007), pp.110-111.
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the United Kingdom in 193%. However, the influence of the former mandatory
remained in the country in the following periodrogans of the rulers, who
remained close to the United Kingdom.

From the establishment of the Iraqgi state up A®#8, Iraq was ruled by the
Hashemite monarchy. Faisal Il became the Kingaxf In 1953 at the age of
eighteen, but the power behind the scene was rédehtllah, who was regarded
and named in the documents as the Crown PFfiegéme minister Nuri Said
controlled and directed especially the foreign @obf Iraq in the 1950s. He was
pro-Western and, particularly pro-British. He trieakd to establish the Baghdad Pact
in 1955. This caused a split between the Arab Wanld Irag.

The complex population of Iraqg influenced its tielas with the other Arab
states. The Shiites were the majority, but theyewsrderrepresented in the political
arena. Moreover, they were against the Pan-Aralriimi which they would be a
minority. The Sunni Kurdish Community in Irag wdsaagainst such a Union
because they sought to obtain political and culamgonomy. The complexity of the
population and the social and economic tensiotisdrcountry resulted in the coup
d’état in 1958, as will be discussed in detail ma@ter 5As early as 1954, John
Troutbeck, the ambassador of the United Kingdomaghdad, stated that
“corruption and stinginess of the groups in poviee, living conditions of the poor,
the high unemployment among the youth and the mecf the impact of Islam”
created resentment and hostility in the societyrsgzhe rulers® The Iraqi regime,

particularly Nuri Said, was the target of the hdsgtin the country as it was the

8 For the Iraqi politics between 1920 and 1932 sserrSluglettBritain in Iraq: Contriving
King and CountryLondon: IB Tauris, 2007)5ee also Phebe Mairhe Modern History of
Iraq (USA: Westview Press, 2004), pp.1-36; Charles T#pplistory of Iraq(Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2007), pp.30-74.

8 Marr, pp.50-51, 72.

8 primakov, p.21. See also Marr, pp.77-78.
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target of Nasser’s hostility. According to Nasseag was the chief ally of the
imperialist West. Therefore, Nasser attacked Narml Svho was his rival in the Arab
politics

Consequently, Iraq was the ally of the West in1880s, but the domestic
problems and the impacts of Nasserism brought dricethe regime in 1958. More
importantly, Iraq was the main rival of Nasser'syggin the competition for the
leadership of the Arab world and this rivalry pugtamp on Middle East politics in

the 1950s.

Iran

Iran was one of the most important regional adtothe 1950s with its pro-
Western policies and rich oil resources. In thisadie, Iran was being ruled by the
Pahlavi dynasty, which had ended the Qajar dynast925, and continued ruling
until 1979%° Reza Shah, who became the Shah of Iran in 192flisted a
militarily and bureaucratically strong state appasaSocial rights were provided,
i.e., Western type of education, civil law, and weammights. All these policies
undermined the religious leadership in the follagvperiod. His rule ended in 1941
with the joint Soviet Union-United Kingdom occugatiof Iran during the Second
World War, which ended in 1946. After Reza Shal@patture, the United Kingdom

sought to restore the Qajar rule, but did not sedcklis son, Mohammed Reza

8 Mansfield, p.248. For the details of the Iraqi @stic politics and the Prime Minister Nuri
Said’s foreign policy objectives, see Tripp, ppA3D.

% For the details of the Qajar dynasty and the itiansto the Pahlavi rule see Homa
Katouzian,State and Society in Iran: The Eclipse of the Qagnd the Emergence of the
Pahlavis(London: IB Tauris, 2006), pp.268-342; Sirus Gh#min and the Rise of Reza
Shah: From Qajar Collapse to Pahlavi Rileondon: IB Tauris, 1998).
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Shah, came to power. During his ruling, Iraniamtiehs with the West developed,
especially with the United Stat&%.

During the decade between 1953 and 1963, Mohaniteed Shah tried hard
to consolidate his power. He got rid of the thresgainst his authority from different
circles, i.e. the Communist Left, the National Rr@ome right-wing elements, and
the mullahsthe religious groups. The Tudeh Party, which was@ng political front
in Iran, was destructed. The National Front wagpsegsed until 1962. The right-
wing groups, which consisted of big landowners wisoe against the Shah’s land
reform, were pushed aside. The main figure of thallahs” in Iran, Ayatollah
Khomeini was sent into exile. He would come to poaféer the Revolution in
1979%

Regarding foreign relations, Iran had a pro-Wesstance and got involved
in the Western supported alliance projects, ihe ,Baghdad Pact, especially after the
overthrow of nationalist prime minister Mossade@ii.was the major component of
Iranian foreign relations, particularly with the ¥#eThe United Kingdom and the
Anglo-Iranian Oil Company were the major targetshef Iranian nationalists. In
1949, the Iranian government launched a reformnaragvhich required funding.
Although the Anglo-Iranian Oil Company’s revenuesl increased tenfold between
1944 and 1950, this was not reflected in the regsmi the state. The negotiations
between Iran and the Anglo-Iranian Oil Companyniréase the revenues did not

bear fruit and prime minister Mossadegh was autledrio nationalize the Iranian oil

% Sorenson, pp.190-192. See also Halliday, pp.1@]-AD M. Ansari, Modern Iran since
1921: The Pahlavis and Aft@England: Longman, 2003), pp.75-124.

8 Ansari, pp.125-146. See also Lenczowski, p.21@kiMdBaskavak, ‘fran’da Deisim
Sancilar” inDegisen Toplumlar Dgismeyen Siyaset: Ortaga, ed. Fulya Atacanigtanbul:
Baglam Yayincilik, 2004), pp.55-85.
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industry. Thereupon, Mossadegh cut the ties wighithited Kingdom and closed its
consulates in Iraff

After a joint operation of the intelligence seegoof the United States and
United Kingdom, Mossadegh was overthrown. Relatisitls the United Kingdom
were ameliorated, but the United States becamméjer ally of Iran. The influence
of the United States rose in the following periBeégarding the Iranian oil, a
consortium of the oil companies from the Unitedt&aUnited Kingdom and
Netherlands conducted negotiations with the Natibmaian Oil Company and a
new agreement was signed to the advantage of #a¢ gowers. More importantly,
Iran signed a bilateral agreement with the Unitete® and later joined the Baghdad
Pact in the same year, 1955, and Iran became afphe Western camp during the

Cold War®

Syria

Syria gained its independence from France in Etbentered into instable
and conflictual years in the 1950s. Several comgscauntercoups succeeded each
other. Syria became the center of the Arab sotials/ement, the Baath Party,
which was supported by young people, army officermkers and Palestinians. The
Baath Party became an advocate of land reforrmdtienalization of basic
industries, Pan-Arabism and resistance to Ziosrstel and the imperial powers.
However, this instigated Pan-Arab, anti-imperiadistl anti-Zionist propaganda

caused unrest among the social groups in Syriathe Armenians, Christians,

% Mansfield, pp.250-251. See also Lenczowski, pp 280- WestadThe Global Cold War,
p.122; Friedman, pp.287-288; McMahon, pp.65-66.
% ibid.
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Shiites, Alawis, Druzes, and Jews, especially dfieroverthrow of Colonel
Shishakli®

Colonel Shishakli controlled Syrian politics aftee coup d’état in 1949,
behind the scene. On 28-29 November 1951, duriothan coup d’état to
consolidate his power, the prime minister, membéthe cabinet and other political
leaders were arrested. On 2 December 1951 he isktile parliament and upon
that president Atassi resigned. After these dewetays, Colonel Shishakli seized
power and directly controlled Syrian politics urité was overthrown by another
coup in 1954. He established an authoritarian regm8yria after he consolidated
his power. In this period the political parties ahd Moslem Brotherhood were
banned, th@ress was controlled, the political activities the civil servants were
banned and the some university professors were fire

Regarding foreign policy, he followed Nasser’s tnalist policy and did not
join the Western-supported alliances. The mainweadf his foreign policy was pan-
Arabism with Syria at the core of the Arab Unionh& he resorted to oppressive
measures, his popularity and support began tortedh 1954, he was overthrown
by a military faction. After Shishakli, the parli@mtary regime and the constitutional
life which had been suspended by Shishakli wer@med. Hashim el-Atassi was re-
elected as the new president and he kept offiaehetvas replaced by Quwatli on
18 August 1955. In the following period, the armgssheavily involved in politics,
directly or indirectly, despite the existence of fharliamentary regime. In early

1958, Syria was unified with Egypt under the umlaref the United Arab Republic

% Goldschmidt, p.290. For the demographic detailSyafa see Onn Winckler,
Demographic Developments and Population PolicieBarthist Syria(Brighton: Sussex
Academic Press,1999).

% Cleveland, p.315. See also Lenczowski, pp.330-8¢4egiil Sever, “Baimsizliktan
Bugiine Suriye” irDegisen Toplumlar Dgismeyen Siyaset: Ortada, ed.Fulya Atacan
(istanbul: B&lam Yayincilik, 2004), pp.193-218.
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and governed by the president of the Union, Nasseil,the dissolution of the
Union in 1961. Cleveland writes that the “dividedanle policy” of the former
colonizer France and the “factionalization and tpm#iation of the military” impeded
the establishment of a long-lasting, stable andalitated regime in Syri&.

The dominant political ideology in Syria was NassteArab Nationalism, but
the impact of Communism was heavily felt in Syriaidg the 1950s. In this vein,
Syria followed the Egyptian path, acted againsiihestern-supported alliances
particularly the Baghdad Pact, and provided econ@nd military support from the
Soviet Union in 1956. Moreover, Syria recognizedr@wunist China. The leftwards
trend in Syria mainly stemmed from the increasthefinfluence of the Baath Party.
The Baath Party had few seats in the Parliamergreds the key positions were in
cooperation with the Baath Party including the andse military. Therefore, the
Baath Party became an indispensable element aj@grnment in Syria 1956
onwards?®

With the rise of leftist ideology, the Soviet Unishifted the center of its
propaganda activities from Lebanon to Syria. TH&boration between the Soviet
Union and Syria intensified, especially from 19%6vards and, the Soviet Union
provided $294 million in the name of economic arititany assistance between
1955 and 1958. Furthermore, the Soviet Union capneith the proposal of
financial assistance for the construction of hytiroigic plants and irrigation
projects. In 1956, president Quwatli visited thei8bUnion and secured the support

of the Soviet Union to defend Syrian independeAdlehese developments caused

%2 Cleveland, p.315. See also Lenczowski, pp.330-8¢4egiil Sever, “Baimsizliktan
Bugiine Suriye” irDegisen Toplumlar Dgismeyen Siyaset: Ortada, ed.Fulya Atacan
(istanbul: B&lam Yayincilik, 2004), pp.193-218.

% Mansfield, p.260. See also Gol@yviet Policies in the Middle East: From World War

to Gorbachevpp.140-142; Robert G. Rab8yria, the United States and the War on Terror
in the Middle EasfWestport: Praeger, 2006), p.39.
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uneasiness in the United Staté®vith the establishment of the United Arab
Republic between Egypt and Syria in 1958, the Comistthreat was curbed with

the control of Syria by Nasser.
Saudi Arabia

The Saudi Arabian state was established in 193pmhgaud® When he died
in 1953, his eldest son, Saud, came to power. Aompetent ruler, who had a
luxurious life, he assigned the financial manageméthe country to his brother,
Faisal. In time, after failures in foreign polid also assigned the management of
foreign relations to his broth&t.

In the domestic politics of Saudi Arabia, the basioblem was the allocation
of revenues to meet the needs of the public. Despd improvements in
transportation, health, and school facilities, @agramount of the revenues was
allocated to unproductive projects.

The basic source of revenue for the Saudi Aralasis @l production and
exports. The involvement of the Saudi Arabia inppdduction dated back to the
1930s when the US companies began searching oilnass in the region.
Therefore, after the Second World War, the UnitedeS-operated Arabian
American Oil Company (ARAMCO) became the largegicter of the Middle East
oil to Europe. Therefore, Saudi-United States i@t were shaped in the light of oll

relations and the influence of the United StateSaudi Arabia gradually increased

% Kreutz, p.13. See also Rabil, pp.40-41.

% For the details of the developments before thadishment of the Saudi state see Madawi
Al-RasheedA History of Saudi Arabi@gCambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2002),
pp.39-71.

% Sorenson, p.129. See also Al-Rasheed, pp.106-109.

9 Lenczowski, p.587. See also Fulya Atacan, “Tedkibnarsi: Suudi Arabistan” in

Degisen Toplumlar Dgismeyen Siyaset: Ortago, ed.Fulya Atacani¢tanbul: Bglam
Yayincilik, 2004), pp.221-255.
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in the following period, not only economically, balso culturally. Westad states
that, “American money enabled the regime to fagtegrip on the huge territory that
it claimed to control without having to give consiems to opposition groupS®

On the other hand, despite close relations wigh.ihited States, Saudi
Arabia did not join the alliance projects that weupported by the United States.
Kreutz argues that there were two main reasonghi®ipolicy: “not to be allied with
the traditionally hostile Iran and not to instig#te hostility of the Arab
nationalists.” The distanced position of Saudi Aaab the alliance projects was
supported by the Soviet Union and the spokesmameoBoviet Union’s Foreign
Ministry praised the Saudi stance on 16 April 1985addition, the Soviet Union
supported the Saudi Arabia in the Buraimi Dispuith whe United Kingdom.
However, the flirtation between the two statesratiturn into closer relations
because of their ideological commitments: Islantli@ Saudi Arabia and the
Communist Revolution for the Soviet Unidh.

Finally, the Saudi relations with Nasserism wdse @aonflictual. Although
the Saudi Arabia was against Nasserist Egyptianmatism due to its
traditionalism, the former joined the Egyptian-8yriSaudi Pact in 1955°
Consequently, the Saudi Arabia in the 1950s wast&de®sriented, but the regional
rivalries and dynamics forced it to collaboratehngtates which were ideologically

and politically irreconcilable.

% Westad;The Global Cold Wam.120. See also Al-Rasheed, pp.91-105.
% Kreutz, p.126.
190 Mansfield, pp.259-260. See also Al-Rasheed, p.106.
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Lebanon

Lebanon declared its independence from the Frerastdate in 1943 during
the German occupation in France, but its indepecelaas recognized by the great
powers in 1946. Beginning from 1952, Camille Chamomho was a Maronite
lawyer and had acted as the finance and interiarster in the earlier cabinets,
replaced Bishara al-Khuri and ruled Lebanon agthsident until he was forced to
leave in 1958

President Chamoun had a pro-Western stance &uadnaird to protect the
free enterprise system and banking regulationshwhigre favorable for the foreign
investors. Moreover, President Chamoun had to Kespgifferent social groups
together because Lebanon had a vibrant socioecorsiracture in which different
social groups with their various religious, ethnpolitical, cultural backgrounds lived
together as a “free and open society” although siomes several clashes and crises
erupted among these grous.

During Chamoun’s Presidency, the Middle East essed the most tense
years of the Cold War, i.e., the superpower rivalng the rise of Nasserism. In this
vein, Chamoun refused to participate in the aliasygstem, but tried hard to keep
closer relations with the West. Although Lebanod hagro-Western stance in
regional politics, the social crises in Lebanod®8 and the tension and crises in
the Middle East had impacts on Lebanese politittebanon, the domestic unrest

between the Muslims and Maronites deterioratedt@aelections in 1957, in which

101 A J.Abraham]ebanon in Modern Timg&anham: University Press of America, 2008),
p.128.

192 For the details of the economic, social and caltdynamics of Lebanon s&amir
Khalaf, Civil and Uncivil Violence in LebanofiNew York: Columbia University Press,
2002), pp.151-203.
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Chamoun and the Maronites, who supported him, woa twvo-thirds majority in the
parliament, were believed to be manipulated arglitfstigated the crisi$>

The Muslims of Lebanon began to demand reformyBoeight to prove that
they were the majority in Lebanon and as such wetiéled to more authority in the
government. The Lebanese Muslims were pro-NassePan-Arabism, while
supporters of Chamoun, mostly the Maronites, weoe/destern. Therefore,
Chamoun had to satisfy these two communities tp kleem together. Ultimately,
the Muslim community, who were supported by thetebhiArab Republic, rebelled
in the big cities with the demand to unite with theited Arab Republic in the
summer of 1958 and the government was unable toatdhe eventsMoreover, the
Iragi coup d’état urged Chamoun to take measures.LEbanese Army under the
control of General Fuad Chebab, who would be tlteessor of Chamoun as
president, did not act to control and suppressehellions and as a result the
President Chamoun demanded military interventiothieyUnited States in 1958 to
save his rulé®

The Soviet Union did not get involved in Lebanpsétics until the Civil
War in 1975, but acted decisively to have influetigeugh the Orthodox Church,
the Communist Party, financial, and cultural atigdd. As a result of the political
freedom in the country, the Soviet Union spreagpaganda about its achievements

and accepted Lebanese students to its universities.

193 For a detailed analysis of the Lebanon Crisisdfi8lsee M.S.Agwani (ed Jhe
Lebanese Crisis 1958lew York: Asia Publishing House, 1965). See alsalf, pp.103-
150; Abraham, pp.128-130; Lenczowski, pp.366-3d8yé€land, pp.326-327; Sorenson,
pp.293-294; Mansfield, p.259; Fulya Atacan, “Kiidiike Buyiik Sorunlar: Lilbnan” in
Degisen Toplumlar Dgismeyen Siyaset: Ortaga, ed. Fulya Atacani¢tanbul: Bglam
Yayincilik, 2004), pp.285-310.

%% ibid.

195 Kreutz, p.33.
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To sum up, Lebanon was squeezed between pro-Sdassierism and pro-
Westernism. Although the rulers were pro-Westechr@mained loyal to the West,
the pro-Nasserite Muslims and their problematiatrehs with the Maronites and the
support of the United Arab Republic to these Musltould be regarded as the
reasons for the domestic unrest. In addition, theetbpments in the Middle East,

particularly the crises, had significant impactl@ibanese politics.

Jordan

Jordan became independent from the United Kingdon@ndate in 1946.
Abdullah became the first King of the independéeates After he was assassinated in
1951, his son Talal came to power. Talal had bkeerCrown Prince during the reign
of Abdullah, but he was mentally ill. After Talahth become ineligibldue to his
illness, his son Hussein was elected as the Kirpadan by the parliament in 1952
and he began his reign actively in 19583.

After Hussein became the King of the Hashemitegom of Jordan, he was
exposed to the crisis between Egypt and the Weatkance. More importantly,
Nasserism was the hope of the Palestinians ireflagee camps, the Palestinian
intellectuals, merchants and peasants who did aat W be the subjects of Jordan,
which had expanded its territories to central aastern Palestine as early as 1948
during the Palestinian war. Salibi argues thatRhkestinians were against the
Hashemite monarchy basically for two reasons: odusion of the Palestinians by
the Jordanian system and the anti-Hashemite agstotithe older Palestinians which

were passed on to the younger generations. Therafa Palestinians both in the

196 Kamal Salibi,The Modern History of Jordafi.ondon: IB Tauris, 1998), pp.176-177.
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refugee camps and towns in Jordan became the majaiized group of opposition
in the country?®’

Regarding foreign policy, King Hussein felt pragstrom both sides
particularly to join the alliance system in the Mliel East in the 1950s: the United
Kingdom and its allies, including Turkey, forcearhio join the alliance system, on
the one hand, and Nasser and the Nasserites fonteid resist joining, on the other.
Ultimately, Jordan did not participate in the ali@, and, in return the United
Kingdom cut its subsidy to Jordan. Rather, EgyptiegSGand Saudi Arabia
compensated for the subsidy of the United KingdSfh.

In the meantime, as Jordan got closer with thesdl@gs, the Soviet Union,
which had not recognized Jordan and preventedetslmership in the United
Nations until the mid-1950s, changed its policy @aoss Jordan. In April 1954, the
Soviet Union backed Jordan in the dispute withelsadter the Israeli attack on the
village of Nahalin in Jordan. A year later, the BdWnion accepted the membership
of Jordan in the United Nations. During the Suez W& 956, the Jordanian
parliament accepted the proposal of the governmoeesgtablish diplomatic relations
with the Soviet Union and communist China. Howetlee, domestic and regional
uprisings, which will be discussed in detail in @tea 5, prevented Jordan from
getting closer to the Soviet Union and Jordan aggred the West in the late

1950s!%°

197 salibi, p.198. For the details of the Jordanialicgaegarding Palestine see Musa S.
Braizat, The Jordanian Palestinian Relationship: The Bankrymf the Confederal Idea
(London: British Academic Press, 1998); Joseph NKirmg Abdallah and Palestine: A
Territorial Ambition(London: Macmillan, 1996); Lenczowski, p.474.

198 Cleveland, p.322. See also Sorenson, pp.334-3@Bis6hmidt, pp.287-288; Mansfield,
p.259; Erhan Kek®glu, “Kral Hiiseyin’den Il.Abdullah’a Urdiin” ifDegisen Toplumlar
Degismeyen Siyaset: Ortaga, ed.Fulya Atacani¢tanbul: Bglam Yayinclik, 2004),
pp.259-282. For the details of the history of talations of Jordan and the Palestinians
before the independence of Jordan see Salibi, Ppfl43.

199 Kreutz, pp.39-40.

54



Consequently, Jordan felt the pressure of thederand split in the Arab
world in the 1950s and tried to adapt to the chagndiynamics. Nevertheless,
eventually, Jordan had to choose the West to sapphe domestic unrest and save

the throne.

Israel

The Israeli state was established after the Asageli war in 1948. From the
very beginning, Israel became the common enemlyeoArab states, especially
because of the Palestinian conffittand it was exploited as part of the propaganda
tool of Nasserite Arab nationalism. The unity of thrab world against Zionist
Israel, the occupier of the Palestine, was the rizains of Arab politics. Moreover,
as Cleveland argues, Israel was perceived as #pafsionist arm of the Western
imperialism”. The Arabs were afraid of the possibiof Israeli gaining more
territory for the Jews in the region. In returmaks, at least at the very beginning,
was afraid of the possibility of united Arab milyaforces amassing against it.
Therefore, the efforts to unite or to strengthemnAlnab states, i.e., the Soviet
economic and military assistance to Egypt, Syrid after the coup in 1958, Iraq,
worried the Israeli staté! As a result, the unrest, hostility, and tensiotween the
Arabs and Israel continued and several clashesvars] i.e., the Arab-Israeli War of
1956, the Six Days War in 1967, and the Yom Kipyar in 1973, between the two

sides occurred.

10 Eor the details of the establishment of the I$state and the Palestinian conflict see
Leslie Stein,The Making of Modern Isra¢Cambridge: Polity Press, 2009); Avi Shlaim,
Israel and Palestine: Reapprisals, Revisions, Réifuts(London: Verso, 2010); Harry
B.Ellis, Israel and the Middle EagThe United States: Kessinger Publishing, 2009ai&f
Karsh (ed.)Jsrael: The First Hundred Yeaftondon: Frank Cass, 1999).

1 Cleveland, p.328. See alfwrahim Mazlum, fsrail Siyasal Ygaminin Temel
Dinamikleri” in Degisen Toplumlar Dgismeyen Siyaset: Ortago, ed.Fulya Atacan
(istanbul: Balam Yayincilik, 2004), pp.89-119.
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The Israeli state was supported by the Westerremmwparticularly the
United States, politically, economically, and naitity from the beginning. As a
Middle Eastern state with Western models of pdaltstructure, economy, military
and society, Israel received the constant supgdheoUnited States. Mansfield
states that the Zionist political influence and pine-Israeli Congress in the United
States were the main reasons for the United Statggort of Israel™?

By the same token, the Soviet Union supportectgii@blishment of the
Israeli state, too. As discussed above, Gaddisarthat:

In order to exploit the American differences wiitle British who still

held a United Nations mandate over that territtyygensure turmoil

which might have enabled the entrance of the $tnaeps in the

region as a part of peace-keeping force and taigeche support

of the Communist Party in Israel, the Soviet Unsoipported the

establishment of the Israeli statd.

On the other hand, Lenczowski argues wiagn the Soviet Uniosigned an
agreement with Israel as early as 1949 which edahke former to control the
properties of the Orthodox Church in Israel, tHatrens between the two states
began to develop. Moreover, as he argues, thdilstae signed trade agreements
with the states of the Soviet Union in Eastern parto develop its economic
relations™* Whatever the reason was, it can be argued ttratuah the Israeli state
was established with the support of the Westerngpsythe relations between Israel
and the Soviet Union were closer from the very beigig.

Consequently, the Arab-Israeli relations and Isaelations with the great

powers were affected by the global dynamics aretésts as well as the regional

dynamics and interests of the Cold War in the 1950s

12 Mansfield, p.251. See also Little, pp.77-103; Laaweski, pp.416-417.
13 GaddisWe Now Know: Rethinking Cold War Histopy166.
114 enczowski, p.418.
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Pakistan

Pakistan became an independent state after iésagem from India on 15
August 1947. It was founded on the north-westedhraonth-eastern region of India
where the majority of the population was MuslimeTader of the Muslim
population, Mohammed Ali Jinnah, became the leaélére new Pakistani stat&

In the following period, particularly after the dieaf Jinnah in 1948, Pakistani
politics became chaotic because of the politiciamsbility or disinterestedness to
establish a democratic system. During the decdtteviog the establishment of the
Pakistani state, seven prime ministers governegtakand attempts to establish
democracy failed. In this decade, Ghulam Mohamm, acted as president
between 1951 and 1955; and Iskender Mirza, whotlasuccessor of Ghulam
Mohammed, between 1955 and 1958, dominated Pakstatics. The Pakistani
armyregarded as the only organization that could peld and order in the
country, became deeply involved in politics. Ultielg, the Chief-of-Staff of the
Pakistani Army and the Minister of Defense of P&tis Ayub Khan, ended the
Iskender Mirza period in 1958 and acted as presidetil 1969'°

The 1950s witnessed efforts to establish a nattate in Pakistan in an
atmosphere of political volatility. During the dsliahment of the national state and
the national identity, religion was used as a cdrtekeep people together where the
majority was predominantly Muslim. However, the B&ni Muslims differed from
each other in their religious practices. Althougbstof them were Sunni (about
seventy five percent), the other group was Shiafliets between the Sunnis and

Shias broke out in Pakistan in this period. Morpantantly, religion was abused by

155 M.Burke and Lawrence Ziringakistan’s Foreign Policy: A Historical Analysis
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1990), p.8.

16 Owen Bennett JoneBakistan: Eye of the Stor(hew Haven: Yale University Press,
2003), pp.224-226.
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the politicians and the army to reach their pdditigoals. In addition to religious
practice, the cultural, ethnic and linguistic dsigr of the Pakistani population posed
a problem for the establishment of the Pakistaatitm state.**’

The foreign policy of Pakistan was also challeggmthe early years as well
as domestic politics. Pakistan had border dispwittsits neighbors India, e.g.,
Kashmir, and Afghanistan, e.g., Pushtoonidtdherefore Pakistan needed to

provide the support of the great powers, partityldwe United States, against its

hostile neighbors. Furthermore, as Burke and Zwnite, the Pakistani leaders saw

" Hilary Synnott,Transforming Pakistan: Ways Out of Instabiliondon: Routledge,
2009), pp.17-27. For the details of nationalisrRakistan, see Jones, pp.109-145.

118 K ashmir was a dominantly Muslim territory which hanained part of India after the
establishment of the Pakistani state in 1947 aodrnistituted a problem between the two
states which is still alive. The invasion of Kashtwy the Pakistani tribes in 1947 and the
Pakistani army in 1948 deteriorated the situatietwieen India and Pakistan. After the
failure of direct negotiations between the twoesatndia referred the Kashmir dispute to
the United Nations, and the Security Council dezlauccessive resolutions, which mainly
pointed out the necessity of a plebiscite in Kashkridwever, the plebiscite was not realized
as a result of the disagreement between India akidt@n. In time, despite the efforts to
solve the dispute, the Kashmir dispute still pasg@soblem between the two states. Burke
and Ziring, pp.16-46. See also William J. Barriddja, Pakistan and the Great Powers
(New York: Praeger, 1972), pp.38-43; Jones, pp@&-FEor a detailed analysis of the
Kashmir dispute, see Alastair Lanibcomplete Partition: The Genesis of the Kashmir
Dispute 1947-19480xford: Oxford University Press, 2002); Victorial®field, Kashmir in
Conflict: India, Pakistan and the Unending Waondon: IB Tauris, 2003); A. Z. Hilali,
“Historical Developments of the Kashmir Problem d&akistan’s Policy After September
117, PerceptionsSummer 2004.

In a National Intelligence Estimate the Pushtoamsssue was described in 1953 as
follows: “Ever since 1947, the Afghan governmens hieaged an unsuccessful propaganda
and diplomatic campaign for the establishment chaionomous Pushtoonistan for the
several million Pathan tribesmen in Pakistan’seest frontier area. The territory was
once part of Afghanistan and after its annexatipBfitish India in the late Tcentury, its
inhabitants continued to maintain close relatioith teir kinsmen across the border who
comprise the dominant Afghan tribal group. Pakist@olicy of extending economic aid and
social improvements to the Pathan tribes withitb@sders has not only materially reduced
their traditional restiveness but has also donelmtagain their loyalty and to weaken their
ties with Afghanistan. Although this controversyidikely to result in war between
Pakistan and Afghanistan, it may drag on indefinitEhe Afghan Government shows no
sign of abandoning its campaign despite its appdaek of success in arousing tribal feeling
within Pakistan and despite the fact that virtuaByf its external trade normally passes
through Pakistan and has been intermittently stdxgieto Pakistan obstructions. Pakistan
will almost certainly continue to hold that thetataof the tribes is a domestic matter in
which Afghanistan has no legitimate interest. kemviof the basic nature of the tension
between Pakistan and Afghanistan, any effectivéanyl collaboration between the two
appears unprobable.” National Intelligence Estimat@e 30, 1953. FRUS 1952-54. v.11.
p.2., p.1085.
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communism as a threat to the Islamic way of lifiee Tooperation with the United
States was necessary to fight against Communidhakistan was ready to be
involved in an alliance with the West in the 199@ewever, as Burke and Ziring
argue, the United Sates was not willing to coogewath Pakistan in the beginning
because India was the major actor with its poteatid resources in Asia to combat
against communism in the eyes of the United Stalesision makers who sought to
persuade India to act together to the last mirtdibsvever, as India became non-
aligned, Pakistan became the ally in Asia and waised to join the Alliance system.
In the same vein, Pakistan signed the Pact witkéfyuin 1954 and joined the
Baghdad Pact in 1955 and provided the buffer zomsia against the Soviet
expansiornt®

To sum up, the 1950s experienced the domesticgmaband the search for
alliances with other states for the newly establisRakistani state. As time passed,
Pakistarsided with the Western powers, particularly with thnited States, to
provide protection against its neighbors and ntsaetomestic needs, especially
economic and military aid as will be discussedetad in Chapter 4, in return for
completing the alliance system in the Middle Eashma Asian state, and providing a

buffer zone against Soviet expansion with the stpgfdhe United States.

Afghanistan

Afghanistan became an independent state in 19&Btae wars with British
India. The leader of the Afghan state, AmanullataKhwvho ruled the country

between 1919 and 1929, launched diplomatic inviggtifor the recognition of

119 Burke and Ziring, pp. 60, 91, 98, 240. See alsmés, pp.83-128.
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Afghanistan in the international aretfd After Amanullah Khan, Nadir Shah became
the King and Nadir Shah ruled the country betwe@20land 1933 until he was
assassinated. In 1933, upon the assassinationdif Slaah, the long reign of Zahir
Shah began and he ruled Afghanistan until 1978drearly years of his rule, his
uncles acted as prime ministers and governed #te sitil 1953 when Daoud Khan
became the prime minister after a palace revolumhheld office until 1963. King
Zahir Shah and prime minister Daoud Khan were thenment figures in Afghan
politics in the 19505*

Rasanayagam describes prime minister Daoud Kharifasvent nationalist
and a modernizer” who aimed to modernize Afghanistad he was critical of the
policies of his predecessors regarding modernizaiibe modernization of
Afghanistan needed foreign financial support amdDaoudKhan period witnessed
the change of the traditional “neutralist” Afghamlipy.??

During the government of prime minister Daoud Khefifigrts were made to
develop the economic and social structures of Afiggtan. Dams and roads were
built and communications and basic industries vestablished. In addition, the
school system was developed. To reach his goatsjdihan secured foreign
financial assistance. He established an autoguatitical structure to modernize the
country and to control society. Afghan society wasinantly Pathans or Pushtuns,
but there were many smaller linguistic, ethnic aational groups, i.e., Hazaras,
Uzbeks, Turkomans, Tajiks, Baluch, Kirghiz, Nurrstaizilbash, Aimaq, and

Brahui which constituted the half of the populatiDaoud Khan established a strong

120 Amalendu MisraAfghanistar(Cambridge: Polity, 2004), pp.19.
121 Angelo Rasanayagamfghanistan: A Modern Histor§tondon: IB Tauris, 2005), p.25.
122hid., p.27.
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central authority and one-party state to rule thpesmple from different
backgrounds?®
Regarding foreign policy, Afghanistan had closes tvith the Soviet Union
in the 1950s because the Soviet Union provided@iah support to Afghanistan for
its modernization. In 1955, several agreements wigreed between the Soviet
Union and Afghanistan to develop barter trade betwbe two states. In the same
year, Khrushchev visited Afghanistan and providéd@0 million loan for the
development of the country. However, not to beyfdépendent on the Soviet Union,
a powerful neighbor which might have swallowed Adgtstan, and to balance the
relations between the two superpowers, Afghaniapgmoached the United States in
1954 to provide particularly military aid. Howevéne United States did not meet
the needs and the demands of the Afghan governanelhAfghanistamemained
closer to the Soviet Unioff’ In other words, the disinterestedness of the dnite
States towards Afghanistan resulted indegelopment of relations between the
Soviet Union and Afghanistan. Misra explains whg thhited States ignored
Afghanistan as follows:
From the end of the Second World War Il until 19%8en the Soviets
invaded it, the West and the international comryuplissfully ignored
Afghanistan. Various factors contributed to tlaisk of interest. First,
Afghanistan was not a major player in local arglaeal, let alone
international, politics. Second, its contributiorworld trade and commerce
was almost negligible. Third, its inhospitable&én and closed culture
deterred potential tourists from visiting the ctyyn. Fourth, its landlocked
position flanked by a secretive Soviet Union ie tiorth and the mighty

Himalayan range to the south, effectively sealeitsderritory creating a
proverbial no-man’s lantf’

123 enczowski, pp.249-250. See also Thomas Barfiighanistan: A Cultural and
Political History (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2010), pg-225.

24 Misra, pp.22-23. See also Rasanayagam, pp.28&fieB, pp. 209-210; Lenczowski,
pp.245-247; Amin SaikaModern Afghanistan: A History of Struggle and SuaV{London:
IB Tauris, 2004), pp.118-125.

125 Misra, p.20.
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The importance and the priority of India, anddate Pakistan, to the interests
of the United States in the region can be addeldese reasons why the United
States ignored Afghanistan.

Consequently, the domestic and country specifiadyics of Afghanistan
played roles in the formulation of the Afghan fgmeipolicy, especially with the
superpowers. In return, the priorities of the spperers, particularly the United
States, resulted in the establishment of closatiogls between the Soviet Union and

Afghanistan.

Concluding Remarks

The Cold War was not simply a clash between tleesmperpowers. It was a
struggle of the two systems involving their policeconomic, social, and military
dynamics. However, as they reached a balanceg¢plarty of nuclear weapons, they
tried hard to avoid direct confrontation and lookedalternative ways to protect and
expand their spheres of influence against the offtex Third World became the
arena of competition, and the Middle East witnegked rivalry in the 1950s.

The main aim of the United States and its Allieswo protect the vital
resources of the region, particularly oil, for th&urvival and power, and to prevent
the Soviet Union from infiltrating the region thiglutheir policy of containment.
Therefore, the United States provided economicratfithry assistance to the states
in the region and tried to bring them together urtde umbrella of alliance systems.
However, the regional dynamics, i.e., the Nassénigd nationalism, anti-
imperialism, anti-Zionism and intra-Arab rivalryaused these policies to fail and

paved the way of the Soviet advances into the regispecially in the second half of
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the 1950s. The change and flexibility of the Sostettegy under Khrushchev also
played a role in this development.

On the other hand, the states in the region, withonsidering the clash of
ideologies of the two superpowers, leveraged tpergower rivalry to their
advantage and maximize their interests. Like tlodaland regional dynamics,
domestic developments also shaped the Middle Edisicp in the 1950s.

After the analyses of the global dynamics of tleédGQNar, the reflections of
the global dynamics on regional politics and thaividual states, the developments
in which Turkey was involved, directly or indiregtin the 1950s, will be examined
in the light and the context of these analyses.fifeemajor development of the
Middle East politics regarding Turkey was the Mel@last Command. In the next
chapter, the developments about the Middle Eastrtamd will be analyzed in

detail.
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CHAPTER 3

THE MIDDLE EAST AND TURKEY, 1950-1953

As discussed above, the Middle East was one afeitiens that withnessed
heated struggles during the Cold War especialthéen1950s. On the one hand, the
capitalist countries, led by the superpower Uniéates and its close Ally the United
Kingdom, and on the other hand, the communist fugvegr the Soviet Union
competed to control the region. At least, they @met to lose control of the region
to the other side. However, the struggle amongjtkat powers was only part of the
complexity of Middle East politics in this era. Bye same token, the struggle among
the states in the Middle East, namely Turkey, thab/states and Israel,
characterized the most problematic years in thedMi&ast during the Cold War. As
a result, in order to better understand the devetoys and Turkey’s position in the
Middle East politics in the 1950s, both of thesavporelations should be taken into
consideration.

In this chapter, the developments before the riBid%, mainly before the
establishment of the Baghdad Pact in 1955, whichahaajor influence on regional
politics, will be analyzed. The focus will be oretafforts to establish a regional
security system, namely the Middle East Commantlyden 1951 and 1952, and the
Middle East Defense Organization between late E3t%P21953, in which Turkey was
one of the major political actors. The importantéhes kind of a security system lie
in the promotion of Turkey’s leadership in the mgby the United States that
conflicted with the attempts of Egypt as the leaafeéhe Arab world. The reaction

against Turkey's endeavors to be more active inglgeon cannot be understood
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without the regional dynamics that also determitiedpolicies of the great powers
of the Middle East.

Thus, in the context of the great power polittbss chapter will analyze the
regional factors that determined Turkey’s policyking mechanism throughout the
1950s. Moreover, it aims to flesh out the role afkey’s domestic actors in the
decision-making mechanism in the early 1950s.

First of all, it seems necessary to put emphasihe policies of the great

powers regarding the Middle East before getting the details of regional politics.

The Great Powers and the Middle East

With the outbreak of the Cold War in the late 1940e Middle East became
one of the significant areas on which the Uniteaté€X, the United Kingdom and the
Soviet Union focused. The interests of the Unitetes and the United Kingdom in
the region were formulized in the report of thend@hiefs of the General Staff,
dated 5 August 1948:

Denial to any potential hostile power of any famthin this area,

maintenance of friendly relationships which colkdpromoted by

social and economic assistance, together with sulitary assistance

as might be practicable in order to insure coltabon by the peoples

of the region in the common defense of the areegldpment of the

oil resources in the area by the United Statessaot other countries

as had or could be expected to have a friendlydé towards the

United States, assurance of the right militargéasrof the United States

to enter militarily essential areas upon a thofatvar 2%

These strategic principles and goals shed lighherdirection of the politics
of the great powers regarding the region in thie¥ahg period. The main aim was
to keep the area under control not only militaridyt also economically, especially

through the control of the oil resources, whicheveital to the interests of both

12 FRUS 1951.v.5.i.8, p.1.
127 All block quotations in this study are originaldagrammar problems and letter omissions
belong to the original texts.
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sides. On the other hand, establishing friendlgti@hs in order to provide the
control of the region through military and economigpport to the countries in the
area was the strategy of the Allies. In the lighth@se strategic principles, the great
powers reoriented their policies in order to adhptrequirements of power struggle
in the region, and they sought to take the cousnirighe region to their side by
implementing these policies. The targeted countri¢ke region were named in a
report written by the US Assistant Secretary ofé&Std the time, George McGhé#&
on 29 November 1950: “Greece, Turkey, Iran, Iseael the Arab States including
Egypt and Libya.**°

At the beginning, Greece was also included asgddhe policy because of
the indivisibility of the Eastern Mediterranean avididle Eastern politics for the
decision makers of the United States and the Ukiteddom. However, it was
excluded by the policy planners in 19581n the following two years, the positions
of Greece and Turkey regarding the Middle East vaetty debated by the officials
of the Allies. After the admission of Turkey ande@ce to the NATO in 1952, the
policies focused on Iran, Israel, and the ArabeStaspecially in the realm of
economic and military assistante.n short, policies regarding Turkey and Greece
became parts of the policies regarding the NAT@oaigh later on, Turkey became
the focal point of Middle East politics especidiby the United States.

After the analysis of the strategy and the depnctf the area by the Allies,
the vitality of the Middle East for the Allies, wdii was discussed in detail in the

previous chapter, should be re-emphasized.

128 George McGhee was appointed as the US Assistantt8gey of State in 1949 and stayed
in office until the end of 1951.

2 FRUS 1951.v.5.i.8, p.2.

% During the Anglo-American talks in October 1956 Middle East area was defined and
excluded Greece. No command had been set up fddedéerranean Area.” FO 371.95002.
181 FRUS 1951.v.5.i.8, p.3.
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A memorandum sent by the US Assistant Secretatyet&ecretary of State
stated that the Middle East was important for thiedse of the United States and the
United Kingdom, and that they both lacked the mavgyaneeded to defend the area
against Soviet aggression. Furthermore, they haaalce plans for the defense of the
Middle East, especially to protect and control $aidi Arabian oil fields and the
Dhahran Air base, which were essential for thetestiia aims of the Allies. The loss
of the Middle East to the Soviet Union would bereag psychological loss to the
free world generally and, more importantly, acdesthe Middle Eastern oil was
vital to Europe and the United States in a long. waaddition to oil resources, the
Middle East was strategically important for thei@dl because important land, naval,
and air bases existed in the region. If the Aldeknot actively participate in Middle
East politics, the US prestige would decline inttbgion. If this happened, the US
firms might not have been permitted to maintainrtbi& concessions and other
interests in the regiott?

The Allies agreed upon the control of the MiddesEthrough the
establishment of friendly relations with the coisgrin the region for strategic
purposes, especially for the oil resources andegfi@bases in the area. However,
although they had common plans regarding the Mi&dist, there were also some
differences in the tactics for the United States e United Kingdom. A paper
drafted in the US Department of State shows howptlwities of the two powers
deviated:

In the Middle East the US and UK have similar sgginterests. All

the more striking therefore is the absence ofsamylarity between US

and UK plans for the protection of their interastshe Middle East. UK

plans, in spite of heavy commitments in other syreall for the commitment
of British forces to defend part of the Middle Efg at least the first two

132 Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of Stat®l&ar Eastern, South Asian and
African Affairs (McGhee) to the Secretary of Stdf®US 1951.v.5.i.8., p.4.
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years of war. This disparity between US and Ukaplaad some justification

under the World War Il concept of British primagsponsibility for the

defense of the area. Yet, while UK plans envigage US plans endorse)

British defense of the Suez area and protectighefranian oil fields in

which British interests are paramount, neitherdd&UK plans call for

British defense of Dhahran air field and the @lds in Arabia in which

American interests are paramotit.

It can be concluded that the United Kingdom souglactively participate in
regional politics, whereas the United States waarmihg to control the region behind
the scenes and did not want to be involved in regipolitics openly.

In harmony with the strategy of establishing fdinrelations with the states
in the Middle East and economically and militaslypporting them, Turkey and
Egypt came into prominence for the great powergiigng with Turkey’s role in

regional politics, how the aforementioned countbesame part of power politics in

the 1950s must be discussed.

Turkey’s Role in Regional Politics

The major priority of Turkish foreign policy folang the establishment of
NATO was to be a member of this organization. RerAllies, however, supporting
Turkey and integrating it into Middle East politias a supporter of the West was
considered the nucleus of the strategies in thalMiBtast. As early as 1947, the US
president Truman emphasized the importance of fikethe Middle East as
follows:

The future of Turkey as an independent and ecocalinisound state is

clearly no less important to the freedom-lovinges of the world than

the future of Greece... Turkey now needs our supfance the war

Turkey has sought financial assistance from GBegdin and the United

States for the purpose of effecting that modetimnanecessary for the

maintenance of its national integrity. That intBgis essential to the
preservation of order in the Middle E&&t.

1% paper Drafted in the Department of State. FRUS 195.i.8, pp.9-10.
134 president Harry S.Truman’s Address Before a Jéssion of Congress, March 12, 1947.
http://avalon.law.yale.edu/20th_century/trudoc.asp
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The basic concern for the Allies was to provide sklf-sufficiency of Turkey
through economic and military support. A militarppwerful Turkey was essential
for their interests and strategies including theldlié East. Therefore, the United
States and the United Kingdom agreed to be as a®gessible with the Outer Ring
(Turkey and Iran) in the region. It was a major pament of the great powers’
policy because the area including Turkey and Ithe Turkish-lIranian Mountains)
would protect the Middle East with its oil, manpovaad strategic facilitiet’ As
McGhee writes, “Turkey’s fighting power was the mpswerful in Europe
following the United Kingdom and to maximize thdityt of this power, the
surrounding of it by the Soviet Union from the Eastl South should have been
prevented .

Eventually, Turkey was considered the main actaegional politics by the
Allies. Furthermore, the Allies expected that tiieeo states in the region would
welcome Turkey’s leadership in the region. The repbthe Conference of the US
Middle Eastern Chiefs of Mission held in Istanbal14-21 February 1951
concluded that:

All states in the region recognize Turkey’s exmbsiuation and its

importance to Middle East defense. They would apgifurther aid and

support to Turkey. Most of them would be expedtediew with approval

a special, formalized security commitment to Tyrkeen if it were not

extended to them, although such action would desbiead to increased

demands on their part. It is probable that thediéidEastern states, or at
least those adjacent to Turkey, would be receptitee principle of
building up Turkey in the role of a “center ofratition” around which
closer regional military cooperation could be btif

Turkey’s role in the strategies regarding the Nedflast was designated as

the “leader” of the Middle East as early as 1954 tifkne passed, the expectations of

1% paper Drafted in the Department of State. FRUS 195.i.8, p.5.

%0 ibid., p.4

137 Agreed Conclusions and Recommendations of theaZenée of Middle Eastern Chiefs
of Mission,istanbul, February 14-21, 1951. FRUS 1951.v.5.p8%p-52.
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the Allies about the recognition of Turkey’s leaglep in the region failed, especially
with the clash of interests of Turkey and Egypéaftards. Nevertheless, it is
important to note here that Turkey’s significancethe Allies was not limited to the
Middle East. Turkey was important not only for teldle Eastern affairs but also
for the Mediterranean affaifs® The report continued as follows:

Turkey’s military strength should be increasedmasndependent

operation as a matter of urgency, through thensiba of appropriately

increased military aid economic support for thétary effort. Joint

staff planning with Greece and Turkey should bedcmted within the

framework of Allied Mediterranean defense planni@gparate Turkish-

Middle Eastern defense planning should be encedragder the principle

of Turkey’s dual interest in the Mediterranean #melMiddle East.

From the Allies’ point of view, Turkey was the ¢enof Middle Eastern and
Mediterranean politics because it was locatedeatrttersection of the two regions.
Moreover, in Turkey, there was a pro-Western gavemt that sought to become an
important factor in regional politics. George Mc@®ts whowas appointed as the US
ambassador in Ankara in December 1951, stayedigeaintil June 1953 and played
important roles in US-Turkish relation®port on his conversation with Turkish

president Celal Bayar in 1952 illustrates how Tyrkas tempted to become a leader

of the Middle East by the United States:

A discussion developed about Turkey’s role inlthiddle East. In an

effort to provide an analogy for what | considetiee Turkish position to
be...Good Neighbor Policy...I suggested to the Presitheat Turkey might
well in her own interest pursue such a Good Nexgltolicy in the Middle
East. Turkey was the natural leader of the Midtst because of her
historical position, military strength, politicafability, economic
development and membership in NATS.

In this conversation, ambassador McGhee also dhiaeerequirements of this

“Good Neighbor Policy” with the Turkish president:

138 Agreed Conclusions and Recommendations of theaZenée of Middle Eastern Chiefs
of Mission, Istanbul, February 14-21, 1951. FRUS1.9.5.i.8, p.55.

139 Memorandum of Conversation by the Ambassador i&u(McGhee) Aboard the
Turkish President’s Train. May 6-8, 1952. FRUS 19%8i.14, pp.887-888.
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Such a policy would, however, involve positivei@aton Turkey’s part. It
need not entail much money- it could be startedraynting spaces in Turkish
civil and military schools and for students frane tother Middle East
countries and sending professors and trainingiamsgo those countries, as
Turkey had done very successfully already in #meof Afghanistan. It was
in many ways much easier for Turkey to teach tloesmtries than it was for
us, or the Western Europeans. The gap betweenahdras was too gre&t’

The role that Turkey would be expected to plagheregion was “to bridge
the gap between the Middle East states and the"\tthestigh this policy.

It can be argued that, as a result of its politiegime, economic
development, military strength and historical feeyé, Turkey was regarded as the
leader by United States which was implementingleyof control behind the
scenes at the time. The United States was to suppdtey and Turkey was to act as
a mediator between the West and the Middle Easiueder, as the developments
showed afterwards, the states in the region didunaieheartedly welcome Turkey’s
leadership due to mainly Turkey’s closeness toMest and its “historical heritage”
as will be analyzed below. Furthermore, Turkey waisthe only country in the

region that was seeking leadership. It clashed Byt for leadership,

complicating the regional politics, especially e tsecond half of the 1950s.

Eqgypt's Role in Regional Politics

Egypt was the other country located in the ceotédiddle East politics in
the 1950s. However, the role determined by theddn8tates for Egypt was different
from that of Turkey. Egypt would be included in tiegional arrangements to control
the area because of the Anglo-Egyptian problemwaatone of the impediments in

the way of the regional alliance among the statatevthe United States did not

190 Memorandum of Conversation by the Ambassador it&u(McGhee) Aboard the
Turkish President’s Train. May 6-8, 1952. FRUS 19%8i.14, pp.887-888.
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want Egypt to play a leader ro& The US policymakers were aware that the
Greece-Turkey-Iran group and the Near Eastern gmoamly Egypt, were not
inclined to cooperate. Thus, Turkey was choseretthb leader of the region, due to
the aforementioned reasons. To this end, Turkeytlzndliddle Eastern states that
were closer to the West were to be supported ecmadignand militarily. These
states were to be self-sufficient in order to seheeaims of the Allies. On the other
hand, the “jealousy” of Egypt regarding the leatgr®f the region, as the biggest
Arab state, might have prevented these efforts tbeing realized.

Thus, states such as Pakistan represented amadilterfor a regional alliance
around Turkey, if Egypt impeded the process, alfiatihad conflicts with India as
its neighbor**? As will be discussed in detail below, after thélagse of the efforts
for a regional security alliance, the Middle Easn@nand, and later the Middle East
Defense Organization; the Turkish-Pakistani Paptesi in 1954 paved the way for a
regional alliance system, the Baghdad Pact.

The Allies tried to establish a regional secusiygtem against the penetration
of the Soviet Union in the light of their strategiguch as the safety of the oil
resources and the vital bases for the Westerrestier The leadership role was
allocated to Turkey, which was closer to the Westdnise of its economic and
military interests, especially in the first halftble 1950s. In return, Turkey was to be
supported economically for military reasons in shert-term in order to play its

leadership role as efficiently as possibte.

141 Agreed Conclusions and Recommendations of theaZenée of Middle Eastern Chiefs
of Mission,istanbul, February 14-21, 1951. FRUS 1951.v.5.i%6p

12 Agreed Conclusions and Recommendations of theaZenée of Middle Eastern Chiefs
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13 ibid, pp.69-70.
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Search for a Regional Alliance

To establish a strong regional alliance, the atstmpt was to bring Turkey
and Egypt together and to persuade other stajestthem later. However, these
attempts collapsed after long discussions and reggots continued between 1951
and 1953, and Turkey signed bilateral treaties Wakistan and Irag in 1954 and
1955 respectively. The United Kingdom and Iranipgrated in the alliance, but it
did not last long. In the unstable politics of #850s, the aims of the Allies were not
achieved because their interests and the intevé#ite Middle East states were not
coherent. For example, the major threat for theeANvas the Soviet Union, while
the main goal of the Arab states was to keep I$rarl expanding. More
importantly, the leadership of Turkey was not ateépn the region, Egypt sought to
take the leadership. Furthermore, the Arab natismevas rising especially against
the United Kingdom at the time.

Assistant Secretary George McGhee’s report aftetolur in the Middle East
in 1951 shows the dynamics and complexity of theasion in the region:

As a result of my trip | can reaffirm the need domore positive policy in
relation to the Arab states...The basic justifarafor this is political. The
great preoccupation in the area is the probleseofirity. These countries do
not have arms and do not have means of develgieggth. For example,
Irag wants arms... The Syrian prime minister aldd toe that Syria wants
arms although Syria has taken a neutralist posiiibe Lebanese prime
minister told me that we can use their basesne of war but that there must
be no French involved. The Israelis also wantssaithey are disappointed
that the attitude of the Arab states will not peimeem to play a role outside
Israel. The Egyptians also wants arms and areeawfdhe great significance
of the present impasse with the British. The Egyyst have just turned down
the UK proposal regarding the treaty.... The Egytivants the British out
in 18 months.... The King and prime minister do want an impasse but
public sentiment is so high that no Egyptian gowegnt can accept the UK
proposal. | am not sure that any agreement cabtaned. There is not
much possibility of cooperation with Egypt whilgg problem is
unsolved...... There is a rising tide of nationalismotighout the area. We
must consider carefully whether we can suppotifripolicy in the Middle
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East. Because Britain is opposed to this natishdévelopment and they are

increasingly unpopular in the area and are aliigto us**

After an analysis of the strategies and rolef@region, the process of the
efforts to establish a regional alliance systemctvivas started with the Middle
East Command, will be analyzed in order to undacsteow the aims and strategies
of the great powers and the Middle Eastern stagrs wconsistent and why these

attempts collapsed and the Allies had to shiftrteategies in the following period.

The Middle East Command (1951-195%)

The Middle East Command (MEC), which has not besalyzed in detail in
foreign policy analyses particularly in Turkevas the first major project around
which the Allies sought to form a security systenthie regiort*® The United States,
the United Kingdom and France (especially for thkgees regarding Syria and
Lebanon which had been liberated from France #ie6Second World War) were
the sponsoring powers and Turkey and Egypt wer&eligolayers in the formulation

of this policy. However, although the aim of estsifihg a security system against so

14 State Department Draft Minutes of DiscussiondiatState-Joint Chiefs of Staff Meeting,
May 2, 1951. FRUS 1951.v.5.i.8, pp.113-114.
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called “Soviet penetration” to the Middle East veasnmon to all of the Allies, their
strategies and tactics differéf. Ambassador George McGhee's statements indicate
the nature of the cooperation between the Alliegsthe reservations towards each
other in the Middle East:

Basis of US-UK cooperation in ME... is understoodbe that US

will not compete with or seek to displace Britgessibilities or interests

in ME, indeed, will seek to strengthen Brit whérean, however

US does not recognize any exclusive UK spherasflolence and UK agrees
desirability US make contribution over and abovi &ntribution wherever
it is in common interest. It is believed that Bréve lived up to this
agreement. Altho they show natural desire pratgetests, particularly in
Jordan and Iraq, they have not opposed consteuctintributions other
powers in ME. Policy of Fr in recent years wouppear however to seek
preserve special position in Syria and Lebanom et@xpense progress these
countries and four power cooperation there. Algiokr understandably are
not in position extend assistance to Syria andhheh or pursue dynamic
policy in ME, this would not appear to justify theonsistent efforts prevent
other powers make contributions where neéd&d.

The United States was not willing to actively papate this alliance, except
to provide economic and military support to theestan the region. It intended to
stay behind the scen&8.The basic utility of such a command for the UniBtdtes
was to bring all the Arab states together aroundkdyis leadership and integrate the
security of the Middle East to that of the Mediterean area. Moreover, it was

expected that the problems between Israel and tale world would be solved and a

147 Sever.The Compliant Ally? Turkey and the West in the Midthst 1954-58p.74. See

also Yailbursa,Turkey’s Participation in the Middle East Commanaiats Admission to
NATO 1950-52p.71; Firat and Kirkci@u, pp.618-619; Bilgin, p.94; Karpat, p.201.

48 Telegram from the Ambassador in Turkey (McGhedheoDepartment of State. March
31, 1952. FRUS 1952-54.v.9.p.1.i.8., p.201.

19With the collapse of the Middle East Command,Aliies shifted their policies and

Middle East Defense Organization (MEDO) projectegmed, but this strategy of the United
States remained somewhat similar. George McGhestsmsents reflect the approach of the
United States:...| stated that our concept of the MEDO was somewdiféerent. We had
conceived of the MEDO as a cooperative effort witre legal basis such as NATO because
the political situation in the Middle East did ragipear to permit such a legal basis. What
was proposed was the next best thing to a legahionent. It was pointed out that we did
not necessarily propose to submit our participaitiotie Organization to the Congress in the
form of a treaty. As far as the area to be defendegiconcerned, | considered that this
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Ambassador in Turkey (McGhee). July 2, 1952. FRO52154.v.8.i.14., p.900.
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practical “modus Vivendi” would be established tgb such cooperation. More
importantly, the Middle East Command would be a immedof discussion and
solution to the problems between the United Kingdomthe one hand, and Egypt
and Irag, on the other, arisen from the treatigsexi between these states because,
for the United States, the United Kingdom shouldehlaeen an integral part of this
alliance system despite the loss of its populanityre eyes of the Arab staté¥

In the Middle East Command, Turkey was to playnaportant role as a
bridge between the West and the Arab world. Moreadwethe report of the Policy
Planning Staff, it was stated that Turkey had deubsponsibilities as a NATO
member: “the defense of the Balkans, Dardanelldslzm Aegean as well as the
defense of its Eastern frontie*

The participation of the Arab states, Israel, laawl Pakistan was important
for the Command as well as the leadership of Turkey the US decision makers,
this participation needed to be voluntary in ordelpe successful. To provide this
voluntary association of the Middle East statehuhe West, they were aware of the
significance of the necessity of the special Uing and supply relationship with
Turkey, Iran and Saudi Arabia. More importantlythis report, the importance of
keeping the Middle East oil flowing to the West waslerlined in accordance with
the US policy, as discussed abdve.

These principles constituted the basic approacheoUnited States to the

Middle East Command. Discussing the interestssamiajor Ally, the United

%9 Working Paper Drafted by the Policy Planning Stif&y 23, 1951. FRUS 1951.v.5.i.8,
p.144-145. See also Yibursa, Turkey’s Participation in the Middle East Commamtiats
Admission to NATO 1950-52,71.

> Working Paper Drafted by the Policy Planning Stifly 23, 1951. FRUS 1951.v.5.i.8,
p.144-145. See also Firat and Kirkgiio p.619.

32\Working Paper Drafted by the Policy Planning Sty 23, 1951. FRUS 1951.v.5.i.8,
pp.144-145.
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Kingdom, is also important in order to understamel éstablishment process of this
Command project.

As opposed to the United States, the United King@omned to be an active
member of this alliance, most probably, as a leablee following statement shows
the basic approach of the United Kingdom to theddeast Command:

Our idea is that the founder members of the conahhemng the states

best qualified by their military and political gminence should take the

lead in the defense of the Middle East and thel states of the area as

wish to collaborate with them should be individyassociated to the
command?>?

The United Kingdom was in favor of the dominantéhe Middle East
Command by the great powers and it can be argw@dt thvas in favor of its
dominance because of the indifferent attitude eflimited States to leadership.
For the United Kingdom, the sponsoring powers vwateto be subordinate to the
Middle Eastern partners in that command. The fawsqy plan, which was prepared
by the United States, the United Kingdom, Franod, Burkey in 1951, was to be
implemented. Moreover, for the UK policy makers Middle East Command was
only the “first stage” of Middle East policy. It watated that “there was a second-
the association of the Middle East defense liamganization and possibly a third-
the creation of some political superstructure f@ tcommand, e.g. by the signature
of a Middle East Defense treaty™

For the United Kingdom, the Middle East Commamddtire was much
more an integral part of its Middle East Policyrttar the United States. It can be
argued that it was regarded as a tool to re-estali prestige in the region. Like

structural principles, the expectations of the BaiKingdom from the Middle East

Command were also important:

133 FQ 371.98278.E1193-2. January 4, 1951.
%% ibid.
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Our objects were to secure; the creation of aamyliorganization capable

of defending the Middle East, the cooperatiothefMiddle East

commitment to assist in that defense, some fitdicommitment to

assist in that defense, through the medium of Egyarticipation in the

command, a solution of the Anglo-Egyptian defemsblem®®®

Like the United States, for the United Kingdom, Mieldle East Command
would be a medium of discussion and solution toAhglo-Egyptian problem.
Through Egyptian participation in the Command, ésvagreed that a strong alliance
system could be established and this could pergii@dether states in the region to
join.*®

After the decision of principles, the four-powebposals were introduced to
Egypt in October 1951. Despite these efforts teestthe Anglo-Egyptian problem
and integrate all of the Middle East states to @osnmand structure, the four-power
proposals were rejected by Egypt on 13 October 18bik rejection influenced the
other Arab states. The Egyptian efforts to disdri proposals show the reasons
for the rejection:

The Egyptians naturally did their best to discréte Command proposals

by alleging that they constituted an attempt eangart of the Western

powers to dominate the Middle East states andftmge their sovereignty

by setting up military bases on their territorythvaiut their consent. They

took the line that there was no need for defengarazation since there

was no threat to the Middle East states excedsfael and that the

command proposals might well draw the Arab staiesunnecessary

conflict with Russid>’

The policy of the United Kingdom to integrate thieglo-Egyptian problem
with the Middle East Command and solve through shiigcture collapsed with the
rejection of Egypt. As can be understood, there meagerception of a Soviet threat

for Egypt; the source of threat was Israel. Intba problem of the Middle East was

the hostility toward Israel. Moreover, Arab natibsia played a role in the rejection

155 Brief for Sir Roger Making’ Visit to the PersiarulBArea and the Canal Zone. February
11, 1952. FO 371.98278.E1193-10.
156 i14i
ibid.
57 ibid.
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of these proposals because Egyptian policy makgreed that their sovereignty
rights were violated by the existence of UK miljtérases on Egyptian soil.

The proposals to Egypt by the Allies also causettang reaction in the
Soviet Union. On 21 November 1951, the Soviet Ursent a note to the Egyptian
government and condemned the proposed establistuhaMEC. Similar notes
were sent to Lebanon, Iraqg, and Israel and on 2&hMber 1951 to Saudi Arabia and
Yemen. On 24 November 1951, the Soviet Union setgsito the United States,
United Kingdom, France, and Turkey and stated“#&tablishing a Middle East
Command in the area located closer to the SovierUmnas a part of the aggressive
plans of the Allies.**®

The Soviet Union kept on its attacks in the folilmgvperiod. In a Soviet Note
declared by the TASS agency, it was claimed thaMfiddle East Command was the
entanglement of the Middle East countries which ieasult in a new world war
and it also meant the encirclement of the Soviebland the people’s democracies.
Moreover, the Middle East Command was not a volyrdaasociation of the states in
the region, but an imposition upon them by the tedipt powers->° This kind of
notes, which condemned the efforts of the regiali@nce, continued in the same
tone.

In return, the Allies and Turkey replied to thestes immediately to refute
and denounce the Soviet claifi$In these notes, however, there was a split among
these four-powers. The United States and Turkey weare rigorous in tone than the
United Kingdom and France. The Turkish Chargé elinited States, Melih

Esenbel, contacted the Assistant Secretary of Satey, to offer to harmonize the

1% FRUS 1951.v.5.i.8, p.250.

9 Telegram from the British Embassy in Moscow togfgm Office. January 31, 1952. FO
371.98278.E1193-7.

160 Telegram from the British Embassy in Ankara todfgm Office. February 15, 1952. FO
371.98278.E1193-14.
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tone of the notes that were sent to the Soviet triisenbel stated that this effort of
harmony and solidarity was a policy of the Turkiglvernment. However, despite
the difference in tone, all the notes declaredheyAllies contained same
principles®® The significance that was attached to notes bydtiepowers,
especially by Turkey, in reply to the Soviet nategarding the Middle East showed
the vitality of propaganda as a strategy duringGb&l War, as was argued before.

After the rejection of proposals by Egypt and digéation of the proposals by
the Soviet Union, the United Kingdom was in favbachift of policy towards the
Arab States:

It now seems clear that the Four Power proposala MEC are not

in their present form sufficiently attractive tecsire the collaboration
of the Arab states. The latter are consideringattegnative of making
the Arab League Security Pact the center piedéiddle East defense.
It is essential that any organization for the dséeof the Middle East
should be as effective as possible. If it is tebdét must be led by the
power or Powers best qualified for the task. ThabALeague security
pact is not an effective instrument... On the otieerd, it is equally
clear that without the collaboration of the Arahtss the defense of
the Middle East can be little more than an illasiim the circumstances
if we wish both to retain the initiative and tacaee Arab collaboration
we are bound to consider modifying four-power @%gl and more
particularly the provision relegating all the Arstiates except Egypt to
a kind of second-class membership. It is in factegally agreed that
Irag will have to be treated on a footing of coatplequality with the
rest of us....Although the UK is expected to bertiest important
contributor to Middle East defense, we obviousggrmot invite Iraq and
Egypt to join us without first consulting the otlsponsors of the
command®?

The “top-down” structure of the Middle East Commdailed from its very
beginning. Moreover, Egypt was seeking for leadprghthe Arab world and the
UK military bases on its soil became an impedintbkat the Allies could not
overcome in the following period. The attitude @yt influenced the positions of

the Arab states and they hesitated to participagay kind of Middle East security

181 Telegram from the Secretary of State (AchesotheédEmbassy in Turkey. December 14,
1951. FRUS 1951.v.5.i.8, pp.252-253.
'®?FO 371.98279.E1193-35.
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system. The failure of the Command negotiations sifeowed the disparity of the
tactics and strategies of the United States antdttited Kingdom regarding their
Middle East policies.

The major conflict between the United States aed.hited Kingdom
emerged over the Command of the Alliance. The drfégates was opposed to the
establishment of a formal political organizatiommelmajor concern for the United
States was the improvement of military relationthia region"®® The United
Kingdom, however, insisted on the establishmerat fwrmal structure and demanded
a UK commander for the Middle East Command. TheddhStates supported the
idea of a UK commander, but it abstained from cotmrant to the Supreme
Commander. The basic concern of the United Stasestine linkage between the
Middle East Command and NATO which was to proviletiie security of
Turkey®4

In addition to the structure of the Command, théééhStates sought to
avoid from the internal problems of the region.sTWwas consistent with the US
policy of staying behind the scenes. However, Upmakers were aware that
active participation in the Middle East Command niodd make them free from the
regional problems. The US decision makers were @t in order to be successful
in the formation of a security system, they neededke the power relations in the
region into consideratiot?> Especially the perception of imperialist aspimasio
would result in suspicion towards the outsiderthenMiddle East states.
Ambassador McGhee'’s report showed the possibleadarigesentment towards the

four-powers by the states in the region:

183 position Paper Drafted in the Department of Dedeeptember 1951. FRUS
1951.v.5.i.8, pp.183-184.
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Doubts of Turkish participation in milit assist@nto Arab states
because these countries against all outside powHrnsre is probably
some residual reaction against Turks remainingp f@ttoman Empire,
however, principle complaint ME countries at prese believed to be
derived from Turk solidarity with Western powers ME questions.

On imperialist grounds alone, Brit and Fr have bauliflicts with ME
nationalist aspirations, which on occasions havelived actual warfar&®

Therefore, there was a possibility of reactionigtanot only the United
Kingdom and France, but also Turkey within the eahtf the Middle East
Command. However, the cooperation between Turkeyitameighbors was to
create a buffer zone for the establishment of adMidEast Command structure:

With ref to present Turk position | have no evidemf desire by Turks

to advance own special interests in ME at expeh&e or anyone

else....Apart from isolated local ME reactions, whéze believed

revived mostly for polit reasons by communists apdortunists, it is

believed that ME countries now possess respectjaowidng confidence

in Turks. Syrians have sent officers and noncamiurkey for training

in recent years without apparent misgivings...l (Me®&) welcome

department’s recognition of Turkey as importaenetnt in new deal

approach to ME states. Association of Turkey asighbor with strong

ME ties and no justified suspicion of colonialent shld greatly assist in

proving bona fides of other powers in MEC appros¢h

These statements indicated the vital role that @yrkas to play in the
Middle East Command. The assumption that Turkeyldvaat as a bridge between
the West and the Middle East was mentioned befdter the rejection of proposals
by Egypt, Turkey became more important in regaodfi¢ plans regarding the
Middle East.

Regardless of its importance for the regional ggcaystem, Turkey’s
position in the Command and its relation to Turkayiembership to the NATO
created another split between the United Statesrentdnited Kingdom. The United
Kingdom linked its support to Turkey’'s membersmpgNATO to its position in the

Middle East Command. On the other hand, the Urstadles pressed for the

1% Telegram from the Ambassador in Turkey (McGhedheoDepartment of State. March
31, 1952. FRUS 1952-54.v.9.p.1.i.8, pp.199-200.
%7 ibid., p.202.
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differentiation of Turkey’s membership to the NABEDd the Middle East Command
because they were aware that the priority of Tuskeg to participate in the NATO
command and demanded a security guarantee difemthythe United States. The
US policy makers were aware of the importance eNIA\TO membership for
Turkey and they strove to prevent the United Kingdoom abstaining towards
Turkey's membership®® The report of the deputy director of the OfficeGrieek,
Turkish and Iranian Affairs showed the divergenetnueen the US and UK
strategies regarding Turkey and the Middle East @and:

The question of their admission to NATO is an aor@l-psychological

one and the Turks would be deeply embitteredeirthpplication is

denied...We might then inform the British: We fatloat command structure

but as we are not conditioning Turkish admissidn NATO on its
acceptance of any specific command formula we mggdt that this
understanding be regarded as tentative and wexelit our best efforts

to get the Turks to accept this formula after theyyadmitted to NATO.

On this basis we would hope that the British waelckde from their

current position and would join with us in exegtievery possible effort

to get Turkey into NATG®*

With the rejection of the proposals by Egypt, Teylbecame the key player
in the region to form the Command. The Allies, heere did not give up their
efforts to persuade Egypt to join the Command eafpgaintil late 1952. When
these efforts proved fruitless, they reset thaitita and approached other states,
such as Pakistan and Iraq.

After the analysis of the policies of the Alliesmards the Middle East
Command, the policies and dynamics of the key pfaykeurkey and Egypt should be

analyzed in detail.

188 Memorandum of Conversation by the Deputy Direofdhe Office of Greek, Turkish
?Gr;d Iranian Affairs (Dorsey). August 10, 1951. FR1951.v.5.i.8, p.162-163.
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The Middle East Command and Turkey

Turkey'’s role in the regional defense system wastal. It was a part of both
the defense of the Middle East and that of the kéedinean. Therefore, the US
policymakers insisted that Turkey would be involvedler the NATO command
even if it had been a member of the Middle Eas¢mis#, which were to be under the
control of the United Kingdom. In addition to thefense of the Middle East, the role
that was designed for Turkey in the NATO command the defense of the
Dardanelles, European Turkey, and activities inAagean and Black Seas.
Turkey’s role was vital to the interests of thei@dl because it was considered to be
the outer defense ring of the Middle East, resgmador the protection of the
Mediterranean supply route. More importantly, the decision makers sought to
persuade the Turkish decision makers to acceppthmsiples and thus to provide for
the cooperation of Turkey in the defense &féa.

As for the US policymakers, for the ones in thetethKingdom, the strategic
thinking and interests of the Allies and Turkey dapped. They were aware of the
significance of the Soviet threat to Turkey infageign policy. More clearly, they
were aware of the fact that the Soviet threat, @aphe until the death of Stalin, was
perceived by Turkey as a pillar of its foreign pgliTurkey was ready to fight
against the Soviet expansion at all costs, eviéméd to stand against this threat
alone. Therefore, this appropriate assumption ewdlatblem to cooperate with Turkey
although the allied decision makers were also awseTurkey might not struggle
against the Soviet Union or another threat forgbeeral defense of the Middle East.

In short, for the allied diplomats, Turkey was agvaf the vitality of the Middle East

7% Memorandum of Conversation by the Deputy Direofdhe Office of Greek, Turkish
and Iranian Affairs (Dorsey). August 10, 1951. FR1951.v.5.i.8, pp.147-148. See also
Yesilbursa, Turkey’s Participation in the Middle East Commandiats Admission to NATO
1950-52,p.74; Bilgin, p.95.
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defense against the Soviet Union although Turkelytbde supported economically
and militarily to resist this thredt*

Turkey’s position towards the Middle East Commaras a bit reluctant
because during these early discussions it wasetat gnember of the NATO.
Although Turkey accepted to join the four-powercdissions, its priority was
membership in NATO. This became an impediment éodiévelopment of the
Middle East Command as fast as possible. A pamgraped in the US Embassy in
London shows the position of the Allies and Turkeyre clearly:

The Turkish Ambassador in London has told the igar©ffice that as

the Turkish government had said in their replatoearlier communication
from the British government and as Mr.Koprilu mepeated to
Mr.Morrison... Turkey had already accepted the pplecof her participation
with the United Kingdom, United States and Fraincan integrated Middle
Eastern Organization... Turkey was not willing howeteetake part in
conversations with the United Kingdom, United 8saéind French
governments about the detailed working out of téinganization until she
could do so as a party to the North Atlantic Tye&is soon as Turkey
became a party, talks among the four powers daiklel place and those
could be followed by talks with other powers sashEgypt-"2

Despite Turkey’s insistence on membership in NAJrOr to the Middle
East Command discussions, the Allies were in fafdreginning informal talks
about the Middle East Command and they tried tsfyaturkey’s demands
regarding NATO. Moreover, the Allies resented thleictance of Turkey regarding
the defense talks:

Dep can appreciate reluctance Turk Govt to disoukand command

arrangements prior to action by legislative bodiegresent NATO

members to formally accept Turkey in NATO. We éed Turks shid

know however that NATO members were informed ahwa that we were

considering sending high milit officer to discumssit arrangements with
Turks on informal basis and that UK and Francehtndtp likewise. Hence

"' FO 371.95002.R1071-3.

72 paper Prepared in the British Embassy. Septemté5ll. FRUS 1951.v.5.i.8, pp.173-
174. See also ¥dbursa,Turkey’s Participation in the Middle East Commantiats
Admission to NATO 1950-5R.75; SeverSguk Sava Kusatmasinda Turkiye, Bati ve
Ortadosu, p.88.
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we do not feel that smaller NATO nations wlid reaafavorably to
informal Tripartite missiori’

The statements above can be interpreted as shomengflection of Allies’
reaction to Turkey’s unwilling attitude towards thigddle East Command. There
was a difference between the preferences of thesfdind Turkey regarding their
foreign policies. Each side sought to maximizernterests. However, the Allies
never gave up their efforts to persuade Turkeyetme involved in the efforts to
establish a Middle East Command. It can be argou&idTurkey’s strategic value
played an important role in this attitude.

As discussed before, Egypt was the other key playthe preparations of the
Middle East Command. Thus, the Allies made a dwviif labor among themselves
to integrate these two countries into the regiafiednce system which was urgent
for them to be established:

We also believe it is urgent that MEC arrangembets/orked out earliest

and we do not see how this can be done withoatidgons between

representatives of the US, UK, France and Turkéyile Turkey may

feel that Gen Bradley can appropriately discuss@bEhmand

arrangements informally with Turks on behalf dftafee, Dept requests

you pt out to Turkish Fon Min why we feel Bradl8yim-Fr mission is so

important. UK will lead in presenting proposalsggypt. If Bradley

alone visits Turkey, this likely be interpreted bgypt as reflecting

adversely UK status MEC in which Brits will playajor role. Slim-

Bradley-Fr visit designed originally emphasizedality powers and

multilateral character proposals partly as backgdofor approach
174

Egypt:

It is unnecessary to underline the importancewk@&y, as well as Egypt, for
the Middle East Command due to the reasons memtiabeve. On the other hand,
according to the Allies, the Middle East Command aiso significant for Turkey
because it would enable Turkey to present and stsavesws to the military

representatives of the Allies. At the time, Turlegtrimary concern was to provide

1”8 Telegram from the Secretary of State (AchesotheédEmbassy in Turkey. September 26,
1951. FRUS 1951. v.5.i.8., pp.190-191.
174 ibid.
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its security against the threat from its northesighbor. In addition, after Turkey
was persuaded, and presumably, after the discissbatween the four-powers had
taken place, the policy towards the Arab stateslavba cautious and careful in order
to be successful in their association with the Camanstructure. For the Allies,
Turkey became an indicator of the multilateral natf the Middle East Command,
which might appeal to the Arab states to jgih.

In spite of these calculations on the Allied sitietkey’s priority was to gain
full membership in NATO. The Turkish ambassadowashington, Feridun Cemal
Erkin, met with George McGhee, the Assistant Sacyatf the State at the time and
reiterated the problems which would make the eistafplent of the Middle East
Command more problematic: “The linkage between &ykmembership to the
Middle East Command and to the NATO and the appwent of a British Supreme
Allied Commander.” Erkin stated that the discussbiurkey’s participation in the
Middle East Command before its membership to NAT@uM cause resentment
among the Turkish public with the idea that Turlseyiembership to both
organizations was conditional. In addition, the@ppnent of a British Supreme
Commander to the Middle East Command would notdoe@ted by the Egyptians
because they would object to ddgited Kingdom’stroops in their soil. In return for
these assumptions and claims, McGhee told Erkirstatdd that Turkey’s NATO
membership was not conditional and Turkey woulcbse a full member of the

organization with “full rights and privileges”. Meover, McGhee requested

1> Telegram from the Secretary of State (AchesotheédEmbassy in Turkey. September 26,
1951. FRUS 1951. v.5.i.8., pp.190-191.
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Turkey’s cooperation to convince the Egyptian deaisnakers to accept the
appointment of a British Supreme Commandér.

However, the rejection of Egypt of the four-powweoposals caused the
modification of the structure of the Middle Eastr@oand, which will be discussed
in detail, below. Turkey was insistent on beingaat pf a NATO command under the
United States rather than a part of the Middle Eastmand under a British
Supreme Commander, but its “misgivings” would baoged with its full
membership to the NATO in 193% In the meantime, the change of proposals by
the Allies after the rejection of Egypt was accdtg the Turkish decision makers.
The US ambassador in Ankara, Wadsworth, wrotedhewing statement, after a
conversation with the prime minister Menderesht Department of State:

Turk Pri Min agreed to instruct Turk Amb Cairogopport current Brit

and US démarches designed to deter Egypt Govt @lemouncing 1939

treaty... Itis clear and to the point. The Fom &ind | will submit it to

the Turk Cabinet for formal action; but as of nbgan tell you with

one hundred percent certainty that we acceptsairoposals’®

It can be argued that Turkey began to behavedardance with the Allies
after its reservations about the Middle East Conuhizgan to disappear. The Allies
sought to provide Turkey’s satisfaction with thediie East Command and its
independence from its membership to NATO. GeneratlBy’s informal meeting
with the Turkish decision makers on the Middle Easimmand, which was held on
13-14 October 1951, was a medium of discussiomemrnterests of the Allies and

those of Turkey. Before the meeting, General Bradlas instructed about Turkey’s

involvement in Eisenhower’'s command in the NATOisTould be an important

78 Telegram from the Secretary of State (AchesotheédEmbassy in Turkey. September 26,
1951. FRUS 1951. v.5.i.8., pp193-194.

" Brief for Sir Roger Making’ Visit to the PersiarulBArea and the Canal Zone. February
11, 1952. FO 371.98278.E1193-10.

178 Telegram from the Ambassador in Turkey (Wadswdxtthe Department of State.
September 29, 1951. FRUS 1951.v.5.i.8, p.199.
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step toward convincing Turkey to take an importaie in the Middle East
Command. Moreover, as ambassador Erkin told McGhegs important to prevent
public resentment towards the Middle East CommamiAdlies in Turkey'"

In this meeting, it was emphasized that Turkey&snhership to the NATO
was not conditional to its participation in the Mid East Command. On the other
hand, the importance of the rapid establishmethi@Command and Turkey’s
involvement as a “collaborator” were underlinedidgrthese discussions. Besides
the structure and urgency of the establishmert@flommand, the practicability of
a British Supreme Commander rather than an Ameonocanwas one of the points
discussed in the meeting. By the same token, depate efforts, the US decision
makers were aware that Turkey could not be persldenter any formal structure
regarding the Middle East until it had been formpaiicluded in the NATO
command-2%8

After the informal meeting between the Turkishidien makers and general
Bradley, ambassador McGhee sent a report to thBéfartment of State which
included similar reservations regarding Turkey\swvement in the Middle East
Command. In the report, he rejected the United damy ambassador’s proposal that
linked Turkey’s membership to NATO to its partidipa in the Middle East
Command. Moreover, he rejected the idea that ithksie would be presented to
Turkey as a fait accompli. McGhee urged that “Tyrkkould have been consulted
as an equal partner by the Allies prior to anyactr proposal regarding the Middle

East” because he stated that participation to tlgll East Command was not

179 Memorandum by the Director of the Office of Neastern Affairs (Jones) and the
Deputy Director, Office of Greek, Turkish and IraniAffairs (Dorsey) to the Assistant
Secretary of State for Near Eastern, South Asiandrican Affairs (McGhee). October 5,
1951. FRUS 1951.v.5.i.8, pp.203-205.

%0 ipid.

181 For the details of General Bradley’s Visit to Teylon October 13-14, 1951, see FRUS
1951.v.5.i.8, p.212-226.
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popular in government and private circles. Ladily reiterated the necessity to
separate Turkey’'s membership to the NATO and itelirement in the Middle East
Command structuré’?

Turkey’s reservations regarding its participatiothe Middle East Command
faded away with its full membership in NATO in 1982 mentioned before.
Especially in late 1952 and 1953, Turkey openlypsuifed the establishment of the
Middle East Command, which would pave the way lé&adership of the region
that had been determined by the Allies in the eB9§0s.

After the rejection of the proposals by Egypt, pneposals and strategy
regarding the Middle East Command shifted. Thee&lind Turkey agreed on the
establishment of the Command structure as soonssshpe. They sought to provide
the membership of all the Arab states becauseieey aware that without the
support of the Arab states, the regional alliarystesn would fail. According to
them, the MEC efforts had failed because of theguron that it was an imposition
of the policy of the Allies to the Middle East &st Therefore, the strategy was
shifted to a strategy of persuasion and the pdaliciglemented from 1953 onwards
were formulated to seek the active participatiothefArab states in the regional
defense systerf> The visit of US Secretary of State, John Fostdte®uo the
Middle Eastern countries, including Turkey, wasa# pf this “Arab friendly” Ally
strategy.

Dulles visited Turkey in May 1953 and met with Kish decision makers,
mainly the prime minister Menderes and the ministdoreign affairs, Kopralu. In

these meetings, the main topic was the Middle Bastnse Organization, which

182 Telegram from the Ambassador in Turkey (McGhegheoDepartment of State.
February 5, 1952. FRUS 1952-54.v.9.p.1.i.8, pp.188-

18 Telegram from the Ambassador in Turkey (McGhedheoDepartment of State. October
24, 1952. FRUS 1952-54.v.9.p.1.i.8, pp.301-303.&s@ Yailbursa, Turkey’s Participation
in the Middle East Command and its Admission to @A®50-52p.90.
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was the new form of the Middle East Command frord2l&nwards. The Turkish
prime minister argued and insisted that:

In the defense of the Middle East, the backbonstiipe Turkey In view

of Turkey'’s social and political stability, thetdemined attitude of Turkey

vis-a-vis the Soviet threat, and the very serefferts which Turkey is

making to expand her already strong forces,oniy natural that she

would have a primary role in the defense of trea &’

The Turkish Prime Minister continued and argueat the participation of the
Arab states to the structure had to be providdterahan an imposition of the
structure to them. However, the involvement of Alnab states in such an
organization should have been abandoned becatise pfoblems emerged in the
region such as the Canal Zone negotiations bet&ggpt and the United Kingdom
and other internal struggles among the Arab setdetween the Arab states and
Israel. However, the Prime Minister pointed out fharkey would exert every effort
to succeed in the establishment of such an alliagsem in the Middle Eatt
Turkey’s insistence on being the nucleus of thedéidEast defense continued after
Dulles’ visit to the region.

In a conversation with Dulles, the Turkish Chastpited that as the leader of
the region, the headquarters of the Middle Easesd Organization could be
located in Turkish territory. By the same token|IBaireplied that many people
thought of Turkey as a part of Europe rather tHathe@ Middle East. The Chargé
insisted that Turkey would act as a bridge betweampe and the Middle East to the

extent that it was consistent with the interestSwkey®® Dulles’ statements show

that he was surprised by this conversation to tim&i$h Chargé:

184 Memorandum of Conversation by the Counselor of &gl in Turkey (Rountree). May
26, 1953. FRUS 1952-54.v.9.p.1.i.7, pp.139-140.

185 ibid.

18 Telegram from the Ambassador in Iraq (Berry) toRepartment of State. March 10,
1953. FRUS 1952-54.v.9.p.1.i.8., pp.353-354.
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If chargé’s thinking is truly representative o$ lgjovernment, this would

appear to give substance to several indicaticaisTtarkish government

at last had shifted from Kemalist attitude towatdabs and is now looking

to its position of prestige in Middle East wotf.

Turkey’s position towards the Middle East Defenggdbdization can be
considered to have been an effort to seek the ighigeof the Middle East in order
to maximize its interests, especially in the mijitand the economic realms. When
Turkey’s foreign policy orientation is regardednaving been West-centered, it
would be difficult to argue that Turkey’s policytards the Middle East was a
divergence in basic principles. The only ratiorson for such a policy was to
strengthen its hand in regional politics throughdtion to the regional dynamics.
Although its success may be criticized, this raglapproach can explain Turkey’s
attitude.

As mentioned before, after membership in NATO Keyrsupported the idea
of the establishment of a Middle East Defense Crgdion as a result of the
rationale just been discussed. The period betweemid-1953 to early-1954
witnessed efforts to establish a regional allianié the participation of the Middle
East states. However, neither Turkey nor the Urieddom thought there was
need to involve all the Arab states from the begignThe strategy was called as
“setting up shop” and presumed the establishmetiteo$tructure by the four-powers
and the participation of other states in time. Hesvethe strategy did not work in
the following period because of the insoluble AnBlgyptian problem and the
struggles among the states in the region.

The decision makers of Turkish foreign policyta time, mainly prime

minister Menderes, formulated Turkey’s Middle Haalicy and determined

187 Telegram from the Ambassador in Iraq (Berry) ® Brepartment of State. March 10,
1953. FRUS 1952-54.v.9.p.1.i.8., pp.353-354.
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Turkey’s approach to the regional alliance syst€he position of the opposition in
the parliament is also important to analyze in otdaunderstand to what extent
Turkey’'s Middle East policy was supported or citéd by them. The budget
discussions of the parliament were the major meditievaluation of Turkish
foreign policy in the parliament and the oppositparties elaborated on Turkey’s

Middle East policy as follows in 1953.

The Middle East Command in the Turkish Parliamet Bress

After the 1950 elections, the Republican Peogaily and Nation Party had
representatives in the parliament in addition ®@Democrat Party. In 1952, Turkish
Peasants Party was established by the MPs whihvé&emocrat Party.

Regarding the Middle East Command and the allignogcts in the Middle
East, the former president and the leader of the, R®n, stated in the budget
discussions in 1953 that the patient efforts ofgbeernment to establish the alliance
system in the Middle East and the efforts to petsuhe states in the region to
participate in this system were appreciated. Moeedve argued that the neighbors
in the Middle East should trust Turkey and belithett Turkey had no bad intentions
toward any of them. It was expected that the MideHistern neighbors would act in
accordance with Turkey. The alliance in the Midd&st was necessary against the
common threat and the RPP supported the poliche§overnment regarding the

Middle East alliancé®® The position of the RPP could be regarded as stipgdahe

18 «Ortadogu’daki yakin korpularimizi migterek savunma tertibine inandirmak icin,
Cumbhuriyet hikiimetinin sabirla ¢glgini memnunlukla gortyoruz. Ortaglada savunma
meselesinde hususiyle bizim yakin kdarimizin kendi rizalariyla mterek bir savunma
tertibine girmeleri verimli bir politikanin esasrdiKomgularimizdan, Turkiye’'nin hudutlar
disinda hicbir emeli olmaginin tecribe ile sabit oldiwnu ditinerek, Cumhuriyet
Hukumetinin gayretlerini iyi yurekle katamalarini beklemek hakkimizdir. Hep beraber
ayni tehlikeli ihtimallere maruz bulunuyoruz. Mérek savunmanin hepimiz i¢in kiymeti ve
menfaati musavi sayilir. Bir bitlin olarak sterek sulh tertiplerinde muttefiklerimizle
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policy of the government towards the Middle Eadtjoh was friendly and respectful
to the sovereignty of the neighbors in the regasa collaborative policy with the
Allies.

The position of the TPP was similar to that of RieP. Its representative,
Remzi Gguz Arik, criticized the government for being “unpaged” to act with the
great powers in the Middle East. As a result, ttoximity of Turkey to the great
powers had caused reaction and resentment in tie World. However, the
circumstances had changed and the great powetseesdsupporting Turkey in the
formation of the alliance in the region. More imaotly, Arik stated, Turkey was
expected to prevent the Soviet threat against tiokellel East. His party supported the
policy of the government. Arik also stated thatkBy’s relations with Israel were
supported by his party, although the Israeli staé&tions and aggressive policies
disturbed the Middle East states. According to hhm, Turkish statesmen were
aware of their responsibility in the region; theref the TPP was a supporter of the

government’s Middle East policy’

beraber bulunmamizi, bizim vaziyetimizin kendilgn de mimkuin ve acik olglunu
anlamalarini isteriz..."Republic of TurkeyTBMM Tutanak Dergisiterm 9, session 44,
vol.20, 16 February 1953, pp.321-322.

18941951'de Ortadg@su emniyet sistemini kurmak istiyen dostlarimizaikhidtimizin
hazirliksiz denecek bir aceleyle katilmasi, mertitakeicin oldwgu kadar bu dava icin de
iyi olmamsti... Hadiseler bu aceleye menfi cevaplar vermgkigkmediSurasi
meydandadir ki/ngiltere yakin ve uzak butiinglala derin ve asirlik engilerin konusudur.
Bdyle bir sirasartlar altinda, yalniz Turkiye ona arkaglek etmekte, onu yeniden bitiin bu
milletlere sevdirmek vazifesini yuklerrgbrinmekte idi. Amgu andasartlar bir hayli
degismistir. /ran isinde Ingiltere’ye Amerikali dostlarimiz yardim etmektediyakin-
Dogu’'nun ¢ok hassas noktasi haline gelean tizerinde hilkiimetimiz neler kemustur,
neler digtiinmektedir pek iyi bilmiyoruz. Turkiye bakimindandiyarin 6nemini alenen
bildirip anlagsmazliklara care arayagani sdyleyen hiikiimetimizle beraberiz...Her halde bu
alanlarin komunist ndfuzunun cevelan yeri olmasiirk Hiukimeti bittin kuvvetiyle
onlemeye cagacaktir. Tiirkiye'nin ortadgu siyasetinddsrail devletine énemli bir yer
verdigi dogrudur. Bunu benimsiyoruz... Ancalkrasi meydandadir ki, nasil yenigim

dinler miiminlerine @ gorilmemj bir tassup dinamizmi verirse, Siyonizm/eeil devletine
ayni tatmin edilemez dinamizmi vegrgbriniyor. Bunun, kagalarina, uzak ve yakin
bircok tesirleri olmakta, Ortadgu sulhti bundan daima miteessir olur goériinmektedir..
Yakin-Dgunun saadeti, buraya glanan insanlik Gmitlerinin selameti icin, Turkiy@&irou
kesimdeki rolindguuruna varmasi elzemdir. Psleri bakanimizi dinleyince, bwura
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After the evaluation of the opposition partieg thinister of foreign affairs
Koprill, made a speech that re-emphasized theipiescand strategy of the
Democrat Party government regarding the Middle BEéststated that it was known
that all the states in the Middle East under thirmaih a common enemy. Therefore,
Turkey sought to establish closer ties with thehleoring states in order to resist
this enemy collectively. He emphasized that theestan the region needed to
participate in the alliances voluntarily withouteaigloning their rights of sovereignty.
On the other hand, such a regional alliance waspipeopriate tool to provide
common interest in and abstain from participationifidividual interests, which
might bring disastrous results for the states enNtddle East. The only concern of
Turkey was the defense of its territorial integatyd sovereignty with the help of
such an alliance. Likinonu, he emphasized that Turkey would not caubecattto
its neighbors as an expansionist st¥te.

Consequently, the opposition in the parliamenpsuied the efforts of the
government in the formation of the alliance systerthe Middle East. Like the
opposition, the pre$¥ was favorable for the establishment of a defegstem in

the Middle East.

Devlet adamlarimizin sahip olgu goralmgtir. Bu rol icabi, yakin-Dgu devletlerinin her
bakimdangbirli gi yapmasi ve bunu Tirkiye’'nin butiin gonlu ile yimési gerektir...”
Republic of TurkeyTBMM Tutanak Dergisiterm 9, session 51, vol.20, 23 February 1953,
pp.834-835.
199 Republic of TurkeyTBMM Tutanak Dergisiterm 9, session 51, vol.20, 23 February
1953, p.828.
¥11n the 1950s, the press was vibrant and closelyrteg on the developments in both the
domestic politics and foreign politics of Turkeyhdre was a split in the press. Newspapers
such agafer (Victory) andSon PostdLast Post) were ardent supporters of the govenbime
and they unconditionally supported its policies oty in domestic politics, but also in
foreign relationsCumhuriyet(Republic) supported the Democrat Party government
moderately, and in the late 1950s it took a baldpmsition between the government and the
opposition. Newspapers suchldisis (Nation) and journals such Akis (Reflection) and
Forum (Forum) heavily criticized the policies of the Decnat Party governmenitllus and
Akiswere closely engaged with the Republican Peoplatsy.

The split in the press revealed itself in the i@m&nd competition in domestic
politics. On the other hand, regarding the forgigticy of the Democrat Party, there was a
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In an article published idafer®?titled “The Return from London’Londra
Donisl)), MUmtaz Faik Fenik supported the establishmenhefMiddle East
Command in the early 1950s in order to solve théliots and the tension in the
region. He stated that Turkey was the key playéhénMiddle East and should
implement policies to provide peace and securithéregion in close cooperation
with the West. Therefore, Turkey should implemelistic and cautious policies

towards the developments in the Middle East agtivernment was doin§®

kind of consensus, particularly until the late 1956 supporting the policies of the
government. Regarding their approaches to Turlkiey&ign policy in the 1950s, there were
some common characteristics of the newspapershendurnals. First of all, all of these
media organs focused on the analyses of the deweluig rather than the government
policies. Therefore, the writers and the articlesezpro-Western, anti-Soviet Union, and
anti-Communist in nature. In the same vein, Egyjat 8yria were the two states in the
Middle East heavily criticized due to their clos¢ations with the Soviet Union. The
developments in the Middle East were closely fodwbut the main concern especially
after 1957 was the Cyprus issue.

Besides these common features, there were selifesences between the
newspapers and the journals as was mentioned bZ&der, Son Postaand to some extent
Cumbhuriyetwere pro-government and unconditionally supportedgovernment policies.
They praised the Middle Eastern states and thesstetn with whom the government was in
close cooperation and strongly criticized the omitls whom the government was not. In
short, they acted as the organs of the government.

Ulus andAkiswere against the domestic policies of the govenmirakhough they
supported the foreign policies as soon as they imgnarmony with the policies of the West
and the status quo. During the crises in the 18894, particularly the Iraqi, Lebanese, and
Jordanian Crises, they harshly criticized the govent.Forum, on the other hanéhad a
different stance and criticized the foreign pokéci#f the government. Regarding the Middle
East, it was pro-Arab nationalism. Therefore, itidzed the policies of the government
which were in harmony with the West and againstAted nationalism.Forumwas also
pro-Western and anti-Soviet Union and anti-Commnuittis major concern was to support
Arab nationalism in the Middle East. The writerggested that Turkey respect the
nationalist movements in the Arab world.

192 7aferwas the organ of the Democrat Party. It was puetidhy Mimtaz Faik
Fenik, who was also the editor. He wrote articled wholeheartedly supported the
policies of the government. In addition, Mucahipatak wrote articles on foreign
policy issues regularly.

193«Orta Sark’ta bircok ihtilafli meselelerin bulundiu muhakkaktir. Ama bu ihtilaflar, onu
herhangi bir hisse kapilarak devam ettirmek istéseigin hayati bir mesele f&il edebilir.

O halde hislerin esaretinden kurtulmak, ileride Inengi bir feci ve fiili esareti 6nlemek icin
mantgin ve basiretin emreffi yoldur. Turkiye bulundgu cqsrafi ve siyasi mevki dolayisiyla
bu hususta gereken tavassutlari vegaalari yapabilir. Bunun icin de mispet bir planla
ortaya ¢ikmak lazimdidste OrtaSark miidafaa tgkilati bu planin esasini kil edecektir.
Dost/ngiltere’nin OrtaSark meselelerine alaka gostermesisBakanimizin soylegii gibi

bizi ancak memnun ve mga&kir etmgtir....”

Zafer, 20 October 1952.
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In an article published iBon Post&*titled “The Middle East” Qrtadasu),
Selim Ragip Emec praised the aide memoire whichoead given to Egypt on the
Middle East Command by the United States, the drifimgdom, France, and
Turkey. He also criticized the rejection of the pweal of four by the Egyptian
government because the Middle East Command wouiddbeng basis for the
defense of the region against threats from outSide.

On the Middle East Command, Abidin Daver and O8emi Cgar wrote
articles inCumhuriyet®® discussing the Command and Turkey’s role in it.difi
Daver emphasized the necessity of the defenseed¥litidle East and criticized the
refusal of Egypt to join the command. He stated Hgypt wanted to maximize its
interests in the region and to solve the Suez aidus Crises in this vein. Therefore,
Egypt did not want to join the command. Howeveeg, defense of the region against
the Soviet threat was vital and not to establighGbmmand might have served the
Soviet interests. The refusal of Egypt to join teenmand should not have

terminated the project because, rather than Egypkey would be the backbone of

1% Son Postavas published by Selim Ragip Emeg, who was als@ditor. In addition to
Emec, Refik Erol wrote articles regularly on Tutkifereign policy. They wrote articles on
the developments in the Middle East which suppaatedi praised the policies of the
government.

195 «Memleketimiz de dahil olmak tizere Amerikajiltere ve Fransa tarafindan Misira
verilen son notaste bdyle bir zeminin ggam temelini atacak bir formulda ki Misir
tarafindan, bunun bilhassa birtakim ciddi sebemeré buyuk bir acelecilikle reddedilmesi,
yalniz Ortadgu’nun emniyetine zarar getirmek bakimindagideyni zamanda Misir'in da
menfaatlerine uygun dineyen yiksek mahzurlu bir hareket olarak teceBiginesiyle
avakibinin, mesuliyetini de, herkesten evvel, hikhair'in kendisine tatacak siyasi bir
hata olmak mahiyetini dahamdiden ortaya koymbulunmaktadir...”

Son Postal7 October 1951.

19 cumhuriyetsupported the policies of the government regartliegViddle East, but not
as uncritically aZaferandSon PostaNadir Nadi, the editor ad€umhuriyet Abidin Daver
and Omer Sami Gar wrote on Turkish foreign policy. The developnseintthe Middle East
and Turkey’s position were of main concern to them.

97



the Command. In fact, only if Turkey had not pap@ted would the defense project
have been terminatetf’

Similarly, according to Omer Sami €w, Turkey would be the backbone of
the Middle East Command. As a result of the refo$&gypt to join the Command,
the only Middle East state would be Turkey withstong army and stable domestic
politics which could enable it to cooperate witk iWestern powerS? In short, the
foreign policy writers ofCumhuriyetsupported the idea of the establishment of the
Middle East Command.

AhmetSiikrii Esmer wrote an article us™® “The Issue of Our Joining the

Pact” Pakta Katilmamiz Mesel@stating that the establishment of a defense syste

1¥7«Misir, Ortad@unun midafaasinatirak etmek istemiyor. Bu devletisiiiak etmemesine
ragmen Tirkiye/ngiltere, Amerika ve Fransa piea Ortad@u devletlerine miiracaat ederek
bu boélgenin mudafaasini ptéreken sglamaya calgiyorlar. Clinkl Ortadgu bolgesi yalniz
Misir'dan ibaret dgildir. Misir'in Stivey ve Sudan davalarini kendi igtee uygunsekilde
hallettirmek yolunda ayak diremesi Gzerine bu milirtgenin midafaasini
teskilatlandirmaktan vazgegmek ve buttn Ortaulonemleketlerini bir Sovyet tecaviiziine
karsi acik birakmak pek manasiz day olur ki kizil carlgin istedgi de zaten budur.
Ortadosu mudafaasinin temeli ve belkgmitrkiyedir. Misir'in veya herhangi bka
Ortadosu memleketinin bu midafaaydiiak etmek istememesi ile bu miihim dava suya
dismez. Yalniz Turkiye Ortago midafaasina kagmak istemedi takdirdedir ki bu bolge
mudafaa edilemez...”

Cumbhuriyet 30 October 1951.

198« Turkiye, Birlgik Amerika,/ngiltere ve Fransa diin gam narettikleri misterek bir
tebligde, Ortadg@u’da bir komutanlhk kurmaya karar verdiklerini, bwmla ilgili plani Arap
memleketlerinin muhalefetinegaen siratle tatbik mevkiine koyacaklarini ilan
etmilerdir... Mevzubahs b&omutanlikta tek Ortadi devleti olarak Tuarkiye bulunacaktir.
Bu bolgede kuvvetli bir orduya ve istikrarli dahdiiruma sahip tek Devlet de o ofdundan
Ortadosu savunma teilatinin belkenmini Turkiye’nin tekil edecgi asikardir...”
Cumhuriyet 11 November 1951.

199 Ulus was the organ of the RPP and acted as its “spoksspeespecially in domestic
politics. In the second half of the 1950s, domestilitics withessed several crises afids
supported the opposition and criticized the govemmin foreign policyUlus took a
position that was in line with the leader of theFRBro-West and pro-status quo. Therefore,
until the crises in 1958&)lus cautiously supported the government policy whilémg the
crises in 1958, heavily criticized the Middle Epsticy of the government. Ahm&tikri
Esmer was the foreign policy writer ofus. His position was similar to that i§metinon,
cautious and pro-status quo. Nihat Erim, the editdhe newspaper, Hiseyin Cahit Yalgin,
and in the late 1950s, Bilent Ecevit, wrote ari@a the government’s Middle East policy.
The articles orJlusfocused on the developments rather than the peligi the government.
Ultimately the articles can be evaluated as sudpothe government. However, as the
crises erupted in 1958, the articles attacked divergyment and criticized its Middle East

policy.
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in the Middle East was necessary. However, Turkegésnbership to NATO and the
Middle East Command should not be linked to eablerohnd membership in the
Middle East Command should not be a preconditiomNi®TO membership.
Moreover, the leadership of the United Kingdom wasappropriate for the
establishment of such a system and the reacti&@ypbt had proven the resentment
in the region against the United Kingddftf.

Esmer wrote another article on the Middle East @amd stating that Turkey
should have been fully informed of its respondiigiti and duties under the Middle
East Command. The borders of the region should bega determined and the
meaning of security should have been clarified uggg for him, meant to defend
the region against any possible Soviet threat.Heérohe hand, Turkey wanted to be a
member of NATO to provide its security and, on dfleer hand, it faced conflicts
with the Arab world because the Arabs perceiveka@yas the supporter of the
United Kingdom, which had governed and exploiteziriggion in the past and
caused the resentment of the Arabs. Esmer addei the Pact had caused the

hostility of the Arabs against Turkey, it should/adeen abandoned? In short,

20«Bijzim Atlantik Paktina katiimamizdan sonra, Ortgglaun emniyeti meselesini ele
almakta fayda ve hatta zaruret ofglinasiphe yoktur. Fakat bu meselede aykiri
gordigiimiiz nokta, Tiirkiye'nin Pakta katilmasinanta baslanmis olmasidir. Oyle
anlasihyor ki, Ortadgzu Komutanlgina bazlanmayi kabul etmemblsaydik, Atlantik
Paktina alinmayacaktik. Bir taraftagiehaklarla Atlantik PaktI’na girecgimiz bildirilirken
Ote taraftan da djer tyelerden ayri bir muameleye tabi tutyfdmuzu gérmekteyiz...
Ortadggu’da Ingiliz liderligi altinda bir sistem kurmanin hayal joede kgmaktan ibaret
oldugunu bu situnda birgok defa belirtmeye galstik. Misir'in aldgi vaziyet de bu
gOrlsimuzl teyidetryiiir...”

Ulus, 18 October 1951

201«By ortad@u emniyet sistemine girerken lizerimize afacaz mesuliyetlerin mahiyetini
iyice anlamaliyiz. Bir defa Ortaga adi verilen bélgenin sinirlari nedir?... Biz Uizeize
yeni vazifeler alirken karik olarak ne gibi menfaatler elde gitinizi de diglinmeliyiz. Bir
defa Gzerimize almakta olgumuz vazifenin kendi mesuliyetimiz gldwa stylenmektedir.
Turkiye Ortadgu emniyetine kar kayitsiz kalabilir mi? Emniyet'in manasi nedirz B
emniyeti Rus tecaviziine kakorunmak manasinda anliyoruz. Rusya’nin tecagezenek
noktasindaki cesaretini kiracak vaziyet bizim anjadiz manada emniyettir.... Emniyetini
saglamlastirmak icin Atlantik Paktina girmek isteyen Turki@rtadgzu emniyet sistemi
yluzundenimdiden guneydeki Arap dunyasiyla ihtilaf halingrdistlir. CUnkl Araplar
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Esmer emphasized the necessity of the clarity@btijectives and duties of Turkey
in the Middle East Command and proposed that ther@and should not result in
the hostility of the Arab world against Turkey.

Nihat Erim’s position in the same newspaper wasesehat different. He was
in favor of such a Command structure without ansithéon, like Esmer, but he
stated that Turkey should have calculated the pih$giof a threat from its southern
borders along which Arab states and Iran were éatatherefore, Turkey could not
remain indifferent to the Middle East Command. Middle East Command could
not be established without Turkey and like NATGg Middle East Command would
closely link Turkey to the West? In other words, the Middle East Command was
supported by th&Jlus writers although somewhat cautiously.

In addition to the external support from the Adli¢ghe opposition in the
parliament and the press in Turkey supported ttebkshment of an alliance system.
However, the strategy of a regional alliance inmial structure was abandoned by
the Allies and the discussions and treaties betwe#inidual states to strengthen the
cooperation in the region became the new issuegeeatof the Allies and Turkey.

Turkey began to approach Pakistan and Iraq, raspggtwith the failure of the

Tiirkiye'yi kendilerine gir gelen bir sistemin idamesindegiltere’nin yardimcisi rolinde
gormektedirler. Halbuki bizimdiye kadar Ortadgu milletleriyle iyi miinasebetler kurduk...
Pakt buttin etrafimizdaki milletleri bize ghiian kilmak pahasina ise bu pakttan vazgecmek
daha hayirli olacaktir.”.

Ulus, 23 October 1951.

202«Tiirkiye'yi yakindan ilgilendiren konulardan biri d@rtadqzu bolgesinin emniyeti
davasidir. Guney sinirimiz Arap memleketleriyleitigiv. Giiney Dgzu’da fran vardir. Bu
istikametlerden memleketimizi cevirmek isteyecetebaviz ihtimalini hesaba katmaya
mecburuz. Bu sebepten Ortgdosavunmasi davasi éniinde ilgisiz kalmak bahisdon
olamaz. Ortadgu Komutanlgl meselesi Turkiyesiz halledilemez. Kuzey Atldpaikt ve
Ortadosu Komutanlgi her iki sistem Turkiye'yi siki suretle Bati déldgne

baglamaktadir..”

Ulus, 13 November 1951.
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efforts to bring Turkey and Egypt together. Thdtshithis policy determined the
developments in the region in the second half efit®50<°

However, in order to understand the dynamics hagtoblems which
negatively influenced the establishment of a Midgéest alliance, the policies and
strategies of other countries involved, especiallypt, towards the Middle East

Command and the Middle East Defense Organizattooyld be discussed.

The Middle East Command and Egypt

Egypt was the other pillar of the regional alliarsystem designed by the
Allies in order, firstly, to strengthen the defermgehe region against outsiders and,
secondly, to solve the Anglo-Egyptian problem tied mainly been caused by
presence of the bases of the United Kingdom on &ayysoil.

The United Kingdom was not ready to give up itsgassions in Egypt.
Egyptian nationalists demanded the evacuation laadnity of the Nile Valley as
well as the Suez Base by the United Kingdom. THe#kought to overcome this
difficulty through the transformation of the basa®l control of the United Kingdom
in Egypt into a multilateral structure such asihddle East Command. As
discussed before, the Middle East Command was derexi a medium for the
solution of the problem between Egypt and the Whikengdom. Moreover, the
Allies were aware that Egypt needed to be persutddedgh economic and military
support in order to secure its participation inali@nce system. The main sponsors

of Egypt would be the United States and the Uritidjdom 2%*

293 Telegram from the Ambassador in Turkey (McGheedhéoDepartment of State. June 10,
1953. FRUS 1952-54.v.9.p.1.i.8., p.387.

%4 position Paper Drafted in the Department of DedeSeptember 1951. FRUS
1951.v.5.i.8, pp.183-184.
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Therefore, until the mid-1950s, the efforts toypde the involvement of
Egypt to the proposed Middle East Command becamentin agenda of the Middle
East politics which also affected Turkey’s stancéhie region. The Allies agreed on
the following principles that were proposed for ggy

The defense of the ME and specifically of Egyptital to the security

of the free world. Similarly, the defense of Eggph only be assured

through the effective defense of the ME areaabale. Egypt is

therefore invited to participate as a founder mendn the basis of full

equality and partnership in an allied ME Comma&Hhd.

On the other hand, Turkey and Egypt had conflictimerests, and competed
for leadership in the region. Thus, in order tocaad in establishing an alliance, the
Allies knew they had to solve the conflicts betwéssmtwo states. It was stated that
the Middle East Command would be acceptable to Efyurkey and France had
been excluded and the Arab League states had beleded?®® The rivalry between
Egypt and Turkey can be understood from theserstatts.

Turkey’s position towards Egypt was also imporfantthe Allies and they
sought to make decisions jointly with Turkey towsathe participation of Egypt in
the Middle East Command. Turkey’s support of thie&lfor the Egyptian
membership to the Middle East Command was an irmpbpart of the policy of the
Allies. >

The message that was sent from the US secretatatefto the embassy in

Ankara reflected the position of the Allies on M&ldle East Command and Egypt’s

role in the alliance:

2% Telegram from the Acting Secretary of State (Webkihe Embassy in Egypt. September
8, 1951. FRUS 1951.v.5.i.8, pp.181-182.

2% Telegram from the British Embassy in Cairo to fgmeDffice. March 17, 1952. FO
371.98278.E1193-2.

297 Telegram from the Acting Secretary of State (Webkie Embassy in Turkey.
September 28, 1951. FRUS 1951.v.5.i.8, pp.191-192.
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The defense of the ME and specifically of Egyptital to the security of
the free world, the defense of Egypt and of otdmemtries in

the Middle East against aggression from outsideatiea can only be
secured through the cooperation of the intergstecers including those
not territorially part of the area....it theref@eems desirable to establish
an Allied Middle East Command (MEC) in which thmuatries able and
willing to contribute to the defense of the arbaldd participate. France,
Turkey, UK and USA are prepared to participatéwither interested
countries in establishing such a command, Egyjoivised to participate
as a founder member of the Middle East Commanal loaisis of full
equality and partnership with other founding merabgll British

forces not allocated to MEC will be withdrawn frafgypt starting
forthwith, all British forces to be stationed ig¥pt in peace and war
will form part of the MEC®®

It can be argued that the Allies were ready totrtteeedemands of Egypt in
return for its participation to the Middle East Qmiand as a founding member. It
was located in a vital area for the interests efAllies and it was the biggest Arab
state in the Middle East and could influence theer. In addition, a possible
alliance between Turkey and Egypt in the region ldatrengthen the security and
control of the Middle East, especially by the Adlie

With these assumptions and plans in mind, Gelgreadley visited Egypt, as
he had Turkey, in order to convince the Egyptiacisien makers to participate in
the Middle East Command. Before the visit, thetpall atmosphere in Egypt and
the approach of Egypt to the Middle East Commanik\egaluated as follows:

The situation in Egypt on the surface is calmthig calm is illusory.

The Egyptians are fully aware of Iran’s successavvis the British....

If MEC is to be accepted by Egypt, the United &atUK and France must

make a genuine effort to make the Egyptians feslthey are given a

genuinely New Deal and that they will henceforwhedireated as

equals....Ancient associations and rivalries wilken&gypt unwilling
to accept a status inferior to that of Turkey iE®F%

298 Telegram from the Acting Secretary of State (Weblkihe Embassy in Turkey.
September 29, 1951. FRUS 1951. v.5.i.8., pp.196-197

299 Memorandum by the Director of the Office of NeasEern Affairs (Jones) and the
Deputy Director, Office of Greek, Turkish and IraniAffairs (Dorsey) to the Assistant
Secretary of State for Near Eastern, South Asiandrican Affairs (McGhee). October 5,
1951. FRUS 1951.v.5.i.8, pp.203-205.
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Under these circumstances, Egypt was proposed &oftunding member of
the Middle East Command with full equality of righThe Allies made promises for
economic and military support to Egypt. Moreovhlge proposed the transfer of the
United Kingdom’s bases and forces in Egypt to thddié East Command which
was a multilateral structure in which Egypt hadegnal right to speak. However,
Egypt rejected the four-power proposals regardiegMiddle East Command.

Upon the rejection of the proposals by the Egyptiacision makers, the
United States administration sent a message tertti@ssy in Egypt which included
the following statements:

The US Govt greatly regrets the decision of thggE@ovt to reject the

proposals which were made to it by the Govts of E¥STurkey and UK.

It is the sincere belief of the US Govt, which ltadlaborated closely

with the other three Govts in their formulatiomat the proposals

offer a sound basis for resolving the Anglo-Egiaty Ques in a

manner wholly consistent with Egypt’s positionassindependent and

sovereign power. The US Govt considers that tbenteaction of the

Egypt Govt with respect to the abrogation of thegky-Egypt Treaty of

1936 and the 1899 Agreements concerning the Sedwot in accord with

proper respect for internatl obligations and ferpart believes it to be

without validity. This action must be regardedaaserious retrograde step

in the endeavors of the free world to developesyist of cooperative

defense and in efforts to promote world law ardkof™°

In summary, the rejection of proposals regardirggNiddle East Command
caused the Allies to resent Egypt. They, howevidrndt give up their efforts to
persuade Egypt to join in the Middle East Commamid the efforts became
inconclusive as early as 1953.

The rejection of proposals by Egypt was descrémed consequence of “the

heat of the domestic political situation”. The Aiand Turkey, as friends of Egypt,

should have kept on insisting. The possible chaagdsnodifications in these

10 Telegram from the Secretary of State (AchesotfiédEmbassy in Egypt. October 16,
1951. FRUS 1951.v.5.i.8, pp.226-227.
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proposals might have resulted in a change in thgfian attitudeé** On the
contrary, in addition to its rejection of the prgpts, the Egyptian decision makers
exerted pressure on the other Arab states, eslyetialmembers of the Arab
League, to support the decision and reaction opEtgythe proposals:

Egypt Fon Min is exerting tremendous pressure ads®f Arab Dels
to persuade them issue joint statement or sepsti@t@Ements either
Tues or Wed supporting Egypt’s rejection MEC a#l agits position
on Anglo-Egyptian question... If you cld talk to lsaof Arab

Dels (except Egypt) and impress upon them grepoitance

which we attach to MEC and grave mistake ArabeStatd make

if they rejected MEG*?

After the rejection of the proposals by Egypt #sgressure on the Arab
states, the latter replied to the policy proposatte following manner:

Arab reactions to this fresh four power démarckeawnixed...Lebanese
foreign minister stated that the delicate situatimen existing in the country
forced Lebanon to assume a somewhat reservaadattoward the

MEC... the Jordanian Prime Minister was cordiallgammunicative to the
approach merely expressing hope we could havedudonvers on MEC
as plans progressed....the acting head of Saudiagr&mreign Office had
received the four-power presentation in a frierfdghion even including
reference approach Israel which he said manife$tberious concern to all
Arab states... He added that unfortunate presentptoject coincided with
Egypt crisis as this naturally induced the Egyptiavernment to see in
proposals new move by Brit to induce others toeuwdte their
imperialistic designs....Iraquis found two princidistacles in the way of
their adherence to the MEC; one concerned thechrand Turkish troops
and the other the undefined relation of Isra¢h&o pact®

The approach of the Middle East states to the Miedst Command can be
evaluated through several factors. The positioBgyfpt was one of them. The
impact of domestic dynamics was also importanthBegional and domestic
dynamics played roles in the approach of the Atates towards the alliance project.

Upon this negative stance of the Arab states tosvirel Middle East Command, the

2 Telegram from the Secretary of State to Certapidbnatic Offices. FRUS 1951.v.5.i.8,
pp.227-228.

12 Telegram from the Acting Secretary of State (Weblihe Secretary of State (Acheson)
at Paris. November 18, 1951. FRUS 1951.v.5.i.8}8.2

“BFRUS 1951.v.5.i.8, p.237.
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Allies understood the necessity of shifting thaitigies in order to increase the
popularity of the project.

According to the US decision makers, despite iiqgeict of Egypt on the
other Arab states, the main philosophy and utditthe Command project needed to
be publicly explained. Moreover, the economic itlthe project and its vital role in
the development of the Arab states needed to béasiged. They called this
economic aid to the Arab states as the “New Dead’ @agreed to use this policy to
tempt the Arab states to support the Middle Eashi@and?* However, despite
these efforts, the policy of the Allies to obtae tsupport of the Arab states to the
regional alliance failed due to the domestic argiomal dynamics that influenced
their policies.

The rejection of the proposals regarding the Madghst Command was
considered as having been the “overtures” to ingpug®n the public opinion in
Egypt by the US policy makers. The report that sest by the US secretary of state
to the US secretary of defense showed the contoagliattitude of the Egyptian
decision makers towards the alliance system andrlations with the West:

Fawzi Bey sent for me very urgently this afternoode then went on, with

considerable intensity of manner, to suggest tdssipility of Azzam Pasha

seeing Eisenhower informally....In making this sugjgem Fawzi said that
there has been a very confused situation duricgnteveeks, in particular
since the untimely presentation of the 4 poweppsals for MEC...The
untimely presentation plus certain unfortunateéuiess of the substance
thereof put a “spoke in the wheel” and causediegsonfusion to become
more confused....By way of further background Fased that Salaheddin
was suffering from frustration. He wanted to remaifriend of the US but
felt frustrated because he felt his overtureswittt rebuffs. Fawzi said

Salaheddin was sincere and truthful in this fegéind also sincere and

truthful in the feeling of wanting to be a frieeden with the UK. He said
Salaheddin had no illusions and no connectiomgfiénd with Moscow?*®

214 Telegram from the Deputy under Secretary of Stdtetthews) to the Secretary of
Defense (Lovett). October 31, 1951. FRUS 1951.8.50p.238-243.

15 Telegram from the Acting Chairman of the Unitedt&$ Delegation to the Sixth Regular
Session of the United Nations General Assembly §Rwelt) to the Secretary of State.
December 21, 1951. FRUS 1951.v.5.i.8., pp.255-257.
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Although the informal attitude of the Egyptian t#en makers towards the
alliance system was not unfavorable, the form@uale remained the opposite. With
the negative attitude of Egypt to the Middle Eastithand and the failure of the
efforts, the Allies changed their policy and abdrtiee project. They reformulated
the alliance projects and the Middle East Defenggm@ization became the new
project from 1952 onwards. The Allies also shiftieelir policy regarding Egypt and
prepared new proposals. Egypt was offered a “phastbdrawal of the British
forces, retention of peacetime base in the CanaéZsupport for the air defense of
Egypt, Egyptian membership in the Middle East Deé&e@®rganization, and US and
UK military assistance.” The Allies aimed to inveland also control Egypt through
making it a part of the Middle East defense systdareover, they aimed to
overcome the unwillingness of the other Arab Stegeslted from the Egyptian
resistance for participation to the new alliancactire®*

Despite these efforts, Egypt did not give upésistance. It can be argued
that the insistence of the Allies on Egyptian imashent in the alliance pushed
Egypt into becoming a neutral power in the MiddésE However, the neutrality of
Egypt did not prevent it from bargaining and negfiig with the Allies to provide
the necessary economic and military assistancefliarit can be argued that Egypt
avoided engagement in the alliance system desigyéae West in order to keep
itself free to maneuver, especially after the ratioh, as would be seen in the
following period. The United States’ approach todgathe Egyptian attitude was as
follows in a telegram from Dulles to the embassigypt:

Believe you should know we have recent intelligereports which

indicate Egyptians have no intention cooperatiit West in Regional
Defense Organization even if Suez question setitiékeir satisfaction.

18 Telegram from the Secretary of State (Dullesh®wEmbassy in Turkey. February 13,
1953. FRUS 1952-54.v.9.p.1.i.8., p.345.
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General impression conveyed these reports iHipgbtians planning

adopt “neutral” attitude and while willing and eageceive Western
assistance would refuse make any public or prigatemitments in return.
This impression reinforced by recent Egyptian pusiatements and private
conversation new ambassador here. Realize thidoemégrgaining position
but we are nevertheless concerned at appardenstig Egyptian attitude,
especially since some of our information indicatésansigent views may
be sincerely held by members inner-circle RCCanedhot merely reactions
to public opinion. We also wonder whether protiste of desire for peace
with Israel might not be simply window dressingo®disregarded once
British evacuation achievéd’

As a result of the pressure of public opinion #reEgyptian stance in favor
of a neutral position resulted in the rejectiorire proposals regarding the Middle
East Defense Organization, as had happened beftine Middle East Command.
Egypt implemented a foreign policy in the seconldl biethe 1950s, especially after
Nasser came to power, which was in between theatspiand communist lines.

Even though this policy was regarded as anti-algitand pro-communist,
the basic determinant of this policy can be reghtdehave been Arab nationalism.
Egypt sought to be a leader of the Arab world dedMiddle East on the one hand
and sought to maximize its interests by taking aaled “neutralist stance”.
However, it should be reemphasized that the ndtesyrations of the Egyptian
decision makers strongly influenced their foreighiqy objectives. The report of the
US officer in chargé of Egypt showed the positiohthe Egyptian decision makers
well:

The Naguib government has the support of the dveliwing majority

of the Egyptian people. Opponents consist onlgomimunists and

disgruntled landlords... General Naguib is now aedusf taking too

conciliatory a stand in his relations with the \Wasd of being pro-American.

MEDO or a similar organization is completely ungatable to Egypt.

General Naguib instructed him to stress the alpowet. MEDO was

originally presented at a bad psychological momén¢ Revolutionary

Command Council cannot afford to appear beforeetgptian public less
intent on achieving Egypt’s national aspiratidmsrt previous governments.

21" Telegram from the Secretary of State (Dullesh®wEmbassy in Egypt. April 30, 1953.
FRUS 1952-54.v.9.p.1.i.8., pp.363-364.
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The Revolutionary Command Council is convinced #taeptance of any
type of MEDO would be suicide... Egypt hates comrammand realizes it
would never be attacked by the West... Egypt woudttame assistance
from the West in building up its military strendthincrease its defense
capabilities*®

The United States and the Allies changed theicsl after the rejection of
the defense proposals by Egypt because the puklssyre and national aspirations
remained the vital dynamics of Egyptian foreignipolMoreover, the struggle for
leadership between Egypt and Turkey impeded ttwetsffor positive results.
Despite the failure of the efforts to bring Egyptlal urkey together in a regional
alliance system, the Allies did not give up théfoes to establish such kind of
structure. However, the focus shifted from EgypPakistan and Iragq from 1953
onwards.

The policy regarding Egypt remained crucial anohemic and military
assistance to Egypt was a part of the Ally poleckeep it closer. The basic reason
for this policy was the fact that the Soviet Unisas ready to provide the needed
assistance to Egypt to provide its developmentsanigfy its national aspirations.
Therefore, Western aid to Egypt was an integral gigpolicy for both sides in the
remaining part of the 1950s.

During his tour of the Middle East, Dulles visitedypt in May 1953. In the
conversation in the US embassy with Nasser, Daligted that Egypt was one of the
countries that the United States would help becasss important actor of the Arab
world, Egypt could be a bridge between the UnitedelS and the Arab states.
Moreover, the United States wanted to keep Egyat fiNasser stated that the

objectives of Egypt and the United States were comim the sense that Egypt was

in favor of an organized defense system in theoregwvhile the United Kingdom was

18 Memorandum of Conversation by the Officer in Cleanfj Egypt and Anglo-Egyptian
Sudan Affairs. May 4, 1953. FRUS 1952-54.v.9.81,.pp.373-374.
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a serious impediment on this way. Therefore, thédié East Defense Organization
was unacceptable for Egypt because of the puldictien against the existence of
the United Kingdom in the alliance. Both Dulles ataisser agreed on the fact that
Egypt would serve for the defense of the regiomaeuit a formal arrangement such
as the Middle East Defense Organization. In thisvecsation, Dulles promised to
allocate the necessary economic and military aigypt>*°

Despite the agreement on the policies regardiedMiadle East, Egypt,
under the leadership of Nasser, followed a diffepath in the following period and,
in return, the United States focused on Pakistahli@ag in addition to Turkey for its
policy objectives. With the failure of the estabhsent of a regional defense system,
the Allies and Turkey changed their policies amettto form alliances with the
states in the region separately. These effortslgeetesults in the mid-1950s. Iraq
became a major actor in alliance projects in tloese half of the decade.

The position of Iraq towards a regional alliangstem, formerly the Middle

East Command and later the Middle East Defenserirgi@on, is important to

understanding the role that Irag played in theatles of the late 1950s.

The Middle East Command and Iraq

Irag became an integral part of the alliance tsjafter the collapse of the
efforts to bring Turkey and Egypt together. Espicia the second half of the
1950s, Iraqg participated in the regional secunystam in addition to Turkey. Iraq’s
policy towards the projects of the early 1950smpartant to understanding the

regional dynamics more fully.

19 Memorandum of Conversation Prepared in the Embafs€giro. May 12, 1953. FRUS
1952-54.v.9.p.1.i.7., pp.19-25.
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The prime minister of Iraq, Nuri Said, insistedttirag be a part of the
alliance system and its status equal to that opEggd Turkey. He stated that it was
unnecessary to involve Syria, Yemen, Lebanon ardhdan the alliance system.
His basic concern was the involvement of Saudi &rals one of Iraqg’s significant
neighbors?° It can be argued that Irag’s stance towards ttddMiEast Command
and the Middle East Defense Organization was ttietffiat it wanted to be an
important factor in regional politics through mengsep to such an organization.

More importantly, as the US ambassador in Iragntep to the department of
state, there was a split between Iraq and othegsskeecause of Iraq’s closeness with
the West. Moreover, Iraq was more prone to coopevith the West, especially the
United States. The project of the Middle East Dsé&e@rganization became more
popular in Iraq although it did not come to fruitior his showed to what extent Iraq
was willing to be a part of the alliance in theioggas it happened in the following
period. In the eyes of the US decision makers, @ydould act as a bridge between
Irag and the West, and Iraq would persuade the étiab states to participate in the
Middle East Defense Organizatidft.Especially after 1953, Iraq and Turkey grew
closer and worked to harmonize their policies talsdhe Middle East alliance.

The conversation between the Iragi foreign mimiated Turkish chargé
showed the similarity of the interests of the twates regarding a regional alliance.
The Turkish chargé met the Iraqi foreign ministeaccordance with the instructions
that were given him from Ankara. He stated thatiteadquarters of MEDO should
have been in Turkey in contrast to the UK propoeadgarding Cyprus. There should

have been no discrimination between the foundeddata comers to the

220 Telegram from the British Embassy in Baghdad trefgm Office. February 4, 1952. FO
371.98278. E1193-8.

21 Telegram from the Ambassador in Iraq (Berry) ® Brepartment of State. October 24,
1952. FRUS 1952-54.v.9.p.1.i.8., p.300.
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organization, so there would be 100% equality amadhgnembers. More
importantly, the organization should have been dpeall Middle East states and the
states which had interests regarding the secuniiyeell-being of the region.
Regarding Egypt, Turkey was against the Egyptiatigi@ation as a center of the
project. Lastly, the Turkish chargé stated thatdreim, Saudi Arabia and Iraq would
not pose a problem to the alliance, but Syria Wwasnajor impediment which was
closer to Egypt??

The Iraqgi foreign minister told Turkish chargétthraq would support the
idea of the Middle East Defense Organization, lbeiostates might hesitate because
of the unpopular approach in the Arab public towsatreeproject. Therefore, the
project had to be “camouflaged” with the Arab Leaguorder to find support in the
region®*

After this conversation, Turkey began to push baqollaborate in the
establishment of the Middle East Defense Orgamndtecause of Iraq’s positive
stance towards the project. Turkey invited Iratptcee part in the establishment of the
organization formally, but Iraqi policy was cautiotowards the propos&’ The
basic concern of Iraq was the developments inggen, especially the results of the
Anglo-Egyptian negotiations. As mentioned beforag lput emphasis on the
popularity of the project in the Arab world and tinecessity of the support of the

Arab League, in which Egypt was a major actor. &fee, Iraq did not give up its

22 Telegram from the Ambassador in Iraq (Berry) ® Brepartment of State. February 27,
1953. FRUS 1952-54.v.9.p.1.i.8., pp.348-349.

2 ibid.

24 Telegram from the Ambassador in Iraq (Berry) ® Brepartment of State. March 10,
1953. FRUS 1952-54.v.9.p.1.i.8., pp.352-353.
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“wait and see” policy despite the Turkish presdoreooperate in the regional
alliance project®

With the collapse of the alliance proposals argbtiations which would
involve the whole region, Iraq emerged as one entlajor actors that cooperated
with Turkey to establish a defense structure ireotd strengthen the ties with the

West, especially the United States, to maximizenierests.

The Middle East Command and Syria

Syria was closer to Egypt in the region and wasememote to the defense
arrangements designed by the West and advocatediapby Turkey. As the
Turkish chargé in Iraq stated, Syria became orteeofnajor impediments to the
establishment of a formal regional alliance syst€he basic tool of the Syrian
decision makers was to agitate against the Middkt Befense projects. The
significance of the propaganda in the Middle Epatticularly in Syria, can be
understood from the following statements of a dipdd in the United Kingdom
Legation in Damascus:

During the last two weeks there have been sigtisarsyrian press

that a more favorable eye is being cast upondahawand by the Syrian

authorities. Not only has there been a notable ddcriticism in the more

responsible papers but more positively in sewdiffdrent papers there
have been pleas for Western arms aid, the exdoentg cited of Turkey,
who has obtained this aid to suit her own interastmuch as those of the

West. In another paper, Nahas Pasha has beerlyeusticized for

rejecting the defense proposals out of hand agtiagest interests of the

Arabs??°

It can be argued that Syria wanted to maximizenterests. The Western

economic and military aid was the basic concermtlher words, from the United

2% Telegram from the British Embassy to the DepartoéState. April 22, 1953. FRUS
1952-54.v.9.p.1.i.8., p.362.

226 Telegram from the British Legation in Damascu&aoeign Office. February 19, 1952.
FO 371.98278. E1193-20.
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Kingdom’s point of view, Syrian decision makers Wbuse their position towards
the Middle East Command and later the Middle EafeBse Organization in order
to be more powerful in their negotiations with ivest in order to secure aid. The
United Kingdom’s diplomat argued that Syria woudttipate in the alliance right
after the satisfaction of its demarfdsHowever, his observations did not go beyond
miscalculations because Syria did not shift itsgyaio a more pro-Western one
regardless of the results of the aid negotiatiortsramained an ally of Egypt. The
miscalculation about Syrian attitude stemmed frbeignorance of regional
dynamics, especially the Arab nationalism propatjateEgypt and Syria.

According to the same diplomat, the Syrian decisiakers, like the leader
of Syria at the time Colonel Shishakli, thoughttitee Middle East Defense plan was
premature and the people in the region were redglerfser their own defense.
Moreover, Syria was ready to fight against anyahfeom outside. There was no
need for collective security project in accordanith the West. According to
Shishakli, the Arab League was the medium of dsiomsand solution of problems
among the Arab states. More importantly, he empldsihat Syria was respectful of
Egyptian national aspirations and agreed with tygpEan decision makers that the
presence of foreign troops in the Egyptian ddiljited Kingdom’sbases and
personnel, was a breach of the principles of thiedrNations??®

Colonel Shishakli repeated his basic opinions mdiggrthe Middle East
Defense Organization to Dulles during his visiD@mascus on 16 May 1953. Dulles
asked Shishakli whether he had an alternativeisolt the collective Middle East

Defense project being aware of Shishakli’'s opposito such kind of an alliance.

22" Telegram from the British Legation in DamascuEeoeign Office. February 19, 1952.
FO 371.98278. E1193-20.

228 Telegram from the British Legation in Damascu&aoeign Office. July 24, 1952. FO
371.98279. E1193-63.
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Shishakli replied that he did not have an alteuestd the collective defense because
there was no need for such a system. Syria waafraatl of aggression from outside.
In the meantime, he emphasized that he hated commuiihe major problem of the
region was the United States’ and United Kingdosuigport to Israel although Syria
and other states did not benefit from Western aithach as they needed. Therefore,
the Middle East states and their people were resplenfor their security and they
should have made their own decisions without pressam outside. Lastly,

Shishakli criticized that Western powers did natcdss the project of the Middle
East security with the states in the region ex&eyypt**°

Syria’s negative approach towards the Middle Ba$tnse projects continued

throughout the 1950s. In addition to non-alignmeith the collective defense, it

spoke out against the efforts to establish a regjialiiance.

The Middle East Command and Israel

The main target of Arab nationalism, not onlyra®tin the cases of Egypt
and Syria, and for other Arab states, was Israeln be argued that the hostility
toward Israel played a more important role in therfulation of Middle East politics
than the perception of the Soviet threat.

In return for the hostility against Israel by #eab states, Israel’s basic
concern became not to remain alone in the regiarkely became a natural ally of
Israel in the region although relations between $tades remained secret in the
1950s as will be discussed below. As the prime steniBen Gurion stated, during
the Dulles’ visit to Israel on 14 May 1953 thatalsk was “historically, culturally and

spiritually part of the free world”. Moreover, I&lavas a country in the region with

29 Memorandum of Conversation Prepared in the EmhbiasSyria. May 16, 1953. FRUS
1952-54.v.9.p.1.i.7, pp.60-61.
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an effective military potential, skilled populatiamodern industry and well-trained
army. The basic concern of Israel was to strengtieemilitary and industrial
potential**°

Israel’s main goal was not to stand alone in #dggan and to be as close as
possible to Turkey in the face of the Arab hostilllowever, this strategy had one
problem: Turkey aimed to lead the Arab states at@ugecurity alliance and this
project prevented Turkey from a formal associatiath Israel due to the negative
stance against Israel in the Arab world. Therefotekish-Israeli relations were kept
secret and the secrecy of these relations detedntineepolicy of Israel towards the
Middle East Command and the Middle East Defensazgtion.

In order not to agitate the hostility in the Anabrld and negatively influence
the development of the regional alliance, Israeldisd not to join the alliance and to
maintain its relations with the United States amelWnited Kingdom bilaterall§**

The prime minister Ben Gurion’s statement refleéloesstance of Israel
towards the regional command structure:

Israel sympathetic with purposes MEC and appree@reat importance of

decision defend region. Believes his country caofreal assistance,

but feels its assoc can be just as effective esslémbarrassing to

all concerned if its relationship is informal. Hees not exclude possibility

of working thru MEC, but refers to danger adveksab reaction if undue

or untimely attention directed to Israelis coni@tivith Command. As to

Israel it has two fears: first, that Jewish imraigyn from Iron Curtain

countries might be stopped as reprisal if Israsdgperation too much

publicized; and, second, that Israel might be egddo aggression by
neighbors if they were to know the exact sizescdiél's standing arnfy’

As a result, despite its positive attitude towtdwel command, Israel remained

out of the proposals and the efforts to estabhsghrégional alliance system.

289 Memorandum of Conversation Prepared in the Embiasisyael. May 14, 1953. FRUS
1952-54.v.9.p.1.i.7., p.37.

231 Brief for Sir Roger Making’ Visit to the PersiarulBArea and the Canal Zone. February
11, 1952. FO 371.98278.E1193-10.

232 Telegram from the Ambassador in Israel (DavisheoDepartment of State. November
11, 1951. FRUS 1951.v.5.i.8, p.247.
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The Middle East Command and Pakistan

Pakistan had a positive attitude towards the Midedst Command in order to
be a part of Middle East politics. The basic conadrPakistan’s foreign policy was
to create a buffer zone against its neighbor Irespecially regarding the Kashmir
dispute, which was discussed in Chapter 2. Moredueshtoonistan dispute with
Afghanistan, which was also discussed above, wathandynamic that determined
the policy objectives of Pakistan regarding the dfedEast.

Relations with Pakistan were important for Turkeyts efforts to find the
support to the Middle East Command, in which Turkeyght to play a leadership.
In a conversation between Turkish and Pakistamsiaf§, Turkish prime minister
and minister of foreign affairs planned to discties Kashmir and Pushtoonistan
iIssues in a constructive manner. Turkey’s effartgrtplement an active foreign
policy towards Pakistan stemmed from its “close wadm” relations with Pakistan
and also Afghanistan in the region also overlappithl the expectations of the Allies
regarding Turkey. Turkish prime minister and mieisaf foreign Affairs thought
that Pakistan would be a major ally once it wasdrscom aforementioned
problems’?

According to the Allies, especially to the Unitéoshgdom, Pakistan needed
to be a part of the alliance projects regardingMiddle East due to its potential
assistance to the Middle East defense. First pPakistan was located in a
strategically important position to control the $tan Gulf, which was vital to the
economic interests of the Allies because of theesiburces. Pakistan could also play

a leading role with Turkey in the region becausgso$usceptibility to the possible

%3 Telegram from the Ambassador in Turkey (McGhedheoDepartment of State.
February 13, 1952. FRUS 1952-54. v.9.p.1.i.8, pp-193.
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threats to the Middle East security which were #ldced to its own security.
However, the Pakistani government was not expdotetter the alliance system so
long as the Kashmir dispute remained unsettledghmvias a similar expectation to
that of Turkey regarding Pakistan. The Allies adrer the necessity of integrating
Pakistan to the regional defense system withouingupressure on it. For them, the
participation of Pakistan to the alliance systerma &sunding member, namely the
MEDO, would be welcome. Nevertheless, they arghatlif Pakistan did not
voluntarily join the alliance at that time due t® @wn problems, the postponement
of Pakistani membership to the alliance would beepted?* This policy could be
regarded as a diplomatic maneuver that was consisith the change of ally policy
regarding the Middle East Defense Organizationhéend, this policy brought
positive results and Pakistan became one of thermaajors of the Middle East
alliance in the following period.

In a conversation between the US assistant segi@ftatate, Byroade, and
the Pakistani foreign minister Zafirullah, the ¢atstated that he was afraid of the
public reaction against the MEDO membership andrhphasized the necessity of
public education and orientation to the membergtep. Byroade stated that the
MEDO project did not provide development in theerdcperiod due to the resistance
of Egypt so that there was no need to discuss mestmipealthough Pakistan had a
positive official attitude>®

The resistance of Egypt influenced Pakistan hadtimpact on the other
Arab states and Pakistani officials decided natdacate its support to the MEDO

project until the other Arab states finished bangag with the Allies because of the

2% Telegram from the Secretary of State to CertapidDatic Missions. November 13,
1952. FRUS 1952-54. v.9.p.1.i.8., pp.315-316.

2% Memorandum of Conversation by the Assistant Sagyeif State for Near Eastern, South
Asian and African Affairs (Byroade). January 27539FRUS 1952-54. v.9.p.1.i.8., p.344.
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close relations between Pakistan and the Arabsstiatereover, they abstained from
declaring their support as a result of the possylf the reaction of Nehru’s India to
Pakistan. The collaboration between India and Egyphidated Pakistani officials
regarding their membership to the alliance sysiEme. Pakistani chargé in Egypt
declared that India had been exerting pressureggptEo remain neutral and
because the revolution in Egypt was an anti-comstuniiddle class revolution,
Egypt had to collaborate with the enemies of comisTafi*® The statements of the
Pakistani chargé confirmed the aforementioned aegusregarding Egypt, in that,
in order to maximize its interests, Egypt negotatgth both the Allies and the
Soviet Union as long as they satisfy its natiorsglitations.

In summary, although Pakistan was in favor ofNhédle East Defense
Organization and intended to participate in itegist officially, the domestic and
country-specific dynamics played a role in its te&n to support the alliance
system overtly. However, with the collapse of thiauace projects, specifically the
MEC and MEDO, at the end of 1953, Pakistan becaweave pillar of the bilateral
defense arrangements between the states in tlenrggit appeared as the alternative

policy to the policies formulated in the early 1850

The Alternative Approach(es) to the Regional Alian

The plans of the Allies to establish a Middle Easmmand structure
between 1950 and late 1953 failed. First, the Midethst Command, and, second,
the Middle East Defense Organization did not attifae Arab states. As mentioned
before, the rivalry among the key actors such aké&uand Egypt and the rise of

Arab nationalism in relation to hostility againstdel and the United Kingdom can

2% Telegram from the Ambassador in Egypt (Cafferythe Department of State. February
19, 1953. FRUS 1952-54. v.9.p.1.i.8., p.346.
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be given as the two main reasons for this failBefore having their plans left aside,
the Allies tried to formulate an alternative apmoawvhich also failed.
The last trial of the MEDO project was to make phieciples of the Middle

East Defense Organization and the Arab CollecteeuSty Pact (ACSP}’

23" The Arab Collective Security Pact: The Arab LeaGa#lective Security Pact was signed
by Jordan, Syria, Iraq, Saudi Arabia, Lebanon, Egyg Yemen on June 17, 1950. The
principles of the Pact were as follows:

“Article 1:The Contracting States, in an effort taintain and stabilize peace and security,
hereby confirm their desire to settle their intéioaal disputes by peaceful means, whether
such disputes concern relations among themselwegloother Powers.

Article 2: The Contracting States consider any fdfarmed aggression made against any
one or more of them or their armed forces, to bectd against them all. Therefore, in
accordance with the right of self-defense, indiaitiuand collectively, they undertake to go
without delay to the aid of the State or Statesregjavhich such an act of aggression is
made, and immediately to take, individually andexilvely, all steps available, including
the use of armed force, to repel the aggressiomestidre security and peace. In conformity
with Article 6 of the Arab League Pact and Artiéle of the United Nations Charter, the
Arab League Council and U. N. Security Council balnotified of such act of aggression
and the means and procedure taken to check it.

Article 3: At the invitation of any one of the sapories of this Treaty the Contracting States
shall hold consultations whenever there are reddempiounds for the belief that the
territorial integrity, independence, or securityaofy one of the parties is threatened. In the
event of the threat of war or the existence ofrd@rnational emergency, the Contracting
States shall immediately proceed to unify theinpland defensive measures, as the situation
may demand.

Article 4: The Contracting States, desiring to iempent fully the above obligations and
effectively carry them out, shall cooperate in adiafating and coordinating their armed
forces, and shall participate according to thedotgces and needs in preparing individual
and collective means of defense to repulse thessaiéd aggression.

Article 5: A Permanent Military Commission compos#depresentatives of the General
Staffs of the armies of the Contracting Statesl $leaformed to draw up plans of joint
defense and their implementation. The duties oPtr@nanent Military Commission which
are set forth in an Annex attached to this Treagtude the drafting of necessary reports on
the method of cooperation and participation memibim Article 4. The Permanent Military
Commission shall submit to the Joint Defense Cdupodvided hereunder in Article 6,
reports dealing with questions within its province.

Article 6: A Joint Defense Council under the sujpgon of the Arab League Council shall
be formed to deal with all matters concerning thplementation of the provisions

of Articles 2, 3, 4, and 5 of this Treaty. It shadl assisted in the performance of its task by
the Permanent Military Commission referred to iniéke 5. The Joint Defense Council shall
consist of the Foreign Ministers and the Defenseidters of the Contracting States or their
representatives. Decisions taken by a two-third@ntya shall be binding on all the
Contracting States.

Article 7: The Contracting States, in order toifuthe aims of this Treaty, and to bring
about security and prosperity in the Arab countré®l in an effort to raise the standard of
living in them, undertake to cooperate in the depeient of their economies and the
exploitation of their natural resources; to faailt the exchange of their respective
agricultural and industrial products; and generlprganize and coordinate their economic
activities and to conclude the necessary inter-Agteements to realize such aims.
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harmonious because the Arab leaders emphasizeetessity of the primacy of the
Arab states’ responsibility in the defense of tbgion. To this end, they had signed
the ACSP in 1950 and the decision makers of theg\iwere aware that they had to
harmonize their plans with those of the Arab stafée harmony was important
because the ACSP prevented the Arab states froeniggnéiny organization
contradictory to the principles of the tredty.

In addition to the ACSP, the Arab states usedMB®O negotiations as
leverage to maximize their interests, basicallynecoic and military aid. Thus, the
Allies decided policies that would satisfy the neadd aspirations of the Arab States
in order to provide their support, especially Egyppria, Iraq and Lebanon. To this
end, they put emphasis on harmonizing especiadiyrititary terms of the MEDO

with those of the ACSP in order to provide a mediorkeep on negotiations with

Article 8: An Economic Council consisting of the iiters in charge of economic affairs, or
their representatives if necessary, shall be forpyetthe Contracting States to submit
recommendations for the realization of all suchsaés are set forth in the previous article.
The Council may, in the performance of its dutgesk the cooperation of the Committee for
Financial and Economic Affairs referred to in Altiel of the Arab League Pact.

Article 9: The Annex to this Treaty shall be comsill an integral and indivisible part of it.
Article 10: The Contracting States undertake toctwfe no international agreements which
may be contradictory to the provisions of this Tyeaor to act, in their international
relations, in a way which may be contrary to thresaof this Treaty.

Article 11: No provision of this Treaty shall inyaway affect, or is intended to affect, any of
the rights or obligations devolving upon the Coctirsg States from the United Nations
Charter or the responsibilities borne by the Unikedions Security Council for the
maintenance of international peace and security.

Article 12: After a lapse of 10 years from the datéhe ratification of this Treaty, any one
of the Contracting States may withdraw from it,\pding 12 months' notice is previously
given to the Secretariat-General of the Arab Leaghe Secretariat-General of the League
shall inform the other Contracting States of suctice.

Article 13: This Treaty shall be ratified by eacbriracting State according to the
constitutional procedure of its own government. Theaty shall come into force for the
ratifying States 15 days after the receipt by ther&ariat-General of the instruments of
ratification from at least four States. This Treigtglrafted in Arabic in Cairo on April 13,
1950. One signed copy shall be deposited with doeeriat-General of the Arab League;
equally authentic copies shall be transmitted tihed the Contracting States.”
http://avalon.law.yale.edu/20th_century/arabjoip.as

For the analysis of the Arab Unity and the Arabdieasee Lenczowski, pp.735-749.

238 Telegram from the Secretary of State to Certapiddnatic Missions. May 1, 1953.

FRUS 1952-54.v.9.p.1.i.8., pp.365-369.
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the Arab states due to the contradictory politesad economic terms of the two
treaties?®

In addition to these modifications, the other inlipgent was Israel, because
any solution that would strengthen any of the Astttes would cause the reaction of
Israel. Thus, the Allies considered that despieehtirmony between the two
structures, the MEDO project should not have béesedo the later membership of
Israel. Interestingly, the Allies hoped to solve #rab-Israeli conflict through the
MEDO project which would also be proven unsuccdséfu

Despite these trials during the development oMiddle East defense
project, neither of these efforts bore fruit. Thées abandoned the idea of an
alliance with the participation of all the stateghe region, regardless of their
statuses as a founder or a participant. The neegly in the following period was
bilateral negotiations with the individual stateddrm an alliance system. The
statement of the US deputy assistant secretaate showed clearly the shift in the
minds of the decision makers:

We had decided that the MEDO concept had to bemptite shelf for

the present. The political atmosphere in the Atalbes simply made it

useless to push this plan. We thought that thegas for the moment

would be to work individually with those statesielhseemed most

disposed to cooperate with the West for defensesé& would include Iraq,

Syria and Pakistan. So far as concrete militaayping for area defense

was concerned in the absence of participationtdtesin the area we had

reached no firm position... | did not think we wouetommend the recent

Turkish suggestion that the Western Powers progeetediately to establish

a formal public planning organization for Middladt defense. NEA at least

considered such a formal public organization wdiddadly received by the
Arabs?*

2% Telegram from the Secretary of State to Certajidbaatic Missions. May 1, 1953.

FRUS 1952-54.v.9.p.1.i.8., pp.365-369.

0ipid.

1 Memorandum of Conversation by the Deputy AssisBatretary of State for Near
Eastern, South Asian and African Affairs. Junell953. FRUS 1952-54.v.9.p.1.i.8., pp.389-
390.
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The Allies postponed the idea of a comprehensigarozation and decided
to contact the states in the region individuallpwéver, Turkey was in favor of the
establishment of a defense organization as soposssble without the support or
participation of the Arab states. It criticized thiies for the inaction regarding the
Middle East. However, the United States had twatsgyy alternatives; “to ignore the
dynamics in the region and take an immediate a@sowas insisted by the United
Kingdom and Turkey or to take no action.” The bagproach of the United States
was the following:

Desirable course of action might be to leave MEWgect in abeyance

for time being while intensifying unpublicized plang for defense Middle

East by United States, British and Turkish militegpresentatives... Informal

exchanges of views among British, United StatesTamkish representatives

have already taken plaé®.

For the United States, the establishment of thadii East Defense
Organization by the Allies and Turkey would “corduend irritate Arabs”. To
overcome this possibility, there should have batmgpts to combine the Arab
states with the Turkey-Pakistan axis although & @wgremature project at that time.
The basic strategy of the Allies to appeal the Aratiicipation to the Western
efforts was to keep bilateral military aid at betjimg**®

After the abandonment of the establishment oMidglle East Defense
Organization by the Allies and the late participatof the Arab states, the support of
the Turkey-Pakistan Axis intensified and this patie&lway to the signing of the

Turkish-Pakistani Pact in 1954 and the TurkishdilBaghdad Pact in 1955, with

which Turkey became a more active player of thediéidEast with the change of the

242 Telegram from the Ambassador in Turkey (McGhedhéoDepartment of State. June 18,
1953. FRUS 1952-54.v.9.p.1.i.8., pp.390-391. McARkééhis post in Ankara on June 19,
1953.

243 Telegram from the Ambassador in Egypt (Cafferythe Department of State. August 30,
1953. FRUS 1952-54.v.9.p.1.i.8., p.413.
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domestic dynamics, especially the deterioratiothefTurkish economy, which

would undermine the rule of the Democrat Party gowent.

Concluding Remarks

In the early 1950s, the Middle East witnesseditrary of the great powers
and the rivalry between the states in the regidr Mital importance of the region
for the West was the control of oil resources dredrevention of the expansion of
the Soviet influence in the region. As a resul, ititerests of the West were pursued
with the military alliances in the region. More iontantly, Turkey became the leader
of the region in the eyes of the West, especiakylinited States. Therefore, the
Middle East Command and the Middle East Defensezgtion projects were
formulated under the direction of the West. Thaesliworked to persuade the states
in the region through economic and military aid.

Nevertheless, the Allies did not consider theaisrergional rivalries and
conflicts which impeded the Western-imposed mijitaltiances. The conflicts and
rivalries among the Arab states, the hostility agalsrael, and the rivalry for
leadership between Turkey and Egypt did not allealizing the establishment of
such a military alliance in the Middle East. Consatly, the Allies changed their
strategy and tried to establish an indigenous anylilliance in which the axis

shifted to Turkey-Irag and Pakistan rather thark&yrand Egypt.
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CHAPTER 4

THE MIDDLE EAST AND TURKEY, 1954-1960

The failure of the efforts to set up a commandcitire in the Middle East
forced the Allies to reexamine their strategiesardmg the region. The new strategy
involved the Northern Tier concept, which was amad by the United States’
secretary of state, John Foster Dulles, duringdusin the Middle East in 1953. The
Northern Tier concept shifted the focus from thekey-Egypt line to the Turkey-
Irag-Pakistan line. In the same vein, the policyhef Allies shifted from the
cooperation among the states in the region un@ecdmmand of the Allies to
cooperation among the states in the region thrdilgkeral agreements stemming
from the indigenous efforts. The basic principléthe Allies remained unchanged:
the United States stayed behind the scene frorhabmning to the end and did not
become a party in the pacts formally. The Unitedg§iom aimed to be a leader of
the command structure or cooperative bodies artiCipated in the Middle East
pacts, specifically the Baghdad Pact, formally.

However, as the policies and the strategies oAthes, the dynamics of the
Middle East played an important role in the fatéhaf cooperation among the states
in the region. The regional dynamics, such as ttabAsraeli conflict and the Arab
nationalism and neutralism, especially in Egypt 8yda, determined the success of
the Middle East cooperative efforts. In additidre tountry-specific developments,
such as the regime changes in the states, i.ea &y Iraq, and the country-specific
objectives and strategies, such as the acquigifieconomic and military
development of the individual states, determinedstinccess of cooperation efforts.

All these external and internal dynamics playeésdab some extent in the success
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and failure of the projects in the Middle Easthie 1950s. Moreover, Turkey
appropriated the Middle East pacts in the secolfdohthe 1950s much more than
the early 1950s because, firstly, it wanted to pkeyleader role in the region to
acquire more assistance from the United Statesoecioally and militarily.
Secondly, it had reached its major foreign polibjective with the membership to
the NATO in 1952, which enabled it to expand itesin the Middle East.

This chapter focuses on the pacts in which Tukkay a key player and
analyzes the conflicts and similarities of the oegil states regarding these pacts
which were signed in the problematic and confliceecond half of the 1950s. The
Turkish-Pakistani Pact, which was signed in 1954 be examined. After the
analysis of the reactions to the pact, the devetpsbefore and after the signing of
the Baghdad Pact, which was signed in 1955, wittlagfied comprehensively. In
the context of great power politics, the eventd gl analyzed in light of the
developments in the individual states to bettereusteind the Middle East politics in

the second half of the 1950s.

The Turkish-Pakistani Pact (195%)

The Turkish-Pakistani Pact, which has been ovel®iad by the Baghdad
Pact in the literature, was the first attempt @f tiew strategy of the Allies in the
Middle East. First of all, it is important to anatythe developments before the
signing of the pact in order to understand thetreas that would also influence the

events that happened before and after the Baghalad P

244 Selected literature on the Turkish-Pakistani Pacat and Kiirkgiglu, Ortadosu’yla
Tiskiler, pp.621-622; Bgcl, pp.49-50; Mehmet Gonliibol and Haluk Ulmaikirici Diinya
Saval'ndan Sonra Tirk BiPolitikas” inOlaylarla Turk Dy Politikasi 1919-199%d.
Mehmet Gonlibol (Ankara: Siyasal Kitabevi, 1996),2b1-254.
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The Turkish-Pakistani Pact and the United Statestlag United Kingdom

As discussed above, the Northern Tier concepttivasgeterminant of the
policies of the Allies in the second half of theb08. Thus, Pakistan and Turkey
became the main actors of the Middle East poliafess the failure of the efforts to
bring Turkey and Egypt together in the early 19908 United States shifted its
policy regarding the region.

The demands of Iran, Turkey, and Pakistan fromuthiged States to provide
more military assistance to enhance the defensipalulities, especially of Iran,
resulted in the encouragement of these countnekjding Iraq, to form a defense
structure. The association of the indigenous mnylitarces of these countries would
strengthen the defense of the Middle East agaiestémmunist threat. More
importantly, the defense association would be dpeyther Middle East countries in
time. The United States’ officials put emphasiglomindependence of the formation
of such a structure from the solution of the in&igonflicts, i.e., the Anglo-Egyptian
and Arab-Israeli problems, because the solutidh@ge crises seemed impossible in
the short run, and this could set back the cooperafforts in the area. On the other
hand, the United States’ military aid was vitathese states, but this had to be done
indirectly so not to cause the reaction of the nleaging states, especially those of
Pakistan, i.e., India and Afghanistan with whickiB&n had problematic relations.
Upon the solution of these impediments, the indigisncooperative body could be
established and there would be no necessity foaltbeation of the foreign forces in

the region to provide securif§’

245 Memorandum by the Joint Chiefs of Staff to ther8try of Defense (Wilson).
November 14, 1953. FRUS 1952-54.v.9.p.1.i.8, p.431.
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Although the Turkish-Pakistani Pact would be ofieather states in the
region, the key actor was Turkey for the Unitedéaln the same vein, Pakistan
would have had a potential to strengthen the Mididist defense if it had been
assisted by the Western powers. However, Turkeydae consulted about the
whole project of military assistance to Pakistan.

Even though the support of the area defense atigktegional states was
vital to the United States’ objectives, it wouldragn from being involved in the
disputes among the states in the region. Regatdegurkish-Pakistani Pact, the
basic disputes were those between Pakistan andighbors, India and Afghanistan.
The United States had to satisfy Turkey and noetstroy Turkey’s obligations to
NATO. Therefore, the Turkish-Pakistani Pact wassanyed as a looser
arrangement, in accordance with Turkey’s goalsciviarould provide consultation
and joint defense planning. In this alliance, thie of the United States and the other
Western powers would not go beyond supporting #at members economically
and militarily. Thus, the Western powers would patticipate the pact as member
states™*®

Regarding the participation of the Arab states,Uimited States’ officials put
emphasis on a cautious strategy. For them, thecipation of Iran and Afghanistan
was premature because of the weakness of the f@maethe problems of the latter,
such as the Pushtoonistan dispute with Pakistane Maportantly, the Arab states
were primarily focused on the Palestine issue anés$ thought that pressure on
them to join the pact would cause irreversible ootes. Exceptionally, Iraq might

welcome the defense strategy despite the reactiother Arab states especially

246 Telegram from the Secretary of State (DulleshsEmbassy in Turkey. December 24,
1953. FRUS 1952-54.v.11.p.2., pp.1835-1836.
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Egypt and Syria. Irag was such a vital part ofdagense chain, whereas it should
not have been forced to participate immediatély.

The reaction of the Middle Eastern states neeolée taken into
consideration and the pact needed to be envisagadiateral initiative between
Turkey and Pakistan. The negotiations were to Ipé $&cret at first and then the two
countries should have declared their intentionseigotiate. At the same time,
Pakistan was to make a formal request for the isaad in return the latter was to
make a public response which was based on the guppbe proposed Turkish-
Pakistani Pact’®

The strategy of the United States was to staynoktie scene and support the
regional states militarily and economically to izt the Northern Tier defense
concept. The support of the United States pavedv#yefor the negotiations and the
signature of the Turkish-Pakistani pact in 1954his process, the United Kingdom
was a secondary player and Turkey was the majpoathe United States. Being
put in second place irritated the United Kingdosall be discussed below.
However, this did not cause a problem and it actdthrmony with the United States
in the negotiation process of the Turkish-PakisRamt. Like the positions of the
United States and the United Kingdom, that of tbei& Union should be

considered to understand the impact of the Pact.

The Turkish-Pakistani Pact and the Soviet Union

The reaction of the Soviet Union to the proposatkiEh-Pakistani Pact was
harsh and the Soviet propaganda against the gaasified in this process. The

deputy minister of foreign affairs of the Sovietioim Valerian Zorin, called the

24" Telegram from the Secretary of State (DulleshtoEmbassy in Turkey. December 24,
1953. FRUS 1952-54.v.11.p.2., pp.1835-1836.
28 ibid.
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Turkish chargé on 18 March 1954 and handed himetogorotest the Pact. This
note was published in the Soviet press. It stdiat t
Turko-Pakistani pact is calculated to involve otbeuntries in military
bloc... Inasmuchas no attack, this pact cannabbsidered defensive...
as is evident from statements of officials of Tayland Pakistan, its
preparation is closely connected with militaryraf Atlantic bloc
and affects security of number of countries, esfigan region Near
and Middle East and also Southeast Asia... Suibypmannot but

harm Soviet-Turkish relations. Acting in this fash Turkish

government takes on itself responsibility for camsences of such

situation®*®

The Soviet reaction and propaganda was consigiéimthe Soviet policy
towards the Middle East Command and would be cterdiso the policy towards the
Baghdad Pact. Nevertheless, the Soviet threatsadidome up with results and,
interestingly, despite Turkey’s moves in the MidEkst in the second half of the
1950s, the Soviet Union sought to ameliorate thaioms with Turkey in the same
period.

After the analysis of the great power politics &wds the Turkish-Pakistani

Pact, the policies of the pact members will be erach

The Turkish-Pakistani Pact and Pakistan

The stand of the Pakistani officials was articedbin an interview oNew
York Timesorrespondent Hangen upon his question aboutuhlash-Pakistani
Pact. In the interview, the Pakistani officialsimedly Major General Ayub Khan, the
Commander of the Pakistani Field Forces and thésRak Defense Secretary
Iskender Mirza stated that they were in favor phat with Turkey and probably
with Iraq. However, they were opposed to the pguaiton of Iran due to its

weakness. To this end, the sponsorship and supptire United States was

249 Telegram from the Ambassador in the Soviet UnBwh{en) to the Department of State.
March 20, 1954. FRUS 1952-54.v.9.p.1.i.8., p.490.
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extremely important and Pakistan was ready toreatcordance with the United
States. In other words, for the Pakistani offigitthe economic and military aid from
the United States was a “prerequisite” of sucha.@n the other hand, the officials
criticized the previous United States policy whied been preoccupied with the
Arab states to form such an alliance. The basic&onof the Pakistani officials was
their problematic relations with their neighboricmuntries especially Indfa°

It can be argued that the objective of the Pakisitiicials was similar to that
of Turkey and the United States: to form an alleamcaccordance with the Northern
Tier concept. Nevertheless, their policy was ndependent from their country-
specific dynamics. Their priority was to strengtltleeir country’s economic and
military capabilities in order to resist their nielprs, specifically India. To this end,
they were ready to act with the United States, twviweas the leading source of
economic and military aid at the time. Thus, Pakisised the Turkish-Pakistani Pact
as leverage to meet its needs. In the same veiiJited States was ready to help
Pakistan, as mentioned before, and agreed to @adnomic and military help.

With the guarantee of the United States’ suppet,Pakistani officials
intensified their negotiations with the Turkishiofdls. In November 1953, the
Pakistani Governor General, Ghulam Mohammed, h&sheie conversations with
the Turkish president, Bayar, prime minister, Maedeand minister of foreign
affairs, Kopruld. In these conversations, the Tshkofficials expressed their
willingness to enter into an alliance with Pakissand the participation of Iran later
on if it indicated stability for the defense sturet. However, interestingly, they were

opposed to the inclusion of Arab states, especiddly, in the alliance. For them, the

%0 Telegram from the Ambassador in Turkey (WarrertheoDepartment of State.
September 17, 1953. FRUS 1952-54. v.9.p.1.i.818.4
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basic reason was not to involve the Arab-Isragiifloct in the alliance through the
participation of the Arab states in the defens¢amtg®*

In a telegram sent from the United States’ amizkssa Karachi to the US
Department of State, the ambassador said he ththaghthe Ghulam Mohammed’s
visit to Turkey convinced him to Turkey’s willingsg to enter into an alliance with
Pakistan. On the other hand, despite Turkey’'sngheess to sign a Pact with
Pakistan, Pakistan’s first priority was the dirantl immediate military aid by the
United States in order to strengthen its bargaipiogjtion with Turkey when they
began to negotiate a pact. Moreover, after thetgfamilitary support to Pakistan,
she was ready to bring Iran into the agreemensiBlgsthe Saudi participation to
the pact could be provided because the new Saundj Was a close friend of the
Governor Generdr?

As mentioned before, Pakistan was willing to sagmact with Turkey as long
as its country-specific needs were satisfied. Mangortantly, the sponsorship and

public support of the United States were necedsarthe pact to be accomplished.

The Turkish-Pakistani Pact and Turkey

Turkey was regarded as the leader of the Middk BEafense by the United
States. It worked to formulate a Middle East polityharmony with the United
States. Therefore, Turkish and American officidteromet to set up a common
approach about the Turkish-Pakistani Pact, as magparoughout the 1950s.

Turkey’s basic concerns were to play the leadex ithe area, despite the

1 Telegram from the Ambassador in Turkey (WarrertheoDepartment of State.
November 30, 1953. FRUS 1952-54. v.9.p.1.i.8., 3p-434.

52 Memorandum of Conversation by the Ambassador kiska. December 7, 1953. FRUS
1952-54. v.11.p.2.i.7., pp.1831-1832.
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resentment of Egypt and Iraqg, and to bolster gwiith the United States in order to
receive more military and economic assistance.

Regarding the Turkish-Pakistani Pact, the UnitedeS’ support of Pakistan
and the participation of the Arab states were dised in a conversation between the
officials of the two states as was the positiothef United Kingdom because of the
divergences between the Allies regarding the MidtHst policy. The exclusion of
the United Kingdom from the Turkish-Pakistani Paatl Turkey’s leadership
irritated the United Kingdom because it wantedlay phe role of dominant leader in
the region. However, they did not raise any obgectd the United States’ policy
regarding the pact>® In the same conversation, the possible difficaltiad the
course of action were also discussed, as follows:

In trying to bring Iraq into a pact, we would haeereckon with

the fact that the Iragi people as distinguishedftheir government

would probably be opposed. Afghanistan would by veuch upset

and might adopt an unfavorable attitude towardiBeand Turkey

if she were not at least offered the opporturatjoin any arrangement

which might be forthcoming. With respect to Iraspid we fully

appreciated the delicacy of the Iraqi governmeod'sition and did not

intend to exert any pressure...With respect to Afgttan, | expressed

the hope that Turkish influence could be exertetaissure the

Afghans....The Ambassador and | agreed that thet&uiskan issue

would have to be at least tacitly shelved if Afigistan were to join in

any group with Pakistan. In this connection he $lae Iragi ambassador

in Washington was optimistic that Iraq could ptayeffective role in

adjusting the Afghan-Pakistan difficulti&¥.

In the meantime, the military aid to Pakistan wpproved by the president of
the United States, Eisenhower. Moreover, the Urfttiedes proposed to Turkey the
principles and strategy of the Turkish-PakistardatPahey thought that the pact was

to be loose, even looser than the Greek-Turkisheslay Pact, because of the

absence of what they called “geographical contnsitrategic unity and NATO

53 Memorandum of Conversation, by the Officer in Gfeaof Turkish Affairs. January 9,
1954, FRUS 1952-54.v.9.p.1.i.8., pp.447-448.
4 ibid.
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direction in the case of Turkish-Pakistani Pactdrisbver, the participation of Iraq

in the pact needed to be taken into consideraliba.reaction of the third states,
especially India, Afghanistan and Iran, also neddduk considered and the means to
appease the reactions of them needed to be detidsity, the views of the “MEDO
sponsors”, mainly the United Kingdom, needed tedaght to provide the support

of this state to the Middle East alliarfce.

In the meeting of the officials of the two couasyj the proposed principles of
the United Statewere accepted by the Turkish side. Turkey emphdstze
principles and, additionally, proposed that thedvtefense” should be avoided in
the title agreement and in its place more “suitgbleseology as in case tripartite
pact” sought. Moreover, Turkish officials reemplzasi that the timing needed
cautious collaboration. They proposed to approeadp and to present Turkish-
Pakistani Pact in “light invitation” to the Iradis join or simply as information.
Regarding Afghanistan, Turkey would explain theunaiand principles of the
agreement and emphasize Turkey’s impartiality @Rbshtoonistan dispute. In
addition, Turkey would offer written assuranceéfighan officials desired. Iran
would also be informed without any reference t@dsticipation in the proposed
agreement. The Turkish chargé in India would infoine Indians, but would leave to
the United States to offer Pakistan further assiganLastly, the United States’ and
Turkish officials agreed to fully inform the Unitédngdom and France in order to
seek their cooperation and advfcg.

In sum, upon the agreement of the basic principihesstrategies between the

United States and Turkey, Turkey became responfiblbe presentation of the pact

?%> Memorandum to the Assistant Secretary of Stat&fwopean Affairs (Merchant).
January 12, 1954. FRUS 1952-54.v.9.p.1.i.8., pp4ED

2% Telegram from the Ambassador in Turkey (WarrertheDepartment of State. January
21, 1954FRUS 1952-54.v.9.p.1.i.8., pp.458-459.
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in the regional states, especially to the neighigpstates around itself and Pakistan.
In light of these principles, the course of actiees decided by the United States and
Turkey. In the following period, Turkey would appiah Pakistan with the support of
the United States. The United States would guaeahie necessary military aid to
Pakistan within the framework of the Turkish-PadmstPact secretly. At the same
time, the other states in the region would be doedormed about the pact and
Turkey would make an explanatory statement at NAAf@er that, Turkey and
Pakistan would announce a joint communiqué stdiathey would consult on
matters of mutual interest in the political, ecomoand security matters. After a
short time, Pakistan would make a public requesinititary aid from the United
States. Upon this request and favorable replylrttians would be informed and a
special message would be sent to Nehru. With thigation of the tension of the
states in the region, Turkey and Pakistan woul@lacate negotiations and sign the
pact as soon as possiBfé.

Although the principles and the plan of action evdecided in February 1954,
the Turkish-Pakistani Pact had to wait for two mmm@nths. The developments and
reactions in this period must be considered inoil@nderstand the conflicting and

somewhat rival positions and policies of the statdbe region.

The Turkish-Pakistani Pact in the Turkish Parliatrasrd Press

During the ratification discussions of the TurkBhkistani Pact in the
Parliament, the Democrat Party representativessdCiBaban, Bahadir Dulger, Yusuf
Hikmet Bayur and Sabri Ozcan San dominated thaidisons and praised the Pact.

The only representative of the RPP, Fethi Ulkiiregped his views regarding it. In

>’ Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of Staté&éar Eastern, South Asian and
African Affairs (Byroade) to the Acting SecretarfyQtate. February 3, 1954. FRUS 1952-
54.v.9.p.1.i.8., pp.479-480.
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his speech, Ulkii praised the Pact and supportepaiiey of the Democrat Party
government regarding the P&et.

In the press, the newspapéeferandSon Postasupported the Padtike
the Middle East Command, the Turkish-Pakistani Rexs supported by
CumhuriyetNadir Nadi wrote an article, “A Fortunate Pactlayirli Bir Paki and
stated that the Pact was a means to link the tatessto each other and to expand the
Western defense system to the East. The basiadeaitthe agreement was the lack
of any aggressive intention against any other stateits openness to all states.
Therefore, Turkey would welcome the Pact as a ndliat attached importance to
the preservation of peace. The Turkish-Pakistaai Wauld strengthen the security
of Turkey as well as the security of the Middle tzasd the whole world. Therefore,
he praised the Turkish government for its effostsanclude and sign the P&ct.

The Turkish-Pakistani Pact was also supporteddry Ulusat the time.
Huseyin Cahit Yalcin stated that the relations leetwTurkey and Hindu Muslims,

later on the Pakistanis after the establishmethii@independent Pakistani state, were

%8« O zaman bir mana, bir ruh halinde bulunan bridsimenin bugiin muhterem

huzurunuzda ve muhterem Pakistagbakaninin huzurunda mesuhislarin ve iki devletin
anlasmasigeklinde tecelli edi cidden bana, sizlere olgu gibi, blylk heyecan ve ruh
huzuru vermektedir. Bunun icin angitaanin tasdikinin her iki milletin istikbali icinadgu
kadar bu iki milletin menfaatini seven bitfalam alemi icin de memnuniyet verici hadise
olarak kaydeder, tasdikini bilhassa rica edefim.

Republic of TurkeyTBMM Tutanak Dergisiterm 10, session 7, vol.1, 11 June 1954,
pp.150-156.

29«Tirkiye ile Pakistan arasinda evvelki giin Kaide imzalanan anlgma, iki millet
birbirine baglayan, ayni zamanda Bati savunma alemingd@ d@ru gelistiren misbet bir
basaridir. Anlasmanin balica 6zellgi, hicbir devlete kan saldirici bir hedef gitmemesi, iyi
niyetli bittin devletlere a¢ik bulunmasidir... Bizadogu bolgesinde bagin korunmasina
6nem veren ve bunun sorumungyan bir milletin vatandgari olarak Turk-Pakistan
anlagsmasini blyuk bir sevingle kalryoruz. Boylece 1951 yilinda resmen kagilohiz Batl
savunma tgilatini bir ucundan dguya d@ru tamamlama yolunda esasli bir adim atiyoruz
demektir. Bunun acik manasi, Turk emniyetinin, @oga emniyetinin dolayisiyla hirr dinya
emniyetinin kuvvetlenmolmasindan ibarettir... Bugurda harcadgl misbet gayretlerden
oturd hukumetimizi tebrik etmeyi bir vazife biliriz

Cumbhuriyet 4 April 1954.
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everlasting. Although the Pact between the twasthad not borne fruit in the short
run, this would be a starting point to provide peand security to the regidf®

In Yeni Ulus AhmetSukri Esmer’s position towards the Turkish-Pakistani
Pact was cautious. He stated that the basic rdastime Pact was to provide a basis
for the United States’ military aid to Pakistan aingould not bring any benefit to
Turkey. Turkey could sign any Pact without haviadé obliged to any movement
outside its borders. However, Esmer stated, th&iShwmPakistani Pact would not
bring the harmonization of the policies of the tstates; rather, they would follow
their own course of action. The only benefit of Bect would be the United States’
military aid to Pakistarf®* Esmer once again approached the developments
cautiously and more realistically, saying it cobklargued that the major benefit of
the Turkish-Pakistani Pact was the provision oftai@akistan by the United States.

Consequently, the opposition in the Parliamentthedress supported and

praised the signature of the Turkish-Pakistani Pact

#0«Tiirkiye ile Pakistan arasinda bir dostluk agi@asini pek tabii buluruz. Hint
Muslimanlariyla yakingimiz epeyce eskidir... Turkiye ile Pakistan'indgimesinden derhal
ameli neticeler beklemek imkanini géremiyoruz. Eadskeri bakimdan pratik bir hal caresi
teskil etmemekle beraber, Turk-Pakistan gntasinin Orta Asya'ya d@ou bir emniyet ve
huzur hissini ngr ve temin edeggni imit ederiz. Bu bir bdangi¢ olacaktir. Ve iyi
olacaktir”

Yeni Ulus 18 February 1954.

61«Bjr yilan hikayesine benzeyen Tiirk-Pakistan DogBakt nihayet gecen giin Kaiale
imzalanmgtir. Pakt, Amerika'nin Pakistan’a askeri yardimdaldlmmasini temin icin
dustnulmi ve gercekldirilmis bir tedbirden ibarettir... Kendisini uzak memld&ede

askeri vecibelere hgamayan ve maceralara surtiklemeyecek olan her Hakkiye'nin
Imzasinda bir mahzur olamaz. Paktin imzasi ile Misin Devletler Birlgi'nin
gerceklemesine dgru adim atildginin metinde ifade edilmemesi realist olan Tirk

isbirli gine gelince: Pakistamimdiye kadar Arap-Asya grubu ile birlikte ytrumiras,

Tunus gibi meselelerde Araplarin yaninda yer aimiTlrkiye ise bu davalarda Batili
devletlerle yurtmgidr. Pakt ile birli ginin kurulmuy oldusu bildirilmis ise de Ustin ihtimale
gore Pakistan da Turkiye de bu meselelerde bildikieki yollarda yirlyeceklerdir. Hilasa
paktin tek hikmeti Pakistan’a yardim icin Amerilafyrsat hazirlamaktan ibarettir.
Pakistanlilar icinsiphesiz Paktin kendisinden ziyade yardim énenilidir.

Yeni Ulus 7 April 1954.

137



The Turkish-Pakistani Pact and Iraq

Iraq became a significant actor after the collagfste alliance projects,
namely the Middle East Command and later the Midi@dst Defense Organization,
which had been designed to bring Turkey and Egygether, but failed in the early
1950s. In the same vein, as mentioned in the miesiand strategies agreed by the
United States and Turkey, this state was a potenganber of the Turkish-Pakistani
Pact. However, neither the United States nor Tumkeigted upon the initial
participation of Iraq in the pact even though thdly informed it about the nature of
the arrangement.

On the Iragi side, the prime minister Jafalionsidered the possibility of an
invitation of accession to the Turkish-PakistanctPa&/hich was open to the
accession of other Middle East states. Nevertheddtbough he was in favor of such
an alliance, he refrained from the reaction of Egipa meeting with the Egyptian
officials, he asked for the Egyptian reaction fmoasible joining of Iraq to the Pact.
In return, the Egyptians replied that Egypt did abject to Iraqi participation, but
such a move might negatively affect the Egyptiasifian on the Suez base dispute
against the United Kingdom. As a result, Jamaluess$the Egyptians that Iraq
would not participate into an arrangement whichhmhagversely affect the Egyptian
position and the Egyptians would be fully informettag moved in such a

direction?63264

%2 The Prime Minister Jamali held the office betw&8B63 and 1954 until he was replaced
by Nuri Said. Nuri Said governed Irag until the paliétat in 1958.

263 Telegram from the Ambassador in Iraq (Berry) ® Brepartment of State. January 26,
1954. FRUS 1952-54.v.9.p.1.i.8., pp.467-468.

1t seems that the Jamali government was moretsengi Iraq’s relations with Egypt
than the Nuri Said government because the Nuri §arérnment caused a split with Egypt
by signing the Baghdad Pact with Turkey despiteréisestance of Egypt. This will be
discussed in detail below.
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The United States’ military aid to Pakistan andtkey set a precedent for
Irag and it also demanded military aid from the tddiStates. The United States
government approved of the military aid to Irag@®akistan, but needed to inform
the Iragi government about the necessity of codjmeravith Turkey and Pakistan for
the security of the area. In a telegram sent byJeActing Secretary of State to the
Embassy in Iraq, it was stated that:

He might also state that while US assistance ondlitioned

on such cooperation and no commitments or undagsakvill be

required of Iraq except those stipulated Mutuausiéy legislation,

USG will naturally take account of country’s paiehcontribution

to area defensé®

Although the United States and Turkey agreedlthgtwould not be pressed
to be a member of the Turkish-Pakistani Pact aftddets own initiative to join, the
United States implemented a policy to persuadethierugh military aid. This can
be regarded as a stick-and-carrot policy, which @@smon in the United States’
policy towards the Middle East states in the 1950s.

Turkey continued its efforts to tempt Iraq to joie Pact. The Turkish
ambassador in Baghdad met the Iragi prime mingtdrthe minister of foreign
affairs. The conversation between the Turkish asdid® and the Iraqgi Prime
Minister was interesting to be stated here:

Turkish Ambassador met Prime Minister and Foréigmister

together this afternoon... Immediately thereafterjiiormed me

that Iraqi officials had received his message wétisfaction, Prime

Minister saying that he felt great joy and prige#use he himself

put forward a similar suggestion last year. Priteister asked if

he could accept this information as an invitatioparticipate.

Ambassador replied “are you awaiting an invita®bRrime Minister

said “yes”. Ambassador then said, “in such casengay accept this
communication as an invitatio®®

% Telegram from the Acting Secretary of State toEngassy in Iraq. January 28, 1954.
FRUS 1952-54.v.9.p.1.i.8., pp.474-475.

26 Telegram from the Ambassador in Iraq (Berry) ® Brepartment of State. February 17,
1954. FRUS 1952-54.v.9.p.1.i.8., pp.486-487.
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The Iragi government was not against participaitmipe Turkish-Pakistani
Pact, but it was against sending its soldiers béyba Iraqi frontiers in time of war
as a possible result of its members#igiThe Turkish ambassador did not make a
comment on this issue, but it was understood tiagtdid not want to be a part of
such an arrangement. More importantly, the Iragpheminister asked whether
Israel was going to become a member of the Pawbiodf so, Iraq would not join
the Pact. The Turkish ambassador replied that thaseno plan to include Israel.
Lastly, the Turkish ambassador asked whether théqity of the Pact might have
caused a reaction in Irag. The prime minister dtttat the only possible reaction
might have come from the Communists or the IstiBkaity, which was a party that
had demanded the “full” independence of Iraq frow ¢olonialists 1945 onward®

The possible participation of Iraq in the TurkiBhkistani Pact became a
matter of discussion in an Iragi parliamentary mesdn reply to the criticisms of the
opposition deputies regarding the membership of imghe Pact, the prime minister
Jamali denied that no defense arrangement existetlich Iraq was a member
except the Saadabad Pact and the Arab League Bal&ecurity Pact. Despite the
fact that Iraq had been informed about the Paat, frad not had any commitments to
any party and had not joined such an arrangemeavetheless, he added that Iraq
might join any such arrangement in the future ugh@nconsultation of the
parliament® In other words, the prime minister did not rejéne possibility of

Irag’s joining to the pact in the future.

%" The extension of the Pact beyond the frontierslevba a matter of discussion and
hesitation during the Baghdad Pact talks as willliseussed below.

%8 Telegram from the Ambassador in Iraq (Berry) ® Brepartment of State. February 17,
1954. FRUS 1952-54.v.9.p.1.i.8., pp.486-487.

289 Telegram from the British Embassy in Baghdad &Rhbreign Office. February 24, 1954.
FO 371.110787. V1073-7.
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The Prime Minister’s press conference on 24 Felgrii@54 was as important
as the above mentioned parliamentary sessionidicéimference he stated that

Irag’s right to join any pact which resulted frahe Turkish-Pakistani

negotiations if it should be in her interests ¢oso... Iraq dared to announce

the rest of the Arab states that she would signpact she pleased. The

Arabs must either arm the Arab League Collectieeusity Pact or

relinquish it as useless. Arms could come eittmnfthe Russia or from

the West. Turkey and Pakistan had clearly chosget their arms from

the West... Iraq would do $6°

In this conference, the Prime Minister criticizbeé Egyptian press comment,
which was closely linked to the Egyptian governmeuttich stated that those Arab
states, which were bound to foreign powers miligaand economically, were not
able to join the Arab states on an equal basis.Prlree Minister said that all the
Arab states including Egypt had treaties with fgnepowers.*

The Prime Minister’s statements in the parlianmeend the press conference
come up with three important results: Firstly, tightness of the confidence of the
United States and Turkey on Iraq about its positagce towards the Pact.
Secondly, the readiness of Iraqg to be involvedimliiance with Turkey and the
West. The alliance would be embodied with the Baghidlact a year later. Thirdly
and more importantly, the flexibility of the polkes of the Arab states in the Middle
East towards the West and the Soviet Union.

Despite the positive approach of Iraq towardgtogposed Turkish-Pakistani

Pact, the reactions of the other states in th@negere somewhat different.

The Turkish-Pakistani Pact and Afghanistan, Irath laudia

As planned during the talks between the UnitedeStand Turkey, before the

joint communiqué was publicized, the diplomaticganeations intensified in

29 Telegram from the British Embassy in Baghdad eoRbreign Office. February 27, 1954.
FO371. 110787. V1073-9.
" ibid.
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Afghanistan. Turkey endeavored to provide assurtmatethe Pact would not affect
the “long established friendship” of Turkey and A&gistan. Moreover, Turkey
would not become involved in the Pakistan-Afghamiadispute.’? In return, the
Afghan Prime Minister stated that he was in faviosuech pacts between Asian
countries. These pacts were for “mutual understendnd economic progress.”
About the Afghan adherence to the Pact, the Prinmeskér said that Afghan
relations with Turkey were “cordial and conducieageneral peace and security in
the Middle East.” Nevertheless, the Pushtoonisispute between Pakistan and
Afghanistan impeded the establishment of closetiogls between the two states.
Thus, Afghanistan would not be a member of suchca pith Pakistan®

In Iran and India, the Turkish diplomats proviget/anced information about
the nature of the pact. Iran was given the impogsthiat the pact was open to its
joining, but there was no insistence and presspoa it. On the other hand, Indian
authorities were also informed, but this did natsmaharsh reaction in India against
neither Turkey nor Pakist&h?

In the preparation process of the Turkish-Pakid®act, Iraq, Iran,
Afghanistan, India and even Egypt did not reaciregdhe Pact. The main offensive

criticism came from Turkey’s neighbor, Syria.

The Turkish-Pakistani Pact and Syria

During the negotiations of the Pact between Tukay Pakistan, the Syrian

government took a negative stance toward the agraagt. The reasons for the

"2 Telegram from the Acting Secretary of State toEhgbassy in Iran. February 13, 1954.
FRUS 1952-54.v.9.p.1.i.8., pp.483-484.

213 Telegram from the British Embassy in Kabul to Bueeign Office. March 2,1954. FO
371.111984. DA1022-1.

"4 Telegram from the Acting Secretary of State toEheassy in Iran. February 13, 1954.
FRUS 1952-54.v.9.p.1.i.8., pp.483-484.

142



Syrian opposition were discussed between the ambtassof the United States and
the United Kingdom in Damascus. They argued that:

The Syrians felt jealous of a movement which gille added importance

to Iraqg, the arming of Iraq would make it eas@rlifaq to unite with Syria,

the new United States-Iraq link tends to remosae from the Arab orbit like

the existing Anglo-Iraq treaty, the Arab-Asian dlis weakened by the

Pakistan-United States link, the whole connectegtiament tends to upset

what may be Shishakli’s idea of a neutral zore,ane which will be free

of Soviet or Western influence and which will eiteally be dominated by

an Arabbloc armed by and loosely allied to the W&3£'®

Although these predictions regarding the Syrialicgavere not proven, they
had implications on Syrian foreign policy in théldaving period. In the same vein,
the Syrian government criticized Pakistan and dttitat by accepting the American
arms, Pakistan dissatisfied Syria. Before the RaetArabs had taken Pakistan as a
member of their bloc in opposition to the Westeowers for granted. However, by
accepting the American arms, Pakistan left the Adab as opposed to India, which
remained neutralist and hostile to the Wé5t"

The opposition of the Syrian government was sugpldoy the local press, as
it was the case in Egypt in the 1950s, and the i$h¥Rakistani Pact was criticized

during the negotiation process. Mainly, the Pad described as “a tool to tempt

Irag and even Iran to establish a new kind of MEDDhe most favorable

25> Syria was opposed to the Baghdad Pact for sereaabns, but the fear of Iragi invasion
of Syria dominated the Syrian agenda. This wiltseussed in detail in the Baghdad Pact
topic.

2 Telegram from the British Embassy in DamascusiéoForeign Office. January 19, 1954.
FO371. 110787. V1073-2.

2" Telegram from the British Embassy in Damascusi¢oRoreign Office. February 15,
1954. FO371. 110787. V1073-3.

"8 The Syrian policy can be regarded as ambiguousalhov because the bloc policy did
not work in the Arab world as the “Arab unity” frotihhe beginning to the end. In the early
1950s, Egypt and Syria negotiated with the Wesetsupported economically and
militarily. Moreover, Iraq and Egypt had signedatiies with the United Kingdom for
economic and military aid. With the shift of foduem Egypt to Turkey and Iraq, Egypt and
Syria became the forerunners of Arab nationalisthreeutralism without wholly cutting

their ties with the West. Again, the satisfactidmnberests dominated the agenda of these
states and they endeavored to provide aid throagbtrations with both sides. Especially in
the second half of the 1950s, the Soviet Union imecthe major sponsor of these two states.
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comments in the press were those that stated #katBn might have influenced
Turkey towards more friendly relations with the Brstates’® Like the local press,
the public reaction, which stemmed mainly from timéversity students, was against
the Turkish-Pakistani Pact. On 29 March, a studentonstration erupted directed
against the pact and the “colonizers” behind ite Tmited Kingdom ambassador in
Damascus stated that “such demonstrations wererega form of amusement
among the students atite demonstration in Damascus seemed to have been
motivated by sympathy with the student demonstsatoBeirut.” After the
demonstration, a manifesto was published in thal lpess which was signed by the
students of the Syrian University. They declareat tthe Turkish-Pakistani Pact was
not a proper subject for Syrian interference ard dffi the university student$®
The reaction against the Turkish-Pakistani Pactngasous not only at the
government level, but also at the public level, hpwebably, with different
motivations.

Shortly, the reaction of Syria toward the TurkBakistani Pact was much
more negative than that of the other states imagmn. Despite these different
reactions to the Pact, Turkey and Pakistan endsdriegotiations and signed the

agreement.

The Signature of the Pact

On 2 April 1954, Turkey and Pakistan signed ane&grent for Friendly

Cooperation. With this pact, the two parties agreed

2 Telegram from the British Embassy in Damascus édRbreign Office. February 23,
1954. FO371. 110787. V1073-6.

280 Telegram from the British Embassy in Damascusi¢oRoreign Office. March 30, 1954.
FO371. 110787. V1073-31.
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Providing for consultation on international magtef mutual interest,

continuing cultural, economic and technical coagien; consultation

and cooperation on certain defense matters; atebaion of any state,

whose participation is considered by the contngcpiarties useful for

achieving the purposes of the present agreeffient.

The agreement would last for five years and beraatically renewable
additional five year periods unless denounced alyefare each such period
ended?®? The period, right after the signing of the padtnessed the efforts to tempt

the states in the region to join Turkish-Pakists. The reactions to and positions

of the states in the area regarding participatemed, as will be analyzed below.

The Reaction of the United Kingdom to the Pact

On the Turkish-Pakistani Pact, the United Kingdmanmonized its policy
with that of the United States so as not to givéngoression of a split among the
Allies regarding the Middle East policy. The poliafythe United Kingdom was
coherent with that of the United States despitddah@er’s objective to be actively
engaged in Middle East politics. This can be regdrak a result of the change of the
balance of power to the advantage of the UniteteStaspecially in the second half
of the 1950s. Nevertheless, the officials of thététhKingdom had some
reservations about the Turkish-Pakistani Pact.

First of all, the United Kingdom was in favor bt prior settlement of the
Anglo-Egyptian dispute over the Suez base in aimiéake collective measures in the
area to provide collective security. Thus, therelddave been little progress unless
the Anglo-Egyptian dispute was settled. This assionpvas opposed to that of the

United States that the Turkish-Pakistani Pact ahdronitiatives regarding the

1FRUS 1952-54.v.9.p.1.i.8., p.491.
82 ihid.
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“Northern Tier” were independent from the settletn&fithe disputes in the region,
i.e., the Anglo-Egyptian and Arab-Israeli disput&s.

Secondly, and in relation to the prior reservatibe United Kingdom had to
support the United States’ policy including the Kisin-Pakistani Pact not to lose its
influence especially in Iraq, because any discrepéetween its stance and that of
the United States might harm the long-term intere$the United Kingdom. On the
other hand, the officials urged that it would bevige for the United Kingdom to
insist that Iraq adhere to the agreement. More ntapdy, for the United Kingdom
thought, the Iragi government needed to take thiapzentary and public opinion
into consideration before deciding to participatehie pact. After Iraq had decided to
take such an initiative, the United Kingdom wouldlgome the Iragi accession.
Despite the difference in interests, the strategg similar to that of the United
States: “to implement a wait-and-see policy nahtike the same mistakes as
happened in the Middle East Command and Middle Be&nse Organization
projects.” The policy of the United Kingdom sholle reemphasized here with the
words of the United Kingdom'’s officials:

We should try to bring the US to take accountwflong standing

military relationship with Irag and consequentlg should take the

US government into our confidence as soon as iagidaas been

taken to embark on military talks with Iraq witlviaw to treaty

revision. We should not try to influence other Blel East governments

at least until Irag’s own attitude becomes cle&ter

It can be argued that there were some divergdmetegeen the policies of the

Allies in the Middle East and regarding the TurkR&kistani Pact, as happened in

the other developments mentioned before. On ther didind, the policies and

83 The Report: “Iraq: Possible Accession to the TahkPakistani Pact”. April 10, 1954. FO
371.110787.vV1073-34.
84 ibid.
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positions of the states in the area diversifiegpdeghe claims of the existence of the

so-called “Arab Unity.”

The Reaction of Irag to the Pact

Irag became the potential member of an alliandberMiddle East after
Egypt denounced the alliance projects in the eE8B0s. The Turkish-Pakistani Pact
accelerated this process. In the meantime, Iraigominister, Jamali, was replaced
by Nuri Said. The basic reservations of Jamali &biweipact had been not to send
Iragi soldiers beyond the Iraqi frontier and nob#a part of an alliance with Israel.

Prime minister Nuri Said acted in a similar likke stated that Iraq could join
the pact, but first, the problem of mitigating tMeldle Eastern public opinion
regarding the Palestine issue had to be solvedargleed that since Israel felt
confident in its own strength, the tripartite deataons should be enough to
guarantee to Israel against Arab aggression, whéheaArab states did not feel
confident of their strength, they needed somethinge?®° In other words, the Arab-
Israeli dispute had to be reconciled and the Atates had to be strengthened
militarily by the West especially the United Statésan be argued that the prime
minister was seeking to use the Turkish-Pakistact Bs leverage to maximize his
country’s interesté®® Consequently, although Iraq was in favor of mersbigrin the
Turkish-Pakistani Pact, it did not do so and tlasqul the way for the Baghdad Pact

negotiations with Turkey in the following period.

28 Telegram from the Ambassador in Iraq (Berry) ® Brepartment of State. April 5, 1954,
FRUS 1952-54.v.9.p.1.i.8., pp.491-492.

286 Nuri Said would have acted similarly during thejogations of the Baghdad Pact. This
will be discussed in detail in the Baghdad Pacictop
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The Reaction of Iran, Eqypt and Afghanistan toRlaet

As a result of its military incapability, Iran wast in favor of being part of
an alliance until it could show its strength topde its security and territorial
integrity. Thus, Iran did not participate in therKigh-Pakistani Pact because its
basic concern was to increase its military potéamna the Pact, as a loose alliance,
could not meet its needs and objectif¥s.

Afghanistan was also in need of increasing itstamy potential and the
Turkish-Pakistani Pact did not provide it the cletwreach this goal. More
importantly, the Pakistani-Afghan Pushtoonistampdis had not been settled, and, as
mentioned before, the conflict was the basic immexit to the Afghan participation
to the Turkish-Pakistani Patt

Egypt did not act accordingly to the objectiveshsd Allies and participate in
the agreement, but it did not attack the Turkiskiftani Pact harshly. The basic
concern of Egypt to support the objectives of taetRvas the settlement of Anglo-
Egyptian negotiations regarding the Suez basbeld negotiations had been
successful and Egypt gained what it had wantead, Bgg/pt would have looked
favorably at the Pact. Moreover, the US officiadsamed that the Western military
aid to Egypt might have changed the attitude offEgywards the Paét’

The willingness of the other Arab states suchefsabhon and Jordan
depended on the policies of Iraq and Egypt. As belldiscussed below, the Arab
states did not want to take sides in a split betwteseg and Egypt. The officials of

the United States predicted that “if Iraq and Edyad acted differently towards the

87 Telegram from the Ambassador in Iraq (Berry) ® Brepartment of State. April 5, 1954.
FRUS 1952-54.v.9.p.1.i.8., pp.491-492.

28 ibid.

289 paper Prepared in the Office of Intelligence Resedepartment of State. May 3, 1954.
FRUS 1952-54.v.9.p.1.i.8., pp.503-504.
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Pact, this would have increased the fear of Ismatdnsified the Arab balance of
power rivalries and ultimately the “collective Aragsponse” could not be
expected.?*° On the other hand, if either Egypt or Iraq hadlveen a part of the
Pact, this non-membership would have led the otlnab states not to join the

Turkish-Pakistani Pact.

The Reaction of Saudi Arabia to the Pact

The Saudi Arabian reaction to the Turkish-Pakigtatt was negative. The
Saudi minister of foreign affairs, Yusuf Yassin,trhes Turkish counterpart in
Amman and stated that:

Saudi Arabia could not of course interfere with ffurkish policy, but

she was sorry to see that this policy was morenamek contrary to

Arab interests and that Turkey was in the enemypca The King's

appeal was to the effect that Moslem states, dnetuTurkey, ought to

form a common front against Israel. Turkey oudjetrefore to revise her

policy, since her present relations with Israetev@gainst the interests

of the Arab stateS*

The basic concern of Saudi Arabia was to uniteAttad world against Israel.
However, the alliance with the West under the TahiiPakistani Pact could split the
Arab world and weaken the front against the comeremy.

By taking the process of the negotiations, sigmatand reactions to the
Turkish-Pakistani Pact into consideration, it carabgued that the agreement was
dead-born. Beyond the Turkish-Pakistani cooperattahd not serve for the

establishment of the Northern Tier Defense Groupm@ result of the divergences

and conflicts not only between the Allies, to saegméent, but also in the Arab world.

29 paper Prepared in the Office of Intelligence Regdepartment of State. May 3, 1954.
FRUS 1952-54.v.9.p.1.i.8., pp.503-504.

291 Telegram from the British Embassy in Ankara tofoeeeign Office. July 3, 1954.
FO371. 110787. V1073-43.
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The telegram from the United Kingdom’s embassimikara to Foreign
Office reflected the situation in the Middle East:

Whatever success may attend efforts to bring ahoegional defense
grouping on the Turk-Pakistani pattern, prosptmts tighter defense
organization with planning and coordinating funog and perhaps a
combined command are not likely to become morerte unless
there is a reduction of the basic incompatibsitéd Western and Middle
Eastern political objectives and in particulaesslening of the tensions
between the Western powers and the Middle Eatgtsstehich arise from
the Anglo-Egyptian and Anglo-Iranian disputes &mal Arab-Israeli
conflict??

On the other hand, despite its failure, the Tim&skistani Pact paved the

way for a broader alliance system, the Baghdad, Baciugh bringing Turkey,

Pakistan, and mainly Iraq, together. The periodrafte signing of the Turkish-

Pakistani Pact withessed maneuvers and negotiatmrenly between the Allies and

the Middle East states, but also between the Milldk states. An analysis of the

Baghdad Pact can be made in the light of the dpwedmts regarding the Turkish-

Pakistani Pact.

292 Telegram from the British Embassy in Ankara toFeeeign Office. July 3, 1954.
FO371. 110787. V1073-43.
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The Baghdad Pact (19553

In the literature on Turkish foreign policy or neaspecifically on the
Democrat Party’s foreign policy, the Baghdad Pacistitutes the focus of the
analyses. The Baghdad Pact can be taken as agyowiint in regional politics and
Turkey’s policy towards the region. The conclusiohghe studies on the Baghdad
Pact or Turkey’s Middle East policy in the 19508aii Most of the studies are
critical of the Baghdad Pact and the policy of Thuekish government although these
studies have not made complex analysis of the BadyRéct by solely focusing on
the developments regarding the Pact. Recent stuzhebe other hand, have
emphasized the power relations and the nationalasts of the Pact members and
the other regional states related to the Baghdatidpal they brought more analytical
conclusions. Before getting into the analysis ef @aghdad Pact, some studies
related to the Pact should be mentioned.

Lenczowski states that although the Baghdad Pastanproject to unite the
Middle East against the Communist threat, on thetraoy, it divided and polarized
the Middle East and the Arab world. More importgnitl did not establish a frontier
against the Soviet expansion and enabled the Sdwien to penetrate the region.
The Pact instigated the Pan-Arabist and National®tements in the region and the

Pact was exploited by the Soviet Union as a todVettern imperialism with the

293 Selected literature on the Baghdad PBehcet Kemal Ysilbursa, The Baghdad Pact
(London & New York: Frank Cass, 2005); Turgay Melasuk Sava ve Turkiye 1945-
1960(Ankara: Ebabil Yayincilik, 2006), pp.168-178; RhiRobins,Turkey and the Middle
East(London: Pinter Publishers, 1991), pp.24-25; Nddalu, The Turkish-American
Relationship between 1947 and 20w York: Nova Science Publishers, 2003), pp.111-
128; Oral Sandeff lirk-Amerikanli skileri 1947-1964(Ankara: Ankara Universitesi
Yayinlari, 1979), pp.125-134; Goldschmidt, p.298y&, The Compliant Ally? Turkey and
the Middle East 1954-58p.74-80; SevelS@uk Sava Kusatmasinda Tirkiye, Bati ve
Ortadagu 1945-1958pp.107-156Bilgin, pp.97-98; B&cl, pp.61-70; Firat and Kirkcglo,
pp.622-627; Gonlubol and Ulman, pp.254-271; Halgk Dis Politikas1 1774-2000p.129;
Karpat,Osmanli'dan Gunimuize Ortagildda Millet, Milliyet, Milliyetcilik, pp.270-274 and
Tiark Dis Politikasi Tarihi,pp.202-206.
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claim that the Soviet Union was the “true friend’tloe Arab states in the Middle
East®®* Lenczowski has a negative stance towards the BapRdct and there are
many scholars who have written articles and book$wkish foreign policy who
negatively approach the Baghdad Pact and the DatnBarty government’s policy.

Robins states that the Democrat Party governmdmntat calculate or
understand the resentment and hostility in the Avaidd against the West,
especially against the United Kingdom. Specificahe Democrat Party government
did not understand the political blow in the Arabrid. Therefore, after the Baghdad
Pact was signed, it caused many problems and dnisks following period>®

In the same vein, according to Firat and Kurlgiothe Baghdad Pact was a
failure of the Democrat Party government. In thd,érurkey was unable to provide
the development of the relations between the Mididist states and the West.
Moreover, Turkey was unable to play the leadersbligin the region. On the
contrary, Turkey caused the revival of the imagthefimperial Ottoman past in the
eyes of the Arab states. Furthermore, the BaghdatirBsulted in the deterioration
of Turkey’s relations with Israel, which perceivie@ Pact as a threat to its survival.
Lastly, Turkey failed to acquire the needed supfrorh the West*°

Karpat's approach to the Pact is much more ctiti€arpat argues that the
Baghdad Pact was “unnecessary, ineffective andfaatathe interests of the
members.” He argues that the Pact negatively infled the Western interests in the

region, accelerated the development of relatiomsdxn the Arab states and the

29| enczowski, p.145, 780-781. See also Firat andé¢diaslu, p.626; Sandeff iirk-
Amerikan/liskileri 1947-1964 p.132.

2% Robins, pp.25-26.

2% Firat and Kirkciglu, p.626. See also Ulman and Gonliibol, p.255, ZBB-Sander,
Turk-Amerikaniskileri 1947-1964 pp.133-134.
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Soviet Union, and destroyed the image of Turketheregion. However, he
emphasizes that all the Pact members had theiestteto join the Paét’

In the same vein, Sever emphasizes the impabeaidtional interests in the
establishment of the Baghdad Pact. She arguethihatajor goal of the Democrat
Party government was to expand the Baghdad Padhaldie more regional states
between 1954 and 1958. With the success of thedzabRact project, Turkey would
secure its southern border. More importantly, tagtlad Pact would enable the
Democrat Party government to prove its loyaltyhte ¥West which might have
increased the amount of the economic and militaty 4 Sever points out the
influence of Turkey’s country specific dynamicstbe establishment of the Baghdad
Pact, such as the security, economic, and milaafrom the West.

Yesilbursa, in his comprehensive and analytical bookh® Baghdad Pact,
concludes that the pact established the nucletieeakegional defense. However, it is
not clear that to what extent that the Pact woutide the collaboration of the other
regional states or the satisfaction of the politaaad military aims of the Allies.
Although it was assumed that the economic andamylisupport would provide the
cooperation of the Middle East states, this didvmatk. The opposition to the Pact
erupted from different circles, but mainly the opion was against the Western
sentiments in the region, which were exploitedgmpaganda reasons. More
importantly, the deviation of the national intesest all the Pact members caused the
weakening of the Pact. All the Pact members, exctuthe United Kingdom, were
politically, economically, and militarily weak s&st and, thus, they sought to satisfy
their national needs and interests: to provide tieeritorial integrity and economic

and military support from the West. Therefore, eatthan uniting the Middle East,

297 Karpat, Tiirk Dis Politikasi Tarihj pp.202-204.
% Sever,TheCompliant Ally? Turkey and the West in the MidddestE1954-58p.75.
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the Baghdad Pact failed and caused the instigafitime intra-Arab rivalry and anti-
Western campaign which enabled the Soviet Unigetmetrate the regidii’

In the light of these different approaches inlitezature, the Baghdad Pact
will be discussed in detail. Therefore, the povetations and the interests of the
great powers and the regional states, including@wyrwill be analyzed separately to
provide more analytical results regarding the Bagh@act.

The Baghdad Pact was the last attempt in the 1@6@sm an alliance
among the Middle East states after the failurdnefgrevious ones, i.e. the Middle
East Command, the Middle East Defense Organizatialh) to some extent, the
Turkish-Pakistani Pact. The last arrangement widsrdint from the earlier efforts in
nature, as mentioned before, but paved the wathéosigning of the Baghdad Pact
by bringing Turkey, Pakistan, and Iraq togethere Baghdad Pact included the
United Kingdom and Iran in addition to the aforemn@med states. Nevertheless, as
happened before, the processes of the negotiaigmgture and the extension of the
Baghdad Pact witnessed conflicts and strugglesmigtamong the pact members,
but also among the pact members and the othes stetiee region. Before getting
into the details of the Baghdad Pact, the developsneappened between the
Turkish-Pakistani Pact and the Baghdad Pact sHmeikthalyzed in order to
understand the meaning and the success or theefailihe pact for the Middle East.

The Background of the Pact:
The Developments after the Turkish-Pakistani Pact

After the signing of the agreement between Tuikey Pakistan, the time
came to press or tempt the other Middle East statadhere to the arrangement. Not

surprisingly, the main target was Iraq becausésaflatively positive stance towards

9 Yesilbursa, The Baghdad Pacpp.216-222.
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the Turkish-Pakistani Pact and its strategic imgoare in the eyes of the Allies for
the defense of the Middle East. However, the paliciyaq and its relations with
Egypt were criticized by the pact members espgciafiTurkey in the very
beginning.

In a meeting between the prime ministers of Turkeg Pakistan, they agreed
upon the tactics to press or tempt the Middle E&ges to participate in the
agreement between the two states. The prime nmisjste Menderes shared with the
US ambassador Warren, were critical of the “Iragligy which was “ambiguous,
uncertain and irresponsible. The Iragis were tglkmAmericans, Pakistanis, Turks
and the Arab League differently. This caused resent in the Pact members.”
Regarding Iran, the parties agreed on setting egmamon front and encouraging the
attitudes in Iran to participate in the patt.

In the same meeting, the attitudes of Israel ayypE which were
“unfavorable and neutral,” respectively to the pactre also discusselllenderes
stated that,Turkey is discouraging Israel from joining the pabould be considered
as positive action by all of Arab states. At themedime, Turkey is not disposed to
take any anti-Israel actiorf>*3%2

The position of Egypt and the Egyptian attitudedods Turkey and Pakistan
were also matters of conversation. Turkish Primaisfier Menderes stated that,
“Egyptians feel themselves challenged as leadefgall League and their attitude
towards the Paks is almost as critical as it isatols Turks.” This statement stemmed

from the Egyptian press criticisms, which were saggal to be linked to the Egyptian

30 Telegram from the Ambassador in Turkey (WarrerthoDepartment of State. June 15,
1954. FRUS 1952-54.v.9.p.1.i.8, pp.513-516.

L ibid.

2 Turkey’s relations with Israel were based on ecaicand military cooperation in the
1950s although these relations were to be kepéspot to cause any Arab reaction in the
Middle East.
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government, against the Prime Minister Menderestladlenunciation of Turkish-
Pakistani agreement as an instrument to destroftie Leagué®3304

The vital goal of the pact members and the UnBtades was to tempt Iraq
and, possibly, Iran to the Turkish-Pakistani Pact both parties endeavored to reach
this aim in the following period.

The conversation between the US secretary of, statethe Turkish prime
minister shed light on the strategy and the pyaritthe two parties to include Iraq
and Iran in the alliance. They agreed on the faat the participation of the two
countries to the Pact should come true “as quiaklpossible” because this was
“politically feasible.” In addition to the militargoals, the alienation of Iraq from the
Arab League was strategically important. On theepttand, Iran needed to be
approached and persuaded to be a part of theadliarorder to secure the oil
settlement in the region. Dulles and Menderes dsed the need to put pressure on
these two countries. The former stated that theddrfstates would not hesitate to
push the two countries fmarticipate as long as it could be fruitfd.

Another topic in the discussion was to mediatevbenh Afghanistan and
Pakistan to bring these two countries into anatkéa The two parties agreed that in
order to ameliorate the dispute between the twiestthe Pushtoonistan dispute,

they should work “individually and confidentiallytith the countries® It can be

303 Telegram from the Ambassador in Turkey (WarrertheoDepartment of State. June 15,
1954. FRUS 1952-54.v.9.p.1.i.8, pp.513-516.
%% Despite the modest attitude of Egypt to the TirRskistani Pact at the very beginning,
the second half of the 1954 and of the decade sst@gkthe rise of the aggressive stance and
propaganda of the Egyptian government and the pféss can be explained by the
deterioration of the Anglo-Egyptian dispute on Swez Base. The linkage between the
attitude of Egypt towards the Turkish-PakistanitRaml the Anglo-Egyptian Dispute should
be reminded, which was mentioned in the “Egypt #edTurkish-Pakistani Pact” part of the
Turkish-Pakistani Pact discussion.
%95 Memorandum of Conversation by the Assistant Saoyeif State for Near Eastern, South
Q)gian, and African Affairs (Byroade). June 4, 19BRUS 1952-54.v.8.i.14, pp.946-949.
ibid.
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argued that in mid-1954, the United States and @udetermined to include Iraq
and Iran, not primarily Afghanistan, in the alli@yxmuch more decisively than
before.

The fundamental concern of Iraq was the positidisrael in a possible
alliance as mentioned before. The minister of fpreiffairs of the Nuri Said
government, Jamali, argued that Iraq was the |oageéng leader of the Middle East
defense against communism and he assured thawinalg not attack Israel unless it
was attacked by the latter. Nevertheless, Iraq &dhtite guarantee of the United
States not to allow the Israeli attack and to puitin case of possible aggression.
Moreover, he stated that the Iraqis could assouwdte Turkey, Pakistan and Iran;
but, in return they demanded a change in Turkeyiside towards Israel.” Clearly,
they demanded Turkey'’s revision of its closer reta with Israel. Lastly and more
importantly, the Iragi government sought to prouvide United States’ economic and
military aid to persuade to carry the Iraqgi pedplépro-Western moves®*’

Again, Irag demanded the US aid as leverage isfgéts needs to carry out
the alliance project. The Iragi government wasdiotioue its demands for economic
and military aid and a guarantee against Isragjieggion until the signing of the
Baghdad Pact. The Iraqi government continued natyartis with Turkey and the
United States. At the same time, Egypt was therqihgy of the Iraqi negotiations.
Until the Baghdad Pact negotiations accelerated, tied to keep its relations with
Egypt closer. In the meantime, Iraq proceeded néidpotiations with Egypt to
modify the Arab League Collective Pact to includa+Arab states such as the
United Kingdom, Turkey, Iran, and Pakistan. Althbuggypt was opposed to

Pakistan and the multilateral agreements with Rakj9ecause Pakistan was neither

%7 Memorandum of Conversation by the Deputy Direatbthe Office of Near Eastern
Affairs (Dorsey). July 12, 1954. FRUS 1952-54.v.9.[8., p.523.
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geographically nor militarily an Arab state, theyatian side welcomed the Iraqi
offer, which also surprised the Nuri Said governti&hThis can be regarded as an
Egyptian move not to allow the Iragi alignment wiitle West, which could also

jeopardize the Arab League.

Iragi-Egyptian Neqgotiations

Before aligning itself with Turkey and the Allidsag under the Nuri Said
government conducted negotiations with Egypt to ifigdtle Arab League
Collective Security Pact, which was planned to peroto the membership of non-
Arab states, and to establish a new defense steuictthe Middle East. However,
these efforts were evaluated by the US ambassad@q as “ambiguous and
impractical.” The ambassador stated that:

Embassy aware that Iragi-Egyptian psgp®regional defense scheme

lack essential details, propose undertakings withadicating how they

may be implemented and give no indication exagteke of agreement

between Iraq and Egypt re their firm intentidfs.

Moreover, these proposals were specified as disafipg as the Iraqi prime
minister’s previous support for the Turkish-Pakmst@act was taken into
consideration, whereas they were useful for conrqEgypt to collaborate with the
West in the indigenous regional plans to set upfartse structure to accomplish the
policy objectives of the US in the area.

The priority of the United States in the area wealring Turkey and Iraq
together with the later participation of the Middast states. The Iragi-Egyptian

negotiations disturbed the United States in theesdmat Iraq was perceived to move

away from the policy of adherence to the Turkiskigtani Pact. The United States

3% Telegram from the Chargé in Iraq (Ireland) to Erepartment of State. August 22, 1954,
FRUS 1952-54.v.9.p.1.i.8., pp.541-543.

399 Telegram from the Chargé in Iraq (Ireland) to Erepartment of State. August 23, 1954.
FRUS 1952-54.v.9.p.1.i.8., p.544.
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had promised Iraq that it would give military suppélowever, the oscillation in
Iragi policy forced it to reconsider this suppogtchuse the United States did not
want to allow a common front against Israel underumbrella of the Arab League.
Therefore, the negotiations between Iraq and Eggptlicted with the policy and
strategy of the United States in the region ansliésulted in the use of military aid
to Irag as leverage to put pressure on it to mowatd alignment with Turkey and
Pakistart°

Despite the negative stance and pressure of titedJ8tates, Iraq and Egypt
continued negotiations. In September 1954, the adpassador in Cairo met
Egyptian prime minister Gamal Abdel-Nasser, theigy deputy prime minister
Gamal Salem, and the Egyptian minister of natigou@ance, Salah Salem. In this
conversation, Nasser stated that “it was prematuapproach US and UK before
Egypt and Iragq had reached full agreement betweamgelves and had consulted
other Arab states on plans for revision ALCSE.”

It can be argued that Nasser wanted to bolstenvihky between Iraq and
Egypt and force Iraq to be solely involved in tprscess with Egypt to maximize
Egyptian interests and emphasize its leadershiperab world. However, this
strategy caused resentment on the Iraqi side angriime minister Nuri Said stated
that Egypt wanted to divert Iraqg in order to alienlmaqg from the West. His
disappointment can be understood from the follovatagements:

Nuri’s reply was... “I cannot wait. Iraq is in arxposed position. | must do

something. But whenever | do something | shallehavmind that

eventually Egyptians might participate in it"...liddwhat had you

in mind?” He said “nothing very definite”... Obwisly this is all something
less than concrete and direct, but patently lmadhts are not as yet

310 Memorandum by the Secretary of State to the AmsiSecretary of State for Near
Eastern, South Asian and African Affairs (Byroad&gust 23, 1954. FRUS 1952-
54.v.9.p.1.i.8., p.545.

11 Telegram from the Ambassador in Egypt (Cafferythe Department of State. September
8, 1954. FRUS 1952-54.v.9.p.1.i.8., pp.547-548.
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well defined. Obviously, too, he was disappointéth the Egyptiang?

After the collapse of the negotiations with Egygithough the impact of the
position and the pressure of the United Statesdcood be clearly known, the Iraqi
prime minister changed his policy and the alignnveitit Turkey and the West
accelerated in late-1954. The prime minister’s sewf action is implied in his
following statements:

| shall talk a bit with Pakistan and Iran; evetigudurkey and

afterwards possibly Lebanon and Syria. Jordarahasgreement

with British. Had word last week from the Shahrah that he

would like to take part in a regional pact. Peghbghall suggest

a pact with Irag and Pakistan, and then littlerldurkey, or perhaps

a pact with Pakistan and Iran and Turkey, and tesadily Syria and

Lebanort®?

The disagreement between Irag and Egypt fully gake way to Turkish-
Iragi cooperation. However, as had happened ithalprevious efforts, the Turkish-

Iragi negotiations and alignment involved confljgspicion, and the clash of

interests.

Turkish-lragi Negotiations

In October 1954, Iraqi prime minister Nuri Saidited Turkey. Before his
visit, the ambassador of the United Kingdom in Anaklaad met with Turkish deputy
prime minister and the acting minister of foreigfiafts Fatin Rigtii Zorlu and made
an evaluation of Iraqi policy. Neither of them haticipated the ideas of Nuri Said
about the Middle East defense grouping becaudeeadévelopments mentioned
before. However, Zorlu put emphasis on Turkey’'sqyohnd strategy regarding Iraq,
“the defense of the Iraqi frontier in the eventokar.” Moreover, he had underlined

Turkey’s principle regarding the United Kingdomo ‘fproceed at every step in

312 Telegram from the Ambassador in Egypt (Cafferythis Department of State. September
16, 1954. FRUS 1952-54.v.9.p.1.i.8., pp.548-549.
313 ;i

ibid.
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complete accord with the United Kingdom.” Zorlu hamhtinued that during the
talks in London in 1952, it had been agreed thakd&wyand the United Kingdom
would cooperate in working with the individual Aratates with the aim to persuade
them to participate into the Middle East defensecsuire®'

A telegram circulated in the Foreign Office of trited Kingdom is
important to mention here to understand the Nuid’Sgolicy regarding the
alliance. The United Kingdom Foreign office consatethat Nuri Said’s proposals
could not be described as an attempt to revivdvildelle East Defense Organization
project because Nuri Said stated that an indigenmotigtive was a necessary feature
of a cooperative defense structure. On the othedl Hze told the United Kingdom
that his plan was to approach Turkey, PakistanSymi firstly rather than Turkey,
Pakistan and Iraf’ In the light of these developments, it can be edginat the crux
of the Baghdad Pact began to be materialized én11854. Iraq and Turkey began to
get closer to each other as the nucleus of thiggtro

In the meeting of the Prime Ministers of Turkeyldraq, Nuri Said asked
Menderes for his ideas about the Turkish-Iraqi evagion. In return, Menderes
inquired of Nuri “how his government faced polificaconomic and social problems
of the area as applied to Iraq and what was higisal?” Nuri Said clearly said that
“Iraqis feared Russians less and they hated Isramdre. Their primary
preoccupation was to find friends who would helgnthto meet threat of Jewish
expansion.” Interestingly, Nuri Said offered to oggte an agreement with Pakistan
and Syria rather than Turkey. The main reason cif supolicy was Turkey’s

ignorance of the Israeli threat because of the t¢dckrritories “contiguous” to Israel.

314 Telegram from the British Embassy in Ankara toFoeeign Office. October 6, 1954. FO
371.110788.V1073-54.

315 Telegram from the Chargé in the United Kingdomt{Buwvorth) to the Department of
State. October 12, 1954. FRUS 1952-54. v.9.p.1p@553-554.

161



On the other hand, in his opinion Pakistan wouldnoee willing to identify itself
with the Arabs in the containment of Israel. Despiite policy differences, Nuri Said
and Menderes agreed on beginning the negotiatithdraq took the responsibility
of approaching Pakistan, and Turkey did the sam&yada. By the same token,
Menderes stated that he would attempt to providestipport of Egypt during the
visits between Turkish and Egyptian prime minist&tereover, he stated that this
course of action would bear fruits in the MiddlesEdefense in a manner satisfactory
to the United States and the United Kingdom and aisuld ameliorate the Arab-
Israeli dispute. With the appeasement of the desghe Arab states might participate
in the Middle East defensé®

After his visit to Turkey, Iraqi prime minister NuBaid shared with the
ambassador of the United Kingdom in Baghdad sortalgl®f his conversation with
the Turkish prime minister. He argued that:

The Turks had suggested to him that Turkey argidheuld sign a pact

engaging each country to come to the assistanteafther in the event

of its being attacked. He had objected that simcagaieement would be

meaningless as the Iraqis had no troops to seod urkey and the Turks

had no troops to send into Ir&d.

On the contrary, he suggested that:

There were three ways through which Turkey ang ¢@uld help each

other in matters of defense. The first was byrteach defending their

own frontiers; the second was by cooperationrnefense; the third

was by Turkey giving facilities for communicatibetween Iraq and the

Mediterranean. could defend their own frontieecd@dly, they could
cooperate in air defend&®

318 Telegram from the Ambassador in Turkey (WarrertheoDepartment of State. October
23, 1954. FRUS 1952-54. v.9.p.1.i.8., pp.554-555.
317 Telegram from the British Embassy in Baghdad &Rhbreign Office. October 27, 1954.
FO 371. 110788. V1073-69. This statement seemsevadpwever, Nuri Said might have
mentioned about the impossibility of such an achenause of the military weakness of Iraq
ggd Turkey’s allocation of its troops to the NATO.

ibid.
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After the discussion of these bilateral offerg, pfarties concluded that
Turkey would approach Egypt in order to understidaedpossibility of bringing all
the Arab states defense organization. If this aggrdiad failed, there would have
been an effort to establish a defense structusedsat Turkey, Iraq, Iran and Syria.
Unless the second attempt had worked, the twogsantould have come up with
another solutioff™®

As the developments in the following period showteéd attempt to consult
Egypt to bring all the Arab states under the umaref the defense arrangement
failed. Then, the parties implemented their seaguttbn: the defense structure
between Turkey, Iraq, Iran, and Pakistan rathem &gypt.

In the meantime, apart from Turkey and Iraq, thaibn attitude towards
participation in the security pact improved and ltfa@ian government began to
prepare the public for moves to participate ingiaeal security arrangement. The
change of Iranian policy most probably stemmed ftbenUS military aid to
strengthen the Iranian forc&s.

Regarding the Egyptian position it was the faat the Egyptians declared
Nuri Said that Egypt would stay out of any defeasangements involving the
Allies for internal reason¥* Moreover, the intended visit of Menderes to Egyipt
the end of December 1954 was cancelled by Naséer said that he needed to
prepare the ground for such a visit and to calmrdthwe internal reaction. The

negative stance of Egypt to approach Turkey stdaihe relations between the two

319 Telegram from the British Embassy in Baghdad &oRhbreign Office. October 27, 1954.
FO 371. 110788. V1073-69.

%20 Telegram from the Chargé in Iran (Rountree) toDepartment of State. November 3,
1954. FRUS 1952-54. v.9.p.1.i.8., pp.556-557.

21 Telegram from the British Embassy in Ankara tofoeeign Office. October 30, 1954.
FO 371.110788.v1073-59.
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states>*? Egypt continued to stay out of the regional arengnts and, as time
passed, it increased the tone of its oppositionprogaganda against the
arrangement. More importantly, the second halhef1950s witnessed a change of
balance in the Egyptian foreign policy to the adage of the Soviet Union as will
be discussed below.

Upon the failure of the efforts to approach Egynderes focused on the
development of bilateral relations with Irag in erdo negotiate and sign the
agreement, which had been agreed by him and Nididsaing latter’s visit to
Turkey, as soon as possible. Therefore, Mendemadeatkto visit Baghdad at the end
of 1954, which could provide the opportunity toaliss the principles of the bilateral
agreement with the Iragis in line with the TurkiBhkistani Pact

The approach of the Turkish prime minister waseceht to the United
Kingdom'’s policy, which stated that the arrangemenblving Turkey and all the
Middle Eastern states with the adherence of théedri{ingdom and the United
States needed to be implemented step-by-step.ifBhsthge was to be an agreement
between Turkey and Irag. Regarding Egypt, the oafgirinciple was the
development of relations and confidence. Iran shook be put pressure to
participate at the very beginning due to their gaphgical and traditional policies.
The Indian reaction needed to be observed for dnicjpation of Pakistar?*

As Turkey was trying to harmonize its policy redjag the Middle East
defense, Iraq was trying to calm down the reaatiblEgypt through contacts with
Egyptian officials. The Egyptian stance towardsikhddle East defense was

somewhat conflictual. On the one hand, as NastkNuri Said that Egypt was on

322 Telegram from the British Embassy in Ankara tofoeeign Office. November 27, 1954.
FO 371.110788.v1073-80.

33 ibid.

324 Telegram from the Foreign Office to the British lEamsy in Ankara. December 8,1954.
FO 371. 110788. V1073-86.
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the side of the West because there was no alteenfati Egypt. However, Egypt was
opposed to the participation of Iraq to the Turkidkistani Pact. Egypt would not
object to Iraq if Irag went ahead. Moreover, theoaild be no attack on Iraqg in the
press in Egypt, but Egypt would not support Irathie Arab Leagué® The period
before the Menderes’ visit in the early 1955 wiseskthe efforts of both sides to

prepare the ground for bilateral negotiations tgfodiplomatic contacts.

The Turkish Prime Minister's Baghdad Visit

The Turkish Prime Minister’s visit to Baghdad vezheduled for 6 January
1955. Remembering that Menderes decided to vasif &fter his request for a visit to
Cairo was rejected by Nasser. Before Mendered, Wsiri Said seemed to be
suspicious and uneasy of a possible treaty betWwagtey and Iraq. He stated that
during this visit, there would be no agreement.rélshould be some clarification
about the content and the principles of a pact éetwhe two states. Nuri Said was

in favor of a pact based on the Articles 51 an@5the United Nations’ Chartéf®

32 Telegram from the British Embassy in Cairo to Floeeign Office. December 17, 1954,
FO 371. 110788. V1073-88.

326 The Article 51 of the UN Charter states that “miaghin the present charter shall impair
the inherent right of individual or collective seléfense if an armed attack occurs against a
member of the UN, until the Security Council hdsetameasures necessary to maintain
international peace and security. Measures takandayibers in the exercise of this right of
self-defense shall be immediately reported to SgcGouncil and shall not in any way
affect the authority and responsibility of the S&guCouncil under the present Charter to
take at any time such action as it deems necessarger to maintain or restore
international peace and security.” The Article 52he UN Charter states that “nothing in
the present Charter the existence of regional geraents or agencies for dealing with such
matters relating to the maintenance of internatipeace and security as are appropriate fur
regional action, provided that such arrangemenggencies and their activities are
consistent with the Purposes and Principles ofJhieed Nations. The Security Council

shall encourage the development of pacific settteraglocal disputes through such regional
arrangements or by such regional agencies eith#reomitiative of the states concerned or
by reference from the Security Council.

The Members of the United Nations entering intchsaigangements or constituting such
agencies shall make every effort to achieve pasdttiement of local disputes through such
regional arrangements or by such regional ageheiftsge referring them to the Security
Council.”
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The insistence of Nuri Said on contextualizingaatpwith the United Nations
Charter can be explained by his suspicion of Turkéych will be discussed in
detail below. His basic concern was to guaranteestipport of the Allies and the
control of the United Nations before signing a paith Turkey. Moreover, Nuri
Said was in favor of the participation of the Uditgtates and the United Kingdom to
the pact both to provide the necessary military es@homic support and to stand
against the opposition, especially Egypt, throughiag an agreement with the
support of the Allies. Otherwise, Nuri Said statieak it would be very hard for him
to be involved in such commitmerits.

Before the Baghdad visit, the Turkish officialswtacted to the United
Kingdom and the United States. The secretary geagtiae Turkish ministry of
foreign affairs met with the officials of the Unité&Kingdom and in this conversation
both sides declared their requests to each otlher Uhited Kingdom suggested that
the Turkish prime minister should have kept in niimel importance of the
continuation of the United Kingdom'’s defense fdiah in Iraq, specifically the units
of the Royal Air Force. In return, Turkey suggedteat the United Kingdom should
persuade the Iragi government to participate iefartse group with Turkey.
However, the United Kingdom was reserved in th¢ taencourage Iraq because of
the position of Egypt. The negative position of gigy the last Arab League
meeting against the Iraqi defense arrangementiwitkey or any non-Arab state

deterred the United Kingdom and she decided “nébrtce the pacé The ultimate

%27 Telegram from the Ambassador in Iraq (GallmarthtoDepartment of State. December
21, 1954. FRUS 1952-54. v.9.p.1.i.8., pp.562-5&% &so Telegram from the British
Embassy in Baghdad to the Foreign Office. Januat®55. FO 371.115484.V1073-4.
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United Kingdom policy was to provide an eventudkedse agreement to sustain the
security of the regioff®

The bilateral demands were approved by the twessiflhe Turkish prime
minister would take the stationing of the Royal Rarce in Iraq into consideration
during the talks with Nuri Said and the United Kdlogn would encourage the Iraqi
government to be firm with the Egyptians and tortwelved in a defense grouping
in the region with Turkey.

The reason that Turkey was pressing Iraq to sigagaeement as soon as
possible was the “geographical position as the nmpgortant element in the Arab
States from the point of view of regional defenas’Zorlu said. Egypt was also a
decisive factor in the Arab League and it was \tidgbersuade Egypt that any
defense arrangement with Iraq would not influensgosition as the “leader of the
Arab world.”**° Moreover, another reason why Turkey acceleragefforts to make
some progress and sign an agreement with Iragveashe Israelis were trying to
undermine Turkey’s attempts to establish closetiats with the Arab states.” The
Turkish government feared that” unless some defimibgress could be made, soon
the effects of these Israeli efforts at obstructiight become more seriou&®
Under these circumstances, the Prime Ministersuokdy and Irag met at Baghdad
on January 6, 1955.

The Baghdad meeting of the Turkish and Iraqgi pnmeisters lasted between
6-14 January1955. Before the formal discussionsuethpe internal elements in Iraq

were observed by Menderes. He stated that theiwegaitblic elements, especially

328 Telegram from the British Embassy in Ankara toFoeeign Office. January 3, 1955. FO
371.115484. V1073-2.

329 Telegram from the British Embassy in Ankara toFoeeign Office. January 7, 1955. FO
371.115484.V1073-5.

330 Telegram from the British Embassy in Ankara tofeeeign Office. January 7, 1955. FO
371.115484.V1073-5A.
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the neutralists, which Nuri Said had to face, waenccupied with Israel beyond
every other problem. Iraq had suspended its relatiath the Soviet Union and
Menderes thought that this was a suitable proofiferiragi government to move
ahead into the Western camp. Although Menderesbadought to “force the pace”,
the dynamics in Iraq assured him to press thedrdfjihe signing of the pact were
delayed, these neutralist forces might act ag#iespact>!

In other words, Menderes aimed to benefit fromptemccupation of the
internal factors with Israel to conclude the treatth Iraq. In return, the United
Kingdom was to help to assure Nuri Said to signtteaty. He was afraid of
becoming isolated not only in the Arab League,aiso internally*?

Despite the aim to form the alliance between &ad Turkey as quickly as
possible, the Secretary General of the Turkish stiyiof foreign affairs, Birgi,
stated that “spectacular results” should not beeetqal during the Baghdad meeting.
There might be a “substantial progress” and anteratagreement between Iraq,
Turkey and Pakistan. On the other hand, the pramfets® agreement should not be
delayed. Therefore, unless a definite stage had tolewed up, the project might
be “rotten” and became like another projects ofi\tfigdle East defensé’

Before the beginning of the negotiations, theilRxgme Minister prepared a
course of action to propose to the Turkish sideeo#ding to him, the agreement
needed to cover the following points:

(i) Staff conversations in which the two powersuabexchange information

about progress of their respective defense arraagts, (ii) free transit

through ports and over transport system of eadntcy of defence material

destined for the other, extension of (ii) and gaggi) to other friendly
powers i.e. the United Kingdom and the United &athe agreement

#1Telegram from the British Embassy in Baghdad toRbieign Office. January 10, 1955.
FO 371.115484. V1073-6.

332 ibid.

333 Telegram from the British Embassy in Ankara toFoeeign Office. January 3, 1955. FO
371.115484.Vv1073-8.
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when signed would be for 5 yedrs.

However, the Nuri Said government was not readsign an agreement
before February or March 1955, before these priesipvere systematically
discussed between Turkey and Iraq as well as WwéhJnited States and the United
Kingdom. This draft plan was regarded by the UnKathdom as a “slow pace” and
they feared this would disappoint the Turkish sigeich was in a hurry to sign an
agreement with Irag. However, Nuri Said repeatead titre negotiations should be
slow and systematic and not force Iraq to comraélitoutside its frontier.
Therefore, the entrance of troops into each otheri#ory in time of an emergency
was the basic drawback for the Iragi prime minisiére United Kingdom'’s
ambassador commented that:

It was also clear that he still has the deepesision of Turkish

irredentism and would strongly oppose any arrareggnmvolving

Turkish troops entering Northern Ir&3.

This statement reflects the suspicion betweerstidies even cooperating in
the region and this affected the process of netjmis later on.

After the discussions had lasted for a week, nal fireaty had been prepared,
although these discussions had paved the way fotia¢ions for an agreement of
cooperation with the principles declared in a jaaimuniqué. With this
declaration, Turkey and Iraq stated that

Iraq and Turkey have decided to conclude a treatier which both

parties will undertake to cooperate, in conformiith Article 51 of the

United Nations Charter, against any aggressiomaggem from any

quarter, whether it comes from within the Middieskern region or from

outside. The treaty will be drawn up and signetheavery near future.

The two powers consider it useful and necessatythiose states should

participate in the treaty which have given probfheir determination to

resist aggression and cooperate in ensuring #odist of the Middle East,
and are able to further these aims in virtue eirtgeographical position or

%34 Telegram from the British Embassy in Baghdad toRbieign Office. January 12, 1955.
FO 371. 115484. V1073-11.
¥ ibid.
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the forces at their disposal. During the shoriqaepreceding the final
drafting and signature of the treaty, Irag andk&yrwill maintain close
contact with such states as are desirous of aatithgthem. They will, if
possible, arrange for these States to sign tltyted the same time as
themselves, but will in any event continue théiores after the signature of
the treaty*>®
The communiqué reflects the principles of the Neaid government in terms
of the slow pace of developments and the inclusidhe principles of the United
Nations Charter. Regarding the Turkish side, tharoaniqué reflects the
willingness of the Iragi government to sign a tyeaith Turkey in line with the
latter’s intention from the very beginning. Aftereideres’ Baghdad visit, the
negotiations for the Baghdad Pact began and thisegs witnessed conflicts,

reactions and diplomatic maneuvers, as had happeriked other developments of

the Middle East in the 1950s.

The Reactions to the Proposed Pact and the Mesftithg Arab Prime Ministers

After the agreement on the principles of the niagjohs and the declaration
of the joint communiqué, Turkish and Iraqi offiddlegan to approach the states in
the region to provide their support or at leasdfipease possible reactions to the
pact.

Lebanon was one of the targeted countries to mipded to support the
agreement between Turkey and Iraq. The Turkishermmister and the minister of
foreign affairs met with the officials of the Leles® government on 15 January

1955. In the conversation between the ambassaélite &nited Kingdom and

33 Telegram from the British Embassy in Baghdad trefgm Office. January 13, 1955. FO
371.115484.V.1073-12.
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Turkey, the latter stated that the discussions thighLebanese government did not
go too badly although they did not occur too weither3’

The Lebanese Prime Minister stated that “duringhdiéges’ visit to Lebanon,
Turkey did not propose a bilateral defense agreémith Lebanon. The only aim of
the visit was to explain the nature and princiglethe Pact and to provide the
support of the Lebanese government. The Leband®y peuld be to consult the
other Arab governments and “to keep in line” witle majority of the Arab
League.**® The Lebanese Prime Minister declared a statenighttafter the joint
communiqué of Turkey and Iraq in order to “enlightbe public opinion” and to
declare the position of the Lebanese governmerarigsthe Pact®

To remember Lebanon, like Jordan, did not watiet@ part of the split
between Egypt and Iraq in the Middle East. Thersftite Lebanese stance towards
the Baghdad Pact was moderate because of the lgoEgiptian reaction and
negative propaganda, which might have occurred. |&%e the other hand, the
reaction of the Lebanese press is important to Inete. Generally, the Lebanese
press encouraged the Menderes’ visit to this cguight after his visit to Baghdad
and the outcome of his talks. Only the Leftistspwere supposed to being under
Egyptian influence, were critical of the Menderesit and the developments
regarding the Pact. Most commentators were encowdlge recent developments
although they had some reservations about theaafuhe pact and the position of
the pact members, especially Turkey, towards Istes]’s unilateral action and

cooperation with Turkey was supposed to split thebA_eague, as it would do, and

%37 Telegram from the British Embassy in Beirut todign Office. January 15, 1955. FO
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Turkey’s attitude to Israel was regarded as an dimpent in the way of the
development of Turkish-Arab relatiors.

Efforts were made to overcome Lebanese sensitabut the possible
impacts of the Pact on the Arab League during aingeef the Arab League prime
ministers. At a press conference on 16 January,8B3Fgyptian minister of
national guidance Salah Salem, declared that Htpgbtalled a meeting of Arab
prime ministers, including Iraq, “to discuss thealApolicy regarding the Turkish-
Iragi agreement”, which was planned to be heldair@on January 22. In the same
declaration, Salem was critical of the Iraqi polioyards the cooperation with
Turkey and stated that:

Irag had decided to conclude the Agreement witkoasulting any

Arab government, and before the Collective Segiréct had been

made effective. This action might threaten the/wtistence of the

Arab League. Egypt, which had always maintainedpttinciple of

unified Arab policy, hoped that the Prime Mini&eneeting would

avoid a serious crisis. Egypt would not withdraani the Arab League

if Iraq persisted in its present policy. The gimstvhether would be

expelled from the League or not was a matteriferl.teague to decide.

He also said that Agreement had been a complgbdeiseito Egypt,

and that it was contrary to the spirit of his saWath Iraqi authorities at

Sarsank*3%2

The Egyptian minister of foreign affairs explairtee logic of the meeting of
the prime ministers of the Arab League to the arsddsr of the United Kingdom.
The minister stated that Egypt wanted to give thgootunity to the Arab Prime

Ministers to declare their views on the proposetkiBh-Iragi Pact. Egypt had a
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constructive position in the sense that the Egypgievernment sought to understand
that there would be public supparnong Arab peoples for such an initiative and to
be sure that such an initiative would develop fifieres of cooperation with the

West. Moreover, the Egyptian government soughtakenit clear that they were in
favor of strengthening the region against aggres$itore importantly, he said,
Egypt was not unfriendly to the West. The majoratem of the Iraqgi initiative was
the “timing.” Egypt preferred the strengtheninglod individual Arab states and then
such kind of cooperation. Therefore, the Egyptiamegnment thought that the public
feeling in the Arab states was not ready for suciniative >**

In contrast to the relatively moderate and comsitra efforts of the Egyptian
government, at least at the very beginning, thepkgy press, which was linked to
the government, condemned the decision of the gagernment that was regarded
as a deviation of the policy which had been agrgemh at the last Arab League
Council. At this meeting, the members of the Leadeeded not to conclude
agreements with the outside powers. Moreover, & argued that the unilateral
decision of the Iragi government to negotiate & paih Turkey, which was
supported by the Allies, would put the Egyptian g@oment in a difficult position.
There were two policy alternatives for the Egyptignvernment: to denounce the
Iragi government which would reveal the split ie #rab League or to accept the
situation which would undermine the Egyptian clambe the leader of the
League®**

In the following period, the Egyptian governmehbse the second option to
press the Iraqgi government through diplomatic mares propaganda to strengthen

its claims as being the leader of the Arab worldrdimportantly, this policy was

3 Telegram from the British Embassy in Cairo to fgmeDffice. January 17, 1955. FO
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conducted against Turkey, which had been assidreetbte of leader of the Middle
East by the Allies especially the United States.

In the meantime, upon the declarations of the BEggmovernment, the
United States’ chargé d’affaires met with the Egypminister for foreign affairs to
inform him about the idea of the United States Wwhvi@s as follows:

The proposed Turkish-Iraqgi treaty may be a soafaeal strength in the

Middle East as a whole and need not conflict whinrole which might be

played by the Arab League. Other states would naat@ntribution to

objects of the proposed treaty. Egyptian hostibtyhe treaty would earn

Egypt an unfavourable public reaction in the Ushi&tates. It was to be

hoped that the Egyptian government could redinieit official or semi-

inspired comment to moderate terms and not take pyblic position

from which it might be difficult for them to wittiew3*

The United States sought to mediate the membelsegiact and the other
states, specifically Egypt, to strengthen the hafrtie former during the pact
negotiations.

The Egyptian reaction and the efforts to publi¢hee Turkish-Iraqi
agreement caused the resentment of the Iragi Avimister. Nuri Said stated that
the Iragi government was only responsible to Igagiiament. Moreover, Nuri Said
underlined that Egypt had not consulted Iraq besogaing the Anglo-Egyptian
treaty, thus Iraq did not have to do so. In additicaq would consult the Arab states
before signing an agreement with Turkey. Iraq hadl & “long and special
relationship with Turkey” which the Egyptians didtrunderstand. The initial
reaction of him to the meeting of the Arab LeaguenE Ministers was not tattend,
but he would decide after he consulted the cabihetPalace and elder Statesritn.

Ultimately, Nuri Said informed the Egyptian goverent that he could not

attend the proposed meeting as a result of hidtthpeoblems”. Moreover, he
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demanded other Arab governments not to attend deting because such a meeting
would be meaningless in the absence of him. Theaasaulor of the United
Kingdom in Baghdad argued that there was a poggibil the impact of Menderes
in such a decision. In the meantime, the Turkigth leagi prime ministers proposed
an alternative that Menderes would visit King Stugrovide his support to invite
Egyptians to Saudi Arabia for talR¥.

However, the Foreign Office of the United Kingdewaluated the Turkish-
Iragi Plan to approach Saudi Arabia as a mediatdrcancluded that a possible visit
by Menderes to Saudi Arabia would not work bec&esadi Arabia was a member
of the Arab League and was not willing for the fatiman of a Northern Tier defense
grouping>*® The assessment of the United Kingdom was righe. Saudi crown
prince denounced Iraqg for having moved without cadtitey the Arab League. The
basic concern of the Arab states was to form aanak against common dangers
that would be supported by the Allies. However,uhéateral Iragi move was not
consistent with this policy/*®

Rather than Saudi Arabia, Jordan and Lebanon ey to act as mediator
between Turkey and Iraqg, on the one hand, and Eggphe other. The Lebanese
president, Chamoun, stated that he hoped that$&udi would go to Cairo for the
Meeting of the Arab League Prime Ministers. If laelmeeded support, Jordanian
and Lebanese Prime Ministers would have helped Kiareover, the Lebanese
President sent messages to King Saud and PrimetgliMlasser and stated that he

was convinced that the Turkish proposals were &t for the interests not only of
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Iraqg, but also of all the countries in the regidherefore, the Arab states should
support these proposafe.

The United Kingdom ambassador in Amman analyzedtrdanian policy
and stated that the alignment of Iraq with the Wesid weaken the bargaining
power of the Arabs in their efforts to provide Wastsupport especially against
Israel. Therefore, the Egyptian reaction would fiitite support, except the
Palestinian question, and the Arab states woulthdeerate towards the Turkish-
Iragi agreement as their attempts for mediatiowben Turkish-Iraqi alliance and
Egypt indicated™ The efforts of Lebanon and Jordan did not work BEgglpt
pressed the Arab governments to take its side.

The attitude of Syria to the proposed Turkish-lgart was similar to those
of Lebanon and Jordan before the meeting of Aradglue Prime Ministers in Cairo.
The Syrian minister of foreign affairs talked te tnited Kingdom ambassador in
Damascus and reiterated that the previous objectmthe Turkish-Iragi pact in
Syria had been overcome and the Syrian stance vibeuladvorable in the following
meeting of the Arab League. The Syrian ministetest#hat they had repeated the
same assurances to the Iragi government when eélepphboned their Syrian
counterparts not to attend the meeting. The Syasition was the fact that different
threats stemmed from different sources towardé\thes in varying degrees and all
the states were responsible to take the necessayures against these threats
appropriately. However, these measures shouldenobbflictual to the interests of
the Arab League. Therefore, in the Syrian pointiefv, the proposed Turkish-Iraqi

treaty was not unfavorable to the Arab League aljhahey prepared a treaty
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proposal between Syria and Turkey. Irag was exptis#te threat of the Soviet
Union, and, thus, the proposed treaty should natfjected®>> Shortly, the Syrian
stance toward the Turkish-Iragi pact was modenatefavorable before the meeting
of the Arab League Prime Ministers in Cairo.

Despite the positive attitude of the Arab stataalier than Egypt, the
ambassador of the United Kingdom in Cairo expetitat Egypt would try to control
and influence the Arab League in the meeting agj&iag. Therefore, the possible
Egyptian “ambitious” propaganda would result in tleterioration of the Iragi and
Turkish feelings®*® Under these circumstances, the meeting began darfary
1955.

The Iragi prime minister Nuri Said did not attehd meeting, but sent a
representative, Fadhel al-Jamali, his predecessorwas supposed, even by Nuri
Said, to be unpopular with the Egyptians. Beforeril$aid had sent a message to
Nasser to send a cabinet minister to the meetunghis message received no reply.
As a result, Nuri Said decided to send Jamali tooGand his basic mission in Cairo
was “to keep the Lebanese, Jordanians and Syr@atsthe mark.” Rather than
make contact with and explanations to the Egyptiemprovide support of
aforementioned states was Nuri Said’s main objecfifhe Egyptians had rejected
the proposals of the Iragi ambassador in Cairo kgpoesented the Iragi government
in the meeting®*

Although the impact of Jamali cannot be known,ltBbanese, Jordanian and

Syrian Prime Ministers pressed Salem, the Egyptianster of national guidance, to
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improve the atmosphere through moderating the peesgacting with the Turkish
officials, and sending suitable messages to thgg iame minister, Nuri Said. Their
efforts were successful to some extent. Nasseraspalite telegram to Nuri Said to
inquire about his health and to state the hopehtbaiould attend the conference later
on. The next day, another message was sent toSdidiby the Lebanese prime
minister which said that without him the meetingicoachieve little and they were
prepared to wait for a few days. In these developsehe Egyptian prime minister
cooperated with the other Arab Prime Ministers. Thbanese chargé d’affaires in
Cairo commented that the moderate Egyptian attitudee meeting resulted from
“the fear of isolation.” If the other Arab statesrficipated into the Turkish-Iraqi

Pact, Egypt would be “relegated to the second tregeny defense arrangement and it
would lose its bargaining pow&t’

In the meeting, the Lebanese, Jordanian and Siriame Ministers
supported Irag. The Saudi Prince Faisal acted thelEgyptians, however, and
displayed a negative attitude towards the TurkiskylPact. Egypt and Saudi Arabia
insisted on the passing of a resolution both taleam the Turkish-Iragi Pact as
contrary to the Arab League Collective SecuritytRa to prevent all pacts with the
States which were not party to the Arab Leaguee@tite Security Pact’

According to the telegram that was sent from théassy of the United
Kingdom to Foreign Office, the passing of suchsohation was not accepted by the
mediators of the meeting namely Syria, LebanonJandan . He stated that he could
not agree on the public denunciation of Irag. ThabAUnity had to be protected. In

order to strengthen the Arab League Collective BgrcRact, its scope had to be
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broadened to cover aggression not only from Iskaglalso from all “quarters.” The
Syrian Prime Minister also criticized the Lebanasd Jordanians because of their
oscillation to please everybody/. After the discussions to decide the course of
action about the attitude towards Iraq and the ggegd Turkish-Iraqi Pact, a
committee was established to visit Iraq and toesltfae views of the Arab League
prime ministers.

The Drafting Committee was composed of the Lebapesne minister,
Jordanian and Syrian ministers for foreign affaimsl the Egyptian minister for
national guidance. The main objective of the cortesitvas to reach an agreement
with the Iragi government on “cooperation betwekitha Arab states and the West
which would also consider the special needs of IfatThe committee was to leave
Cairo to visit Baghdad as soon as possible. Thgddlprime minister said that the
Egyptians stressed that if Irag had kept up wighrtbgotiations with Turkey, Egypt
would have left the Arab Leagd®’

On the Iraqi side, the conference was criticizedias perceived that the goal
of the Egyptian government was to convince the Astakes that Iraqg had made a
mistake by joining an alliance with Turkey. Thegrambassador in Cairo told his
United Kingdom counterpart that:

The other Arab governments were privately in faslraq but they

had been intimidated by Egypt’s attitude andhlite surprising

exception of Syria, seemed to have toed the luiigy. The Egyptian

Prime Minister had put the question to the othexbAPrime Ministers,

whether they would join a Turco-Iraqi Pact. Witle texception of the

Syrian Prime Minister, they had all finally sakeey would not do so.

The Egyptian Prime Minister had then announcetithieaq persisted

in her intention, they would withdraw from the Ar@ollective Security
Pact and would thereafter consider her positiahénArab League. This
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had had a profound effect on the other Arab Piirésters>®°

The conversation between the ambassador of thedJKingdom in Lebanon
and the permanent under secretary of the Lebanesstiy of Foreign Affairs
shows the Egyptian attitude in the conference bwvis:

The Egyptian Prime Minister had stated categdsid¢hht if Irag signed

the pact Egypt would withdraw from the League. Fnab states would

then be the losers, for the Egyptian army was siwanger at every point

than the Israeli. Egypt would be satisfied wittutre in Africa, but would
nevertheless be prepared to take defensive patisadsrael with Saudi

Arabia and Jordan. The Lebanon and Syria woul@ havook after

themselves, and Gamal Abdul Nasser implied thet tould inevitably

become part of an internationalized Ottoman Enifiire

The Egyptian propaganda against Turkey and Iradtathreats to the Arab
States intensified during the Cairo Meeting andRh&fting Committee visited
Baghdad under these circumstances.

The Drafting Committee visited Baghdad on 1 Felyrd®55 and met with
the Iragi government. The Nuri Said governmentgaesi Saleh Jabr, the former
Iragi minister of interior, and Tawfiq Suwaidi, tf@mer Iragi prime minister, to
convince the Drafting Committee that the Iraqgi ppliegarding the Turkish-Iraqi
Pact was the policy of Nuri Said government, whield also provided the general
support of the political circles in Irag. In the eti@g with the Committee, the Iraqi
Prime Minister Nuri Said showed determination taahact his policy. During the
negotiations, the Egyptians argued that the Turkrghe minister Menderes would
visit Israel after his visit to Rome. The Iraqgi @ prince stated that if this story

were true, Nuri Said would have broken off the peegotiations with Turkey.

According to the Crown Prince, the argument ned¢ddx validated from the
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Turkish government. Until then, the Iragi governineould assume that the story
was not trué®?

According to Jamali, the former Iragi prime mieistvho informed the
Oriental Counselor of the United Kingdom, on theas®l day of the negotiations
between the Iragi government and the Drafting Cotei the result was a
“complete deadlock.” The stand of the Iraqgi reprégive, Tawfig Suwaidi
weakened the Iragi position and prime minister NBaid urged him to act “firmly.”
Jamali also argued that the position of Nuri Sawlards the pact changed and he
decided to sign it as soon as possible as a fadnagli to the Arab Leagu®&®

At the end of the talks on 2 February 1955, thgilgovernment decided to
continue the negotiations with Turkey. The suggestiof the Drafting Committee
for postponement were rejected. Nuri Said toldG@benmittee members that:

Irag was taking this line not only in her own st but that of the

other Arab countries who ought to support andéadein her. Iraq

and her neighbors ought to act responsibly idi¢ie of the world

situation. If there were further assassinatiorBersia, Iraq might find

Communism on her doorstep. The situation in theHaast was tense.

The Arab Governments owed it to their peoplesrtwiple for their

safety by linking hands with the West against Camism**

The communist threat was again used as leverathe imterests of Iraq,
although the main threat for the Arab states weelslt can be argued that Iraq and
Turkey exploited the communist threat to maximizeitinterests and to have a say
in the Middle East politics in the 1950s. The Baaghdileeting of the Iraqi

government and the Drafting Committee did not hevémpact on the former and,
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in the following period, the negotiations betweankey and Iraq continued and
ended up with the signature of the Baghdad Pact.

After the Baghdad talks, the attitude of the Astdites, especially Jordan and
Lebanon, remained unchanged because their basitigénregarding the Middle
East politics was not satisfied: the harmonizedoAralicy against the enemy
neighbor Israel and the protection of the Arab Wnitherefore, as the Jordanian
prime minister stated to the United Kingdom ambdssan Amman:

Jordan was herself committed to the West uncanditly and if general

war broke out... Arab legion would fight with Irdout Jordan had no

direct interest in the fate of Turco-Iraqgi Pactlamce the maintenance

of Arab unity was the basis of Jordan policy argdressly reaffirmed

in his government’s programme, all his efforts baen directed to

avoid a split in that unit§®>

The officials of the United Kingdom commentedtba Jordanian foreign
policy saying that:

The Jordanian government amore likely to be imfagsl than the other

Arab governments by the popular Arab view thaliosg as the Palestine

guestion remains unsettled, Arab states shoul@émiet into agreements

with the West. The Jordanian press have comegaihst the proposed

Turco-Iragi Pact on these grounds... While theldoian Government

may well be aware that their own best interestsld/be served by

joining the Pact, which would incidentally enatilem to re-open the

guestion of treaty revision, they probably do feet able to take a course

contrary to Jordanian public opinion now that gjuestion is being linked
with Palesting®

Like the Jordanian government, the Lebanese gowemhwas uneasy about
the developments regarding the Pact, especiallyethetion of Egypt to it. The
Lebanese president instructed his prime minist@ropose that Nuri Said and
Nasser meet in Beirut. The efforts to mediate betwleag and Egypt did not bear

fruit. Although Nuri Said accepted the proposalsd&x rejected it forcing the
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Lebanese president to give up his mediation eff¥t#ore importantly, as the
Baghdad Meeting between the Iragi government aadtafting Committee had
failed, the result of the mediation efforts cauteslacceleration of Turkish-Iraqi
negotiations and the deepening of the split inAtab world.

Like the attitudes and reactions of the Arab statee position of Iran and
Israel, as a key player in the region and the comem@my of the Arab world,
respectively, towards the proposed Turkish-IragitRae also important to mention
here. The Iranian minister of foreign affairs stitieat:

The Persian government have received no invitdatgrarticipate in a

defence agreement, have conducted no officia$ tatkregionatiefence

with other countries, and have no intention aseng of adhering to the

Turco-Pakistani pact or to any other Middle Eafedce agreemeft®

The Iranian attitude was not unfavorable to treppsed pact despite the
divergences of objectives and priorities of thiamoy. As would be seen later on,
Iran would join the Turkish-Iragi alliance afteetBatisfaction of its needs through
the Western aid to its economy and military.

By the same token, according to the ambassadbedfnited Kingdom in
Israel, it was favorable to the Turkish-Iraqi Pasta result of different motives and
objectives in spite of some reservations. The asduis argued that:

Israel sees a chance that the Pact will spliitad League, drive Egypt

and Iraq apart, and so diminish the combinedipaliand military strength

of Israel’s enemies... On the debit side Israeéginations see a throng of

spectres. Instead of Turkey influencing Iraq, Byrknay herself agree, as the

price of Iragi cooperation to abandon her sympé#bhnysrael... Some Israelis

fear that even if the Arab League splits Isradll mot benefit; they argue that

Egypt will seek support in the Arab states by geg up her hostility

towards Israel, and that Iraq will be obliged tmperate... Another nightmare

Is that Iraq, strengthened by her pact with Tuykeil proceed to realize her
dream of a Greater Syri&’
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In light of these arguments, the Israeli attittml@ards the Turkish-Iraqi Pact
was shaped with the calculations and fears of pleseutcomes. Turkey, however,
was not ready to abandon its smooth relations lsrtel, and the Menderes
government guaranteed the Israelis side that thewtd be no changes in Turkey’s
Israeli policy even if the proposed pact were sifjrie a conversation Menderes and
an Israeli minister, the former told the lattertttBaghdad Agreement entailed no
change whatever Turkey’s policy towards Israel tteahad expressed satisfaction at
the sensible attitude taken by the Israeli goventritethe matter.” Moreover,
Menderes argued that the clause of internal aggressuld also be a guarantee for
Israel against any aggression from any Arab skatee importantly, Menderes
reiterated that Turkey would continue to suppogtgblution of the Palestine issue in
the light of the United Nations’ resolutiod?.In other words, before intensely
beginning the negotiations of the Turkish-Iraqi Pacrkey endeavored to calm

down the fears of Israel.

The Baghdad Pact Negotiations

The Turkish and Iragi governments acceleratea #f@arts to accomplish the
Baghdad Pact negotiations upon the failure of trebArime Ministers attempts to
postpone the process of the treaty. The pressubedfurkish government on the
Iraqi side also played a role in this developm@&ht Iragi government prepared a
draft text, which will be given in detail below, Gthe negotiations proceeded in the

light of this draft:
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The Draft of the Baghdad Pact Prepared by the Bayiernment®’*

Whereas the friendly and brotherly relations exgsbetween Iraq and
Turkey are in constant progress, and in ordeotoptement the contents

of the Treaty of Friendship and Good Neighborl;hesncluded between
His High Majesty The King of Iraq and His ExceldgniThe President of

the Turkish Republic signed in Ankara on March 246, which recognized
the fact that the peace and security of all th@ns of the world and in
particular the nations of the Middle East and thest the basis for their
foreign policies.

Having realized the great responsibilities borméhem in their capacity

as members of the United Nations concerned wihriaintenance of peace
and security in the Middle East region which nstate taking the required
measures in accordance with Article 51 of the &hiNations Charter.

Whereas agreement concluded between Her Britdhajesty’s Government
and the Egyptian Government has considered tlyadtaned attack on
Turkey or any other member state of the Arab Leaghould necessitate
taking defensive measures to preserve peace andtgen the region.

They have been fully convinced of the necessityooicluding a Treaty
fulfilling these aims:

Article 1: Consultations and discussions shalhélel between the
respective competent military authorities of twe tigh contracting
parties for the purpose of obtaining reciproc&iimation regarding
security measures and defense plans in countriég diigh contracting
parties. Exchange of views and information shialh de carried out
for the sake of benefitting from the technical ex@nce and progress
achieved by any of the two high contracting parirethe field of
defensive armament.

Article 2: The high contracting parties undertaixéurnish all facilities
and assistance for the passage of arms, miligarpment, supplies and
other materials used for defensive purposes pantato their respective
armies through the territory of the other partyhwut being subject to
customs or any other duties.

Article 3: This treaty shall be open for accessmany member State of
the Arab League or any other State concernedseitirity and peace in
this region. Accession shall come into force frdate on which the
instruments of accession are deposited with thadtty of Foreign Affairs
of (blank).

Article 4: This treaty remains into force for aripe of five years renewable
for another period of five years unless one ofttigl contracting parties
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notifies the other party of their desire to teraiait six months before the
date of its expiration.

Article 5: This treaty shall be ratified by thedwigh contracting parties

and ratifications shall be exchanged as soon ssilple. Thereafter it shall

come into force from the date of the exchangeatifications.

The Iraqi draft treaty could be regarded as cottesth the ideas and
demands of the Iraqgi Prime Minister Nuri Said dgrihe Turkish prime minister’s
visit to Baghdad in early January 1955. The twesidere to cooperate especially in
technical and logistical matters without taking tmuesponsibility for the defense of
each other or the Middle East. The draft treaty diasussed by the officials in
Turkey. The Turkish deputy prime minister told theited Kingdom ambassador in
Ankara that the Turkish government needed to cotisellgovernments of the United
States and United Kingdom as soon as possibledhrtheir ambassadors in Ankara.
Moreover, the Iranian and Pakistani governments, wére favorable to the
proposed pact, should have been immediately catagiccording to the Minister,
the basic problem of the Iraqi draft was the abseari@ clause which would give the
authority to the parties for defense arrangemeittswarious countried’?

After the preparation of the Pact, both sidesnisifeed their contacts with the
United Kingdom and the United States. The Turkishiegnment was in favor of the
accession of the Allies to the Pact as signatofies.alternative would be the initial
signature of the Pact between Turkey and Iraq begoining of the United

Kingdom and the United States right after. Moreotlee early participation of Iran

and Syria in the Pact would be practicable forhekish government. Shortly, the
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participation of the Allies either as signatorylate-participant would be the focus of
the Turkish and Iraqgi governmenits.

As in the closer contacts with the Allies, the Kisih government put pressure
on the Nuri Said government. In return Nuri Said the ambassador of the United
Kingdom in Iraq that as the result of the pressheshad given the Turkish side a
draft text, which was discussed in detail abovecokding to him, “if the Turks were
sufficiently insistent, he was prepared to sigimdral this draft more or less at once.
But he could not, in that case, agree to alteratidBpecifically, Nuri Said opposed
to accept any clause which could imply or meant ‘tharkish forces might operate
in Iraq in time of war.” As the United Kingdom anssador argue, regarding the
United Kingdom, the draft text meant that she leatjive up the idea of securing
the inclusion of future defense arrangements wih.F*’*

Nuri Said’s opposition to the discussion of thganarinciples of the draft
treaty and the possible postponement in the caakevations irritated the Turkish
government. The Turkish prime minister stated thatlraqi proposal was
unacceptable to the Turkish government becaudeedadlisence of the “umbrella”
clause and provision for the defensive cooperatitmwever, the Turkish
government was in favor of discussions and joirigiens on the text of the
Turkish-Iragi Pact. Thus, the Turkish side was rmastful of Nuri Said’s idea of
signing an “anodyne” agreement which would be egpdras the others acceded.
The Turkish government proposed changes in the tlealty and expected the full
acceptance of these proposals. On the other Hamdurkish government was ready

to drop the references to the internal and extexggtession which might hurt the

373 Telegram from the British Consulate General ianbul to Foreign Office. February 4,
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feelings of the Arab states. More importantly, Meres said that “he attributed
Nuri’s present attitude to his natural tendenctetoporise, and possibly fear for his
personal safety as a result of Egyptian inspireedts.®”° The threat to the Nuri Said
government might come from the domestic oppossiaurces, the Communists and
the Nationalists

The statements of Menderes reflect the tensiorsasgicion between the so-
called allies of the Middle East. As was discussieove, Nuri Said was against
Turkey’s sending troops in the event of a war asilsted a defensive cooperation
clause that could be interpreted as such. Howeespite these problems, the
negotiations did not collapse and the mediatiothefUnited Kingdom played a role
in the continuation of the efforts.

The policy of the United Kingdom was in harmonyl aupportive of the
Turkish policy regarding the Pact. It insisted ba inclusion of the “umbrella”
clause, especially to cover the provisions of thaties between Irag and the United
Kingdom in the Pact with the aim of enabling thie¢@mers to participate in the
Pact without any conflict or need to redraft theaty. Nuri Said agreed with the
United Kingdom officials on the inclusion of therfiorella” clause, but did not like
the Turkish counter draft, which brought some ameemnts to his original text.
Nevertheless, Nuri Said was ready to negotiatd thikish proposals to meet the
demands of Turkey and the United Kingdom especralfyarding the “umbrella”
clause’™

Upon the counter proposals of the Turkish side ltagi government held a

meeting to discuss the Turkish proposal and thagdmthat had been demanded.

37> Telegram from the British Embassy in Ankara toefgm Office. February 9, 1955. FO
371. 115489. V1073-192.
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The Article 1 of the Iraqi draft text provided “éry consultation on defense plans
and facilities for passage of arms through eachr&therritories.” The Turkish
government suggested that Article 1 should be aeg:tmlinclude “cooperation in
accordance with the provisions of the Article 5Xha United Nations Charter in
confronting any armed aggression against one of ihem inside or outside Middle
East region and in pursuit of this cooperation.tiéle 2 should include “for
establishment of joint military plans and measwvbgh could be made subject of
special agreements.” In addition, Article 6, whiwdd not existed in the Iraqi draft,
should provide the clause that “the treaty was dpeaccession to any member of
the Arab League or other State concerned with paadesecurity of region and that
accession shall take place after agreement betea#racting parties and State
applying for accessior’”

Iragi prime minister stated that he wanted to mest agreement with Turkey
as soon as possible and he would accept the ameisithat the Turkish
government might propose. Moreover, Nuri Said psagiothat if the Turkish
government had agreed, the Articles 2, 3 and 4dcbelomitted from the treaty and
the content of Articles 3 and 4 could be embodied protocol or annex with any
suitable change¥®

By the same token, the Turkish government wasyreadccept the draft
treaty after some revisions. The Turkish prime stam stated that the Turkish

government did not wish to sign an agreement wéb,lin which the defense

377 Qutward Telegram from Commonwealth Relations @fffeebruary 10, 1955. FO 371.
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cooperation between the two countries were limigéégbr long negotiations with the
Iragi Prime Minister’®

The insistence of the Turkish government to broatie scope of the
defensive cooperation impeded the negotiationsdolr an agreement. The
ambassador of the United Kingdom in Baghdad argiu@dthe Iraqi prime minister
became suspicious of Turkey’s hidden intentionsvade Iraqg in a possible war.
The insistence of the Turkish government on thésrew of the Articles of the draft
treaty made him uneasy about accepting the amertdragthe former. He reiterated
that he could not agree on a provision which mighinterpreted as permitting
Turkey to enter Iragi soil under certain circumsts In case of a possible proposal
of the inclusion of such a provision in the treatyri Said was determined to
abandon the treaty with Turkey. The Iragi crowmpe and the Turkish ambassador
in Baghdad requested the United Kingdom ambassadaghdad to mediate and
calm down Nuri Said. Nuri Said, for his part, demiath the ambassador to help him
with the Turkish government. Thus, the United Kiogdambassador stated that he
tried to convince the Iragi prime minister by stgtthat the only objective of the
Turkish government was to avoid the pact from “genorded discriminatory or
derogatory to Turkey**

At the end, he was persuaded and accepted to megkssary amendments in
the draft text: The Articles 2, 3 and 4 would beitbead. Irag and Turkey would
conclude a special agreement between themselvieedd&om the Article 1 of the
pact. In return, he would be satisfied if a nevicltabout “non-interference in

internal affairs and peaceful settlement of displetween the signatories” were
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included in the treaty. Furthermore, a referenddédfact that “the Arab League
Collective Security Pact provided for regional agnent under Article 51 of the
United Nations Charter” needed to be made. He cadied that if Turkish
government did not accept his amendments, he wgiuddup the idea of signing a
pact with Turkey and rather than that he would sigreaty with the United
Kingdom and Pakistar®*

After the discussion with Nuri Said, the Unitechfdom ambassador
commented on the text which the Iraqgi Prime Minisévised. He stated that:

Although this text is far from ideal it seems,saen from here; to give us
the umbrella we want, to remove any possible appea of discrimination
against Turkey, to be in a form to which otherrtoies could accede
without much, if any, amendme#t:

The revised text, which had been proposed to juokeFebruary 16, 1955;
was the following®*

Whereas the friendly and brotherly relations betwkaq and Turkey
are in constant progress and in order to compléthercontents of the
treaty of friendship and good neighborhood conetlidetween His
Majesty the King of Irag and His Excellency the$ident of the Turkish
Republic signed in Ankara on March 29, 1946 whmtognized the

fact that peace and security between the two cesris an integral

part of peace and security of all nations of tleeldvand in particular
nations of the Middle East, and that it is theid&s their foreign
policies; and whereas the Article 2 of the treztjoint defense and
economic cooperation between the Arab Leaguesspaitevides that

no provision of the treaty shall in any way affemtis designed to
affect any of the rights and obligations accrumgontracting parties
from the United Nations charter; having realizieel great...borne

by them in their capacity as members of the UnMatlons concerned
with the maintenance of peace and security irviltelle East region
which necessitates taking the required measurascordance with
Article 51 of the United Nations Charter; and wdees the agreement
concluded between Her Britannic Majesty’s governnaand the Egyptian
government has considered any armed attack geattbf an armed

%1 Telegram from the British Embassy in Baghdad trefgm Office. February 16, 1955. FO
371. 115491. V1073-245.

2 ibid.
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attack on Turkey or any other member state oftad League should
necessitate taking defensive measures to prepeace and security.

They have been fully convinced of the necessityooicluding a treaty
fulfilling these aims”:

Article 1: The high contracting parties will coopte for their security and
defense in accordance with Article 51 of the UWshidations Charter. Such
measures as they agree to take to give effebigaodoperation may form

the subject of special agreements with each other.

Article 2: In order to ensure realization providedin Article 1 above, the
competent authorities of the high contractingipanvill determine the
measures to be (taken) as soon as the presetytdrdgars into force. These
measures will become operative as soon as theylbesn approved by the
Governments of the high contracting parties.

Article 3: The high contracting parties undertaieefrain from any
interference whatsoever in each other’s interffalra. They will settle
any dispute between themselves in a peaceful wagaordance with
the United Nations Charter.

Article 4: The high contracting parties declaratttiispositions of the
present treaty are not in contradiction with ahthe international
obligations contracted by either of them with #myd State or States.
They do not derogate from, and cannot be integdras derogating from,
the said international obligations. The high cacting parties undertake
not to enter into any international obligationongpatible with the present
treaty.

Article 5: This treaty shall be open for accessmany member State of

the Arab League or any other State concernedseitirity and peace in

the region.

Article 6: This treaty remains in force for a metiof five years renewable

for other five years unless one contracting padijfies the other of their

desire to terminate it six months before its exfpon.

Article 7: This treaty shall be ratified by thentacting parties and

ratifications shall be exchanged as soon as pesdibereafter it shall

come into force from the date of exchange oficatifons.

It can be argued that the revised text refledtedsensitivities and priorities
of Iraqg, Turkey, and the United Kingdom. Moreovéryas much more detailed than
the initial draft. However, it should be admittéwht there were vague statements

which were open to interpretation such as “suchsuess as they agree to take to
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give effect to this cooperation” as was stated iitiche 1, or “dispositions of the
present treaty are not in contradiction with anyhaf international obligations
contracted by either of them with any third Stat&tates’as it was stated in Article
4. This vagueness can be interpreted as a meat®tch the principles of the treaty
in the future.

After the revised treaty was proposed to the Hirkjovernment, the United
Kingdom’s ambassador in Baghdad made an attengarteince Nuri Said to get rid
of the reference to the Anglo-Egyptian Treaty ia Breamble. He argued that “Nuri
Said wants to show that the Egyptians themselve=edghat Turkey was a factor in
the safety of the Middle East.” The ambassador, was aware of the delicacy of
the situation, did not insist on his attempt nolose the whole agreemefit.

For the United Kingdom government, the revised veas acceptable. They
expected that it was also acceptable for the Thrgsrernment and sent a message
to the latter via the United Kingdom’s ambassadoimkara. They urged the
Turkish government that the essential requiremeste provided by the United
Kingdom and Turkey should sign the treaty withautHer delay before Nuri Said
changed his mingf>

By the same token, the new draft was also acckeptabthe Turkish
government despite some points which could beesktthen the prime minister
visited Baghdad to sign the treaty. The Turkishistér of foreign affairs stated that
these points were the references to the Anglo-Egygdtreaty and the Arab League

Collective Security Pact in the Preamble. He stated

%4 Telegram from the British Embassy in Baghdad trefgm Office. February 17, 1955. FO
371. 115492. V1073-271.
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On general grounds, the Turkish government conesiblg inappropriate
that an agreement between Turkey and Iraq shetgd to agreements to
which Turkey was not a party... The Turkish Prighi@ister will do his
best to induce Nuri to drop these points whershie Baghdad®®

In the meantime, the Turkish government decidedathendments that would
be proposed to the Iraqgi government on 20 Febri@5%. These amendments were
as follows®’

Preamble, paragraph 3. Omit the words “the requia@d substitute
“consistent with” for “in accordance with.” (THeurkish Prime Minister
when in Baghdad will try to get Nuri's agreememtlte following redraft
of the paragraph in question:

“Recognizing the great responsibilities bornelign in their capacity as
members of the United Nations concerned with thentenance of peace
and security in the Middle East region to coopenatorder to be in a
position to take measures against armed aggressiwistent with the
rights affirmed by Article 51 of the United Nat®&harter.”

Article 1: The first sentence to read as folloSonsistent with Article 51
of the United Nations Charter the High Contracttagties will cooperate
for their security and defence.”

Article 3: To read as follows: “They will settlaternational disputes by
peaceful means and in a manner consistent witpuh@oses of the United
Nations.”

Article 5: Insert “actively” before “concerned” dradd a proviso for
new accessions to be subject to the agreemenisting members.

(The Turkish Prime Minister when in Baghdad wilbpose the following
text:

This treaty shall be open for accession to any bezrState of the Arab
League or any other state actively concerned thighrsecurity and peace
in this region, provided that the Contracting Farshall agree to such
accession.

This treaty shall come into force with respecamoacceding state on the
date of the deposit by it of any instrument ofesmston with the Ministry
of Foreign Affairs of which shall notify each dfe Contracting Parties
of any such deposit.”

%% Telegram from the British Embassy in Ankara toefgm Office. February 18, 1955. FO
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Article 6: Amend to allow for the withdrawal ofGontracting Party
without bringing the Agreement to an end for testr(The Turkish
Prime Minister when in Baghdad will propose thikcdfeing text:

This treaty shall remain in force for a periodigé years renewable for
other 5-year periods, but any Contracting Party mighdraw from, and
cease to be a party to, this Treaty at the expiraif any such five-year
period by giving written notice to the other pastiat least six months
before the expiration of such period of its degrgvithdraw and cease
to be a party.”

In the light of the Turkish demands regardingaheendments in the Treaty,
the Turkish and Iragi delegations met to reachgareanent regarding these changes
on 21 February 1955. The discussions and the cbandke treaty were as
follows:*%®

Preamble: The Turks propose the deletion of Papdg?. The Iraqis
prefer retaining it. The Turks propose the detetiroParagraph 3 of
the words “The required measures in accordanca’sabstitution of
“measures consistent.” The Iragis agreed. Batessagree to omission
of Paragraph 4.

Article 1: The Turks propose that the first sengeshould read as follows:
“In conformity with Article 51 of the United Natis Charter, the High
Contracting Parties will cooperate for their séguaind defense.” The
Iragis agree.

Article 2: The Iragis agree to our proposal to adshcerned” at the end
of the article.

Article 3: The Turks propose the deletion of thstisentence and the
substitution of: “They will settle internationalk@utes by peaceful means
and in a manner consistent with the purposekseotinited Nations.”

Article 4: Remains unchanged.

Article 5: The Turks wish to insert “actively” aftthe words “other state”.
They also wish to add the following sentence afterds “this region”:
“Accession to the Pact will be subject to the umamus approval of all
parties signatory to the pact.” The Iraqi siddikiesl both amendments
which might have excluded Pakistan. They would tike Article to

stand as originally drafted but with the additadter “this region” of

the words “and which is fully recognized by boftttee High Contracting
Parties.” The Iraqis agree.

38 Telegram from the British Embassy in Baghdad trefgm Office. February 21, 1955. FO
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Article 6: The Turks wish to add the following semce: “In case of a
withdrawal the pact will continue to be valid thie remaining party”.

Throughout the text the Iragis wish to substitheeword “pact” for “Treaty.”

In the meantime, on 21 February 1955; the Iragn@minister Nuri Said met
with the Cabinet and the Elder Statesmen. In thetimg he provided the unanimous
support for the ultimate text of the pact and thgasate exchange of letters with
Turkey. If the signing of the pact or the exchangketters, mentioning the United
Nations’ resolutions on Palestine, were postpohedeared that the Pact would be
“lost”. For him, the exchange of letters would enable &tedthe Soviet Union from
attacking or possibly enable it to persuade théb/Atates to join the Pact. Therefore,
the signing of the Pact and the exchange of letésrsoon as possible, was urgent to
strengthen the position of Nuri S&ftl.By the same token, the exchange of letters
was also regarded as important for the Turkish @mnmister Menderes. However,
Menderes emphasized that the letters would nohhexad to the treat§’°

After the amendments in the draft text, the ligmrernment invited the
Turkish prime minister to come to Baghdad on 224February to sign the pact the
day after. The Turkish ambassador in Baghdad auefirthat Menderes coni&-

The Baghdad Pact negotiations were problematicusectne suspicion of both sides,
especially that of Iraq to Turkey, towards eacteotind divergences of their
interests were the impediments in the way of thheegent. However, despite these
shortcomings, the Pact was signed on 24 Februdy.19

As Turkey and Iraq focused on negotiations, thabArorld also

concentrated on the developments regarding thedPddthey had different attitudes

%9 Telegram from the British Embassy in Baghdad trefm Office. February 23, 1955.
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and reactions, which should be analyzed beforéngetito the details of the

signature of the pact and the developments inahaing period.

The Reactions during the Baghdad Pact Negotiations

The Meeting of the Arab League prime ministersticmred after the Drafting
Committee left Cairo to visit Baghdad and to pedgutne Iragi prime minister, Nuri
Said, to postpone the Turkish-lragi Agreement. ifteeting ended on 6 January
1955 without any resolution or joint communiqué jethhad been expected,
especially by the Egyptian government. Howevelinérmal committee was
composed of the Jordanian minister of foreign egfdhe Lebanese chargé d’affaires
in Cairo and Colonel Riad from the Egyptian mirygif foreign affairs. This
committee prepared a resolution which stated that:

Arab foreign policy should be based on the Arabhdiee Charter, the

Arab Collective Security Pact and the United Nagi€harter, the

reservations made by Iraq in December were rajeatenified Arab

command should be established, but any statdras.which had made
reservations on joint Arab foreign policy shoukldxcluded, there should
be cooperation between Arab states and the Wasshiort of alliances

and without military commitments, no Arab statewl join the Turkish

Pact®

The Iraqgi delegation refused to discuss thislut®m. On the other hand, the
Syrian and Lebanese delegates left the issue itogbveernments. Therefore, the
meeting did not bear fruit and no voting occurrBde Iragi ambassador in Cairo

stated that the Egyptians failed because they amtighrevent Iraq from keeping on

negotiations with Turkey and they could not “briagput a censure to Irag.” Thus,

392 Telegram from the British Embassy in Cairo to kgmeOffice. February 7, 1955. FO
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the Arab states were to act individually althougbstrof them were unfavorable to
participate into alliances with the Allié%®

After the failure of the Meeting of Arab Leaguenpe ministers the
propaganda and the threats of the Egyptian goverhtowards both the Pact
negotiators and the Middle East states intensifirethe meantime, the Egyptian
government reiterated its intention to leave thabACollective Security Pact, not the
Arab League, to leave the Arab States alone agaimsthreat, especially from
Israel, in case of the continuation of Iraq to rteage and possibly sign the Pact with
Turkey. The Iragi Prime Minister Nuri Said commaehtkis policy of Egypt and
stated that “if Egypt did so, it would do wrong amshe of the Arab States, i.e. Syria,
Jordan and Lebanon would follow héf*As mentioned before, the declaration of
Egypt to leave the Arab Collective Security Paat #re pressure on the Arab states
accelerated the Turkish-Iraqi negotiations.

The Egyptian minister of national guidance, Salerplained why Egypt
would withdraw from the Arab Collective Securityd?and what the alternative
approach of Egypt would be to establish an alliassystem in the Middle East.
Salem stated that:

If EQypt considered that her obligations towanas| lunder the Arab

Collective Security Pact were in this way extentted@urkey and the

Western powers, she would withdraw from that p&be then would

be prepared to cooperate with countries unwiltomgpin foreign alliances.

Egypt would follow her own course, with or with@aupport. Her population

was 23 millions compared with the 15 million oétbther Arab states

combined. She could not therefore, leave the Leagurkey was seeking to

establish her domination over the Arab countrié&gypt proposed that a

unified Arab military command should be set uphwita month and that a
unified Arab economic programme should be estabtls. By announcing

393 Telegram from the British Embassy in Cairo to FgmeOffice. February 7, 1955. FO
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his decision to sign the Pact with Turkey, Nund3zad closed the door to
any solution of the present crisis.

The Egyptian course of action inspired some oftrab states such as Saudi
Arabia, which was as critical as Egypt, of the Tsinkiragi Pact. Saudi Arabian
Prince Faisal announced on 8 February 1955 thatdiS&abia would follow
Egypt’'s example if the latter decided to withdraanh the Arab Collective Security
Pact.” He also stated that the policies of the g@eernments were consistent. His
declaration also reflected the resentment of SAualia toward Iraq and the Prince
stated that “Nuri Said was clearly hoping to canuy his Fertile Crescent plan, but
that it was to be hoped that Iraq would returrhie Arab fold®®

At the same time, the smaller states in the regoaoh as Lebanon and
Jordan, did not give up their mediation effortshmn the two sides. The Lebanese
president, Chamoun, stated that Egypt should ®ipded to give up its opposition
to the Turkish-lraqgi Pact and she should have demed the pact as the initial step in
the establishment of a defense system in the reffic@onsistence with this point of
view, he sent a personal message to Nasser artiigngecessity of a system that
would be extended from Turkey to PakistahHowever, his efforts did not bear fruit
and in the Egyptian reply that was delivered tor@ban by Salem, it was stated that
the Egyptian attitude towards the Turkish-Iraqit?ed not changed®

Like Egypt and Saudi Arabia, the Syrian attitueégdmn to change during the
negotiations of the Pact, which had been moderatesapportive before. The former

Iragi prime minister, Jamali, was assigned to pmétee loss of the Syrian support of
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the Turkish-lragi Pact, as he represented the gagernment in the Meeting of Arab
prime ministers in Cairo to do the same. Accordmthe United Kingdom’s
ambassador in Damascus, the Syrian president dskeali to provide the support of
the United States and United Kingdom ambassaddpsimascus in order to prevent
the Egyptian, Saudi Arabian and, more importarltg, French intrigues in Syria,
which aimed to agitate the hostility towards thekish-Iraqgi Pact. The president
argued that all the aforementioned countries wekerny the Syrians and the Saudi
Arabia took the lead in this policy. Regarding FrnJamali argued that the French
chargé d’affaires in Cairo had advised the Syriabassador against the treaty by
having argued that the proposed pact would leael dibruption of the Arab League,
arms race between Israel and the Arab States aeigficintervention in Syria®®®

After the unexpected dissolution of the Syriangrovnent in 1954, which
was at least not unfavorable to the proposed gaeiSyrian attitude changed. As the
United Kingdom’s ambassador in Damascus statedttliedes and opinions
expressed in the Syrian Parliamentary Foreign Aff@ommittee were critical of the
policy of Irag. Most of the Ministers in the newwvgomnment, which was supposed to
come to power as a result of the Egyptian, Saudb/n and to a lesser extent
French intrigues, were unfavorable to Irag. Esplydilais attitude was apparent on
the Minister of Foreign Affairs, who was supporteeneutralism and opponent of
any alliances outside the Arab League. Accordintpéoambassador, the position of
the new prime minister was “less clear”, who hatlreen anti-Iraqi, but “ambition”
and “Saudi gold” might lead him to accept officerdéurn for splitting his part§f°

The statements of the United Kingdom’s ambasssidould be cautiously

399 Telegram from the British Embassy in Damascusoi@ign Office. February 14, 1955.
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approached because he acted as the “devil’'s advaaradl the claims were not
proven. However, conversations between the Irggiesentative Jamali and the new
Syrian prime minister and the minister of foreidfaims shed more light on the
policy of the new Syrian government regarding thede East and the proposed
Turkish-Iragi Pact.

Before leaving Damascus for Beirut, the Iragi esgntative Jamali met with
the new prime minister and the minister of foreadfairs. Jamali stated that the
Minister of Foreign Affairs was prudent, whereas Brime Minister could be
considered as pro-Egyptian. The minister of foraiffairs affirmed his negative
attitude towards communism, but he stated thatlévelopment of socialism was the
best “cure” for communism. The prime minister udided his positive stance
towards the West, but he said that was unablefioess his views explicitly at that
time. His opinions regarding the Turkish-Iraqi Paetre the following as Jamali
told:

He declared that he would resign rather than aigreeything against

Irag. But he could not adhere to the Turkish-lfagct. He would be

neutral. Thus he made the unhelpful and rathenmgkess remark that

if Egypt produced a new defence group in placthefpresent Arab

Security Pact, Syria would join it while being raimed the member of

the old Pact which included Ir4%:

Regardless of the reasons or intrigues that wergioned, the only reality
was the change of the Syrian attitude, which hahlmeoderate in the initial stage of
the Turkish-lragi negotiations especially during eeting of Arab prime ministers
in Cairo, after the formation of the new governmien®yria.

Upon the changes in the policies of the stateatdsvthe Pact, the situation

was taken into consideration by the Allies. Thagobf the United Kingdom, as the

01 Telegram from the British Embassy in Damascusaoieign Office. February 16, 1955.
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main supporter of the Pact, with the calculatiopaaticipate later on, was “to wait
and see” the developments of the following peregharding the Pact. It was decided
to postpone the major diplomatic attacks to thgdnng states such as Jordan and
the states which changed their attitudes such aa &ytil the signing of the Pact.
The major reason was to wait until the conclusibthe negotiations was the fact
that “to keep down the break out of the oppositiothe Arab world” against the
Pact. It was expected that the Jordanians andrByciauld not do much at that time
when the negotiations between the Turkish and agernments were tense and
problematic. As a result, approaches to JordarSymid needed to be delayed until
the Pact was signé?

On the contrary to the wait-and-see policy regagd@yria and Jordan, the
United Kingdom intensified diplomatic contacts witte Egyptian prime minister
Nasser during the Turkish-Iragi negotiations. Nassknitted and stated that the
relations with the Allies were the best strateggeove his interests. Nevertheless, he
did not give up his negative stance towards the, Race would not do so, with
having argued that the Turkish-Iragi Pact was “teeg’ and its content was
“unfortunate” that might set back the developmdrhe cooperation between the
Arab States and the Westespite all the efforts of the United Kingdom’s
ambassador in Cairo to convince him at least t@tram his criticism against the
proposed Pact and or to give them up if the Paot weasonable, Nasser did not step
back?®® Although Nasser said that he had sympathy foklest and for the
cooperation with the West, he was definitely agatins Turkish-lraqi Pact. The

ambassador commented on this position and staa¢di¢alousy” and the “desire”

to lead the Arab world were the two main componehtie position of Nasser, and

“2FQ 371. 115492. V1073-258.
93 Telegram from the British Embassy in Cairo to kgmeOffice. February 21, 1955. FO
371. 115492. V1073-289.
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of Egypt, that played role in the formation of thgposition and criticism against the
Turkish-lraqi Pacf®

In the meantime, the United Kingdom tried to calawn the Syrian attitude
towards the Turkish-Iraqgi Pact. Apart from the Iregpresentative, Jamali, the
United Kingdom’s ambassador met with the Syrianistém of foreign affairs just
before the signing of the Turkish-Iragi Pact. listtonversation, the Syrian Minister
argued that “Iraq, by agreeing with Turkey, is tognaway from the Arab world and
her duty to defend it.” The ambassador replied ‘thhag would strengthen her
Syrian friends when signing the treaty with Turligyreiterating publicly her
solidarity with the Arab world and her determinatio stand by the other Arab
states in the event of Israeli aggression.” Theisten of foreign affairs stated that
“Jamali had assured him that such was Iraq’s mrsitiut this was a private
statement and, therefore, unquotable and, moremaate at a moment when Jamali
was very excited*®

On 22 January 1955, the new Syrian governmenackxtihat all the
recommendations of the Arab League Foreign Mirsstieat had been made in
December 1954 were accepted by the governmeritesetrecommendations, it was
stated that “the policy of the Arab states shoekt on the Charters of the Arab
League and the United Nations and on the Arab Cole Security Pact.” Moreover,
the Syrian government stated that it was readyptperate with the West and all
friendly states in accordance with the United Nagi€harter. More importantly, it
was underlined; the closer cooperation would bé e states which were the

supporters of the Arab cause in Palestine. TheaBygovernment reiterated that any

4% Telegram from the British Embassy in Cairo to kgmeOffice. February 21, 1955. FO
371. 115492. V1073-289.

%5 Telegram from the British Embassy in Damascusaieign Office. February 21, 1955.
FO 371. 115492. V1073-296.
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of the Arab governments would adhere to the Turkiahi Pact and the major
enemy of Syria was Israel. Therefore, Syria wowdtiaonduct any relations with
Israel#%°

The opposition in the Arab world towards the Tahkiragi Pact continued
through the whole process of negotiations. The iBurkaqi Pact was signed and
this bolstered and widened the split in the ArabldvdViore importantly, the
propaganda and criticism against the Pact intextsifdn the same day of the signing
of the Pact, the Egyptian minister of national gumce was in effort to organize a
group of Arab states to denounce Irag. Syria, SAuabia and Jordan were ready to
act accordingly, but Lebanon abstained and sowgtibé help of the West to
prevent the group of these states from acting atiaq?*°’

The reactions of the Arab states during the BagiRiect negotiations have
been discussed so far. Before getting into theldeththe impacts of the Pact, the

process of signing and the participation of othemers should be explained in

brief.

The Signature of the Pact

After the long and problematic negotiations argtdssions, Turkey and Iraq
signed the Treaty of Mutual Cooperation, which lbee&nown as the Baghdad Pact
in 1955. The content of the Pact can be summasegddllows without getting into

the details, which were discussed abd%:

% Telegram from the British Embassy in Damascusaieign Office. February 22, 1955.
FO371. 115493. V1073-305.

7 Telegram from the British Embassy in Beirut todign Office. February 24, 1955. FO
371.115493. V1073-329.

‘8 FRUS 1955-57. v.12..i.8., p.97.
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The stated aim of the Pact... is the further improent of good relations
between the two countries in order to contribatevorld peace and
security, particularly in the Middle East. Spewafiy, the parties pledge
themselves to cooperate for their security andred consistent with the
United Nations Charter. They agree to determimeifip measures to
realize this aim as soon as the pact enters omte f

A permanent council at the ministerial level idtset up to implement
the pact when at least four powers have becontepan the Pact. The
Pact is open for accession to any member of tlad Aeague or any other
state actively concerned with the security ancdceed the Middle East.
Acceding states may conclude special agreemettisotvier parties to
the pact.

The pact remains in force for five years and igeveable for five year
periods. Any signatory may withdrawn, after givimgtice, at the end

of a five year period, in which case the agreememiains in force for
the other members. The document contains suctat@phraseology
as an undertaking not to interfere in each othat&rnal affairs, and a
pledge to settle disputes in accordance with tReQbarter.

An exchange of letters between the Iragi and BlwrKrime Ministers

at the time of signing the pact recorded theirangthnding the Pact that

would enable their countries to cooperate effetyivn resisting any

aggression directed against either of them amebt& in close cooperation

for effecting the carrying out of the UN resolutsoconcerning Palestine.

The Baghdad Pact was signed as a result of tha®fif Turkey and Iraq
with the mediation of the United Kingdom during &mof crises. However, the role
of the United States should be discussed. The W&tates was the major the
sponsor of the developments, specifically the értagreements in the Middle East.
The Baghdad Pact could be regarded as coherdm 10 policy, which had been
preoccupied since the end of 1951 with setting dpfanse grouping in the region.
Secretary Dulles’ visit in 1953 bore upon the cqutag “Northern Tier.” With the
support of the United States, initially, the TutkiBakistani Agreement was signed

and the Baghdad Pact was prepared and signed % [L8ter on, the United

Kingdom joined the Pact on 5 April 1955, Pakistar?@ September 1955 and Iran

205



on 3 November 195%° The extension of the Pact was welcomed by theednit
States government although this state did notgypatie or even thought of
participating from the very beginning.

On the other hand, the Pact caused resentmeiitjtii@nd suspicion
especially in the Arab states against the Pact reesrdand, thus, widened the gap
between the two sides. More importantly, the peafidr the Baghdad Pact
coincided with the years of serious crises in #gan, i.e., the Suez Canal Crisis,
the Arab-Israeli Dispute, the Turkish-Syrian Crigige Iragi coup d’état and the
Jordanian and Lebanese Crises. Consequently, tloel @dter the signing of the
Baghdad Pact should be taken into consideratiandar to understand the dynamics

and development of politics in the second halhef 1950s.

The Baghdad Pact and the United States and thedJKihgdom

The United States was a supporter of the Baghdat] ®hich was consistent
with its defense policy of the Northern Tier, whichd been formulated in 1953, as
discussed above. However, it was not in favor ofigipation in the Pact from the
beginning to the end. The interests and straterjid®e United States determined its
policies towards the Middle East and to the BagHeiact. A telegram that was sent
from the Department of State to the United Staaeshassador in Jordan shows how
the United States supported and welcomed the Baghdet:

We have always supported efforts states achiexat@rdegree

stability and security through cooperative undengs. In particular

we have favored increased collaboration betwestest

interested in developing Middle East defense agaiassible

Communist aggression. We welcome Turkish-Iraglatetion

intention as constructive step taken recognitieedhdevelop

effective defenses in areas at present exposedrgdtected
against danger Communist expansion. We prepagast as

49 FRUS 1955-57. v.12..i.8., pp.1-2.
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Turkish and Iraqi efforts achieve realistic anfiefive defense

arrangement. We believe Arab states should welcome

development as important step contributing tortbein security**°

During the Turkish-Iragi negotiations for the Rdhe United States
guaranteed to support the Pact members militand/economically. It should be
recalled that, the basic reason to set up a defgnseture against “Communist
expansion,” was to provide the security of the @agwith its resources, especially
the Middle Eastern oil. Another objective of theitdd States was to protect Israel
against the Arab states and the rising Arab naliemalt was expected that the
establishment of the alliance in the region woulavle the security of the region
including Israel. As mentioned before, Turkey waes dnly state in the region that
had closer relations with Israel. Through the attebetween Turkey and Iraq, the
latter was expected to have smooth relations sithel because from the very
beginning, Iraq was aware of the close relationséen Turkey and Israel. The
United States officials in the Department of Staimmented that “the willingness
on Iraqg’s part subordinate hostility toward Isreltompelling threat from North is
encouraging sign®!

As the Iragi Prime Minister had stated beforeq Mauld not be a part of an
arrangement in which Israel was a part, the Urfades did not refrain from giving
a guarantee that Israel would be able to be intedrato the alliance system within
an appropriate time, although this would not hapghamto the crises between Israel
and the Arab states. Moreover, the United Statekedoto convince Israel to

support the Turkish policy by having taken on @sd-term policy objective’?

“1°Telegram from the Department of State to the Embims3ordanJanuary 14, 1955.
FRUS 1955-57.v.12..i.8., pp.2-3.

“1Telegram from the Department of State to the Empbiastsrael. January 14, 1955. FRUS
1955-57. v.12..i.8., pp.3-4.

“2ibid.
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These efforts can be regarded as the aim to dectieasevel of Israeli confusion
regarding the Pact, as mentioned before.

With these two major objectives, the United Stag@gernment was in favor
of the signing and extension of the Pact to therostates, especially the Arab ones,
as soon as possible. It desired to appease thdiggypaction against the pact and
possible adverse effects of the Egyptian policthannear future. Besides the
Turkish-Iragi Pact, the development of Turkish-Etggp relations, probably a treaty
between the two, through conducting closer relatiovas seen as vital for the
security and the stability of the Middle East. Téfere, the rapid conclusion and
signature of the Turkish-Iraqi Treaty was importemtonvince Egypt to be a part of
the system, according to the officials of the Udigtates. They claimed that Nasser
had told the United States’ officials that “he rgozes threat could develop only
from the USSR,” and for the United States, thetyreauld provide the grounds for
defense against this threat and Egypt might hamegothe Pact in the long rdf?

The objectives and the course of action of thdedhbtates were definite
regarding the Turkish-Iragi Pact. Nevertheless ginestion of adherence to the Pact
specifically at an early date preoccupied the decimakers and diplomats. The
Department of State was of the opinion that, dedpi insistence of Turkish and
Iraqgi governments, the United States governmentlghwot be an original signatory
of the Pact or a participant at an early date.

Although the Turkish and Iragi governments miglela@me the United
States into the Pact, the United States was rfaivor of such action. The basic

reason was not to give the impression that the Wastimposed from outside the

13 Telegram from the Department of State to the EsypasEgypt. January 14, 1955
FRUS 1955-57.v.12.i.8., pp.4-5.

414 CircularTelegram from the Department of State to Certajplddnatic Missions.February
15, 1955. FRUS 1955-57. v.12..i.8., pp.19-20.
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area. The United States’ strategy was to enablPdlceto be signed as an indigenous
effort, although it was behind the scenes. On therchand, the support of this
country was proven at least indirectly. The asgmmaof the Northern Tier with the
military arrangements with Turkey, Iraq, Iran arakiBtan was one indication of the
United States support to the Pact. As a resultettivas no reason to join the Pact for
the United States, whereas the decision of padiicip for the United Kingdom
belonged to the decision makers of this state.Uinged States had no objection to
the United Kingdom joining the Paét® This country would join the Pact after
Turkey and Iraq signed.

The telegram from the Department of State to thbassy in Ankara
indicated the policy of the United States on pgréition to the Pact. The “hands-off”
attitude of the United States stemmed from theidenation of “tactics and timing.”
For them, the next step would be the joining ofitak to the Pact, which was
supported by the United States. The United Stasessimfavor of a rapid progress
regarding the Pact for the establishment of arceife defense system in the Middle
East and, thus, after Pakistan, Iran would be tedhfiut not pressed, to join the
Pact. On the other hand, interestingly, the menhiggs<f the Arab states bordering
Israel were not a priority for the United Statedidd decided neither to encourage
nor discourage these states to join at that tinnes€quently, the military relations
with Turkey and Pakistan improved before the Paxthe participation of the
United States was not vital for the interests & tdountry?*°
For the US Department of State, the Pact woulsupported indirectly and

without participation of Pakistan and Iraq woulddyevided in accordance with the

“1> CircularTelegram from the Department of State to Certajplddnatic Missions.February
15, 1955. FRUS 1955-57. v.12..i.8., pp.19-20.

“1°Telegram from the Department of State to the Embims$urkey. May 28, 1955. FRUS
1955-57. v.12..i.8., pp.59-60.
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Northern Tier concept and the objectives of thetéthBtates. The United States’

ambassador in Irag, however, was in favor of thégigation of the United States to

the Pact as soon as possible. He stated that:

We are originators of the northern tier concept s we who gave
inspiration and encouragement which resultedag-lfurk Pact.
Indigenous interest has now been adequately profetdask of

forging paper northern tier into effective nortiéier defense
organization has still to be accomplished and weat see how

this can be done without US adherence. Psychabgadue of our
adherence now would also serve as potent ceralifogce in winning
additional adherents including perhaps fence-dteaisl such as Lebanon
and Jordan. Our adherence along with British wgivé this part of the
world a telling example of how British and we am®perating for common
defense of free world... Our adherence is cettagnhance considerably
overall US influence in area. This might eventyaliove useful too in
working towards Arab-Israeli settlement... US asstion with Irag-Turk
pact might well help allay current Israeli fednattpact may be used to her
detriment... US adherence would help ally posdides which have not
entirely disappeared from minds of Nuri and othhagi political leaders

of possible Turkish irredentist designs on MJ%dl.

Despite all the efforts of the United States’ asdaalor in Iraq, the

Department of State did not change the policy efliinited States. The

determination of the United States government ogitticipate in the Pact can be

derived from the letter of the United States’ stmeof state to the United Kingdom

ambassador in Washington. In this letter, the saref state told the ambassador

that:

It has been my thought that it was not feasibtetie United States to join
the Baghdad Pact until there was a relaxatioemgion between the Arab
states and Israel. At that time, we would be dsplato seek formal
adherence. In the meanwhile, the Arab statesaratba know of our
support for the Baghdad Pact and we will contittumake this support
known to them. We are also prepared to estabagtoh arrangements
with the Baghdad Pact Organization when it isupet'®

“I" Telegram from the Embassy in Iraq to the DepartroéState. March 16, 1955. FRUS
1955-57. v.12..i.8., pp.35-36.

18| etter from the Secretary of State to the Britismbassador (Makins). August 19, 1955.
FRUS 1955-57. v.12..i.8., pp.152.
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The United States government was firm to keemdsect relations and
support to the Baghdad Pact.

After the signature of the Pact, the United Kingdoontinued to insist that
the United States to join the Pact at every turihé SEATO Council Meeting in
March 1956, the United Kingdom’s minister of foneigffairs Selwyn Lloyd, shared
his views with his US counterpart. In a telegraonfrthe delegation in the meeting
to the Department of State it was stated that:

He hoped we might be able to send fairly senipragentative from

Department to attend April 16 meeting Baghdad Cdum addition to

our permanent representative Ambassador Gallmenetary replied

that he would have think about this and couldgie¢ answer this

juncture. Lloyd smilingly suggested it might n@ becessary since

possibly US would have become member of Pact &iytitme.

Secretary replied he did not think there was dmance of thig*®

Despite the insistence in the political circlesrsd United States not to
officially join the Baghdad Pact and its determimadicy not to participate, the
officials of the United States continued to prepamorts and evaluations regarding
the possible membership of the United States irPta. A report prepared by the
National Security Council Planning Board was corhpresive and, thus, important
to mention.

The report was on the immediate joining of thetkkhiStates to the Pact and
focused on the possible advantages and disadvanfaggarding advantages, the
going with the Pact:

Would make continued public acceptance of the ipdtte Middle East

member countries more certain, would enable thedercise greater

influence in development of Pact activities byrpiting formal
participation... would strengthen the positiorNafri Said and other
pro-West elements in Irag, and the Shah and piftzeYVest elements

in Iran, would help to stem growing criticism agidsatisfaction within
Pakistan... would strengthen the Pact's appeaildéNestern elements

“19 Telegram from the Delegation at the SEATO CouNllgkting to the Department of State.
March 7, 1956. FRUS 1955-57. v.12..i.8., pp.251:252
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in Syria, Lebanon and Jordan, and might increlasehances of accession
to the Pact by Lebanon and Jordan, would demdagtra firm, consistent
and continued support by the US of the conceplt@tollective security...
would strengthen NATO'’s southern flank... wouldrgase the possibility
of developing adequate capabilities to resist@ggion with a minimum
expenditure of US resourc&s.

Besides these possible numerous advantages pi amalyzed the
disadvantages that might have negatively influerthegolicy of the United States
regarding the Middle East. It was stated that U&ing the Pact:

Would provide Israel with a pretext for renewednd@ds for a US security
guaranty and for armaments, would cause Nassep@sxibly Saudi Arabia
and Syria to seek greater support from the USSfdwstimulate the USSR
to give even greater support to the Egypt-SyriadbArabia Axis, might
provide a pretext for a coup d’état in Jordan thatild take Jordan firmly
into the Egypt-Syria-Saudi Arabia Camp, would pdeva pretext for
increased attacks on the Baghdad Pact in sonte&rab States and Israel,
in the absence of an Iraqi-Saudi rapprochementjdvcause possible
complications in Saudi-US relations and in fortimoog negotiations for the
extension of air base rights, might involve thatklh States more directly in
the Hashemite-Saudi and Iragi-Egyptian disputesvemuld complicate US
relationship to the Arab-Israeli dispute, woulthgra new wave of
dissatisfaction with US policy in India, would nease expectations and
demands of Pact members for increased US milgadyeconomic aid,
would further exacerbate US-USSR relations, migihd some color to
charges of US imperialism in a new form, woulddém give the impression
that theUnited States continues to plgm@ority emphasis on military pacts
in the face of the new Soviet economic diplomaffensive®**

It can be argued that the advantages to join dlgéglid not outnumber the
disadvantages and the possible losses in the MigaiBewould be more vital than
the gains for the United States. The policy anatsgry of the United States regarding
the Baghdad Pact should be evaluated by takintedle possibilities into
consideration. More importantly, some of these dssegative outcomes occurred,
I.e. the formation of the Egyptian-Syrian-Saudi $y¢the increase in the support of
the Soviet Union to these countries, and the irs@@athe demands of the Pact

members from the United States militarily and ecomally in the following period

20 Draft Paper by the NSC Planning Board Assistavits; 2, 1956. FRUS 1955-57.
v.12..i.8., pp.295-297.
““Libid.
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even though the United States did not join the .Pdatse developments showed that
the internal dynamics and the interests of theviddal states played important roles
in Middle Eastern affairs.

However, despite the United States’ policy to stalgind the scenes, the
pressure and insistence on it to participate irPet continued by the Pact
members. It is important to remember here thap#récipation of the United
Kingdom, Pakistan and Iraq were completed by tltkafri955.

The Meeting in Tehran in November 1956 witnesbedé efforts. In the
Meeting, the Shah of Iran appealed to the UnitedeStto join. In addition, the
Turkish prime minister Menderes stated that theaea of the United States not to
join the Pact became invalid because Israel atthEkgpt, which will be discussed
later, and expanded its territory. Thus, Israelrtbtineed the protection of its
territorial integrity by the United States. In atiloh, although the public opinion in
the United States had not been ready for its ppation, the Baghdad Pact was
proven as a means of protection of security ande@athe region. On the other
hand, Menderes added that there was no necessityeftnited States to appease
Egypt and Syria because they had already alignédtthie Soviet Union. However,
the encouragement of the non-communist Arab natmjan the Pact was urgent to
provide “peace and stability” in the region.” Menele also stated that he could not
understand why the United States deferred from &participation to the Baghdad
Pact although it had been “guiding genius” for NARGY SEATO'?? The Iranian
shah stated that the failure of United States’igiggtion to the Pact might be
interpreted as “its lack of confidence in Iran dseg player of the Northern Tier.”

Menderes ended his statements by saying that three Rfinisters of the Baghdad

422 Telegram from the Embassy in Iran to the DepartroéBtate. November 9, 1956. FRUS
1955-57. v.12..i.8., pp.318-320.
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Pact powers had agreed that the United Stategipation in the Baghdad Pact was
essential to stand against the Soviet tht&at.

Despite the attempts to put pressure on the UStates in the meeting of the
Baghdad Pact prime ministers, the United Statesyoémained unchanged. When
the efforts of Menderes to refute the reservataiithe United States regarding the
adherence to the Pact are taken into consideratiaas not easy to persuade the
United States due to the numerous reasons, whioh eveimerated in the National
Security Council Report above. Rather than pawiogm, the United States
continued its efforts to publicize its supporthe Pact and intensified its military
and economic support of the Pact members.

On 29 November 1956; the Department of State tsaymess release, in
which the United States praised the Baghdad Parttdes “for their determination
to uphold the United Nations Charter, to furthgreaceful and lasting settlement of
current Middle Eastern problem&? In the press release, it was asserted that the
representatives of the Baghdad Pact members hatiwoetin the previous weeks
“in order to bring to bear their influence and wasdin the interest of the nations of
the free world.” The United States reiterated ifgport to the Baghdad Pact and the
efforts of these nations to retain their indeperdent the end, it was stated that “a
threat to the territorial integrity or politicaldependence of the members would be
viewed by the United States with the utmost graitty

The United States supported the Baghdad Pacttlienaery beginning to the
end. However, as it was understood that the rota@Baghdad Pact in the ideal

defense grouping in accordance with the Northeen Would be limited due to the

23 Telegram from the Embassy in Iran to the DepartroéState. November 9, 1956. FRUS
1955-57. v.12..i.8., pp.318-320.

424 FRUS 1955-57. v.12..i.8., p.360.

“%ibid.
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reasons mentioned above, the United States govetrprepared some alternatives
to the Baghdad Pact as complementary to the nuofethe Pact.

The basic objective of the new grouping, which wastematized in
December 1956, was to establish a new and larghr thwough the integration of
the new states to the Baghdad Pact structure.diti@al to the Pact members, i.e.,
Turkey, Iraq, the United Kingdom, Pakistan and Ji@audi Arabia and Lebanon
might be the new members of the group. The attinidgaudi Arabia, which joined
the Egypt-Syria Axis right after the Baghdad Pacts the key factor for such a
grouping?*?® In a memorandum from the assistant secretaryaté §or near eastern,
south Asian and African affairs to the secretargtate, it was stated that:

King Saud is increasingly aware of the Communishance, being
particularly disturbed by the trend of events yni&and Jordan. He

is also increasingly distrustful of Nasser’s ulit@ objectives in the
Arab world. His relations with Iraq have shown somprovement,

and there seems to be real cordiality betweenamdithe Pakistani
leaders. These factors taken together provide@dhle atmosphere
for pressing the merits of a new area groupin@ Brud. His decision
will, however, be based on his estimate of themxof our interest in
and potential assistance to the group and its reesnparticularly Saudi
Arabia. The potential field of membership of trewngrouping extends
from Pakistan to westward to Morocco, excludimgés. Initially, however,
the founding members should invite only Libya, ggysudan, Ethiopia,
Yemen, Jordan and Syria to join. An invitationAtighanistan would
probably be rejected in view of that country’sesolved problems with
Pakistan and its heavy economic involvement witht SSR*?’

To sum up, the United States’ major objective bex¢o broaden the scope
of the Baghdad Pact and the alliance in the Middist. The project would not work,

but the United States produced new projects basedildary and economic

426 Memorandum from the Assistant Secretary of Staté&ar Eastern, South Asian and
African Affairs (Rountree) to the Secretary of Stdbecember 5, 1956. FRUS 1955-57.
v.12..i.8., pp.376-382.

42T ibid.
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assistance of the United States in the region.Eikenhower Doctrirfé® became the
major tool for trying to reach this goal.

On 5 January 1957, president Eisenhower presémtib@ US Congress his
proposal for military and economic cooperation wiite Middle East states, which
desired such assistance. He emphasized the impertdithe Middle East to the
interests of the United States and warned of tingelaposed by the Soviet Union to
the area. He proposed that the Congress authbezeltowing actions:

Cooperation with and assistance to any natiorrauggof nations in the

general area of the Middle East in the developroértonomic strength

dedicated to the maintenance of national indeperejgrograms of military
assistance and cooperation with any nation orgaofunations in the region
that desired such aid, employment of the US arfoexts to secure and
protect the territorial integrity and politicaldeapendence of nations
requesting such aid against overt armed aggrefsiorany nation

controlled by international communism, employmémt,economic and

defense military purposes, of sums available utiteMutual Security

Act of 1954 as amended, without regard to exisiimiations**°

The Eisenhower Doctrine could be regarded asladdwoaden the Middle
East defense grouping by tempting the states threagnomic and military
assistance and to take measures against the exparishe Soviet Union, as had
been seen in Egypt and Syria, through the samesdassistance.

The Eisenhower Doctrine failed in the region, esglly the targeted
countries of the “new” defense grouping. As wasestan the meeting of the United
States National Security Council on 11 January 18%reactions of the Arab states
and Israel were cautious. Syria and Jordan dideem to be tempted by these
proposals. Nasser ordered the Egyptian press faradéntly towards the president’s
statements and it was supposed that Nasser exgatbd declaration from the

Soviet Union, which would “guarantee to protectthé Arab states and a massive

28 For a detailed analysis of the Eisenhower Docfiiee Salim Yaquliontaining Arab
Nationalism: The Eisenhower Doctrine and the Midgé&st(Chapel Hill: The University of
North Carolina Press, 2004.

% FRUS 1955-57. v.12..i.8., pp.437-438.
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aid program to these states.” The Syrian attitude supposed to be identical to that
of Egypt. On the contrary, Lebanon and Iraq, howeappreciated the United
States’ aid program as a result of the new poNbyre importantly, the Israeli press
was critical of the Eisenhower Doctrine in the ettt “it left too many problems -
such as the Suez Canal- unsolvéd.”

It can be argued that the new policy of the Uni¢ates involved
shortcomings and again faced the resistance ohteeests of the states in the
region. The United States government provided amiliand economic support both
to the Baghdad Pact states and other states negiean which were willing to have
closer relations with it.

The new policy and programme did not bring abbatdxpected results, but
the United States continued to support the Baglided. The basic tool was to
cooperate in the military matters and support tieenimer countries. During a visit to
the Middle East region, the United States’ ambawssand the president
Eisenhower’s special assistant, Richards, inforthedBaghdad Pact governments
confidentially and, beginning with Turkey, that taited States would join the
Baghdad Pact Military Committee if it were invitbyg the Pact Ministerial Council.
The ambassador emphasized that the proposed ai®an indication of the
willingness of the United States government to supihe Pact countries against the
Soviet Union. However, this proposal was to be lsggtret and not be publicized
until the participation took placg’

The ambassador informed the Turkish prime ministewas intended, that
the United States wanted to join the Military Corttee of the Baghdad Pact.

Menderes replied and reiterated that the Turkisregonent was in favor of the full

“¥FRUS 1955-57. v.12..i.8., pp.440-441.
31 Circular Telegram from the Department of State éot&ln Diplomatic Missions. March
12, 1957. FRUS 1955-57. v.12..i.8., pp.459-460.
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membership of the United States in the Baghdad tBdmiIster the security of the
region. He added that Eisenhower’s proposal coeltebarded as a progressive step
of the United States’ participation in the Pacte Bimbassador said that the proposals
declared in the Eisenhower Doctrine were “far-réaglthan Pact membership.”
Menderes replied that the Turkish government waarawf this, whereas the
accession of the United States to the Pact wouwd hayreat influence on other

states in the area and would cease any possiblegithat the United States did not
really support the Paét?

Upon these developments, the United States jame&act Military
Committee in March 1957 with the invitation of tRact Ministerial Council as it
had joined the Pact Economic and Counter-SubvefSanmittees in April 1956.
However, the United States avoided becoming anfieinber due to the reasons that
have been discussed before. Until Iraq withdrewnftbe Pact in 1959 and the Pact
turned into CENTO, the United States remained asbaerver and sponsor. A
memorandum sent from the deputy assistant secretasfense to the secretary of
state Dulles can be regarded as the best summéng bfnited States policy
regarding the Baghdad Pact:

The Baghdad Pact is today the principal manifestaif the Northern

Tier Concept... Although not a member of the Ptet,United States was

largely responsible for its formation and has ¢stestly given it strong

moral and material support... The Pact membersareerned over the

possibility of external aggression; in whatevenis it take...This concern

of the Pact members is accentuated and twisteékebglay of each member’s

national interests. In addition, all Pact governtaare weak economically

and politically and each wishes to increase itsmemic development and
political longevity at the same time that it bwilehilitary strength. For such
reasons the Pact members will undoubtedly contioyeess the United

States for more military assistance. | believelinéed States will be

susceptible such pressure for several reasonaubeof the entry of the
USSR into the Middle East and the volatile padditisituation throughout

32 Telegram from the President’s Special Assistaith#ds) to the Delegation at the
Bermuda Conference. March 21, 1957. FRUS 1955-32.¥.8., pp.462-463.
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the area; because of your encouragement of angbisiog participation in
Pact military planning and our pledged suppothefPact; and because of
the counter-attraction of neutralism if we appedalter in our suppoit*®
The attitudes and policies of the Allies, espdgidhe United States, have
been discussed so far. However, in order to betiderstand the context of Middle

East politics regarding the great powers, theualitand policy of the Soviet Union

should also be taken into consideration.

The Baghdad Pact and the Soviet Union

The Soviet Union viewed the Baghdad Pact as anatidn of capitalist
imperialism and as a threat to it in the Southenérs, regarding Turkey and Iran.
The United States’ ambassador in Moscow, Bohlemensame statements in the US
Department of State in April 1956. Although his eb&tions were speculative, they
could be regarded as indications of the Sovietgatkgarding the Middle East.
Bohlen stated that the Soviet Union began to mapemhatically into areas, which
had not reached before. He added that he was retlsat the Soviet Union wanted
communist regimes in the countries of the MiddIstEH

It is important to note here that, as it will bealissed under the topic “Egypt
and the Baghdad Pact,” the countries which hadeclosntacts with the Soviet
Union were not inclined to have communist reginggther. More importantly, the
ambassador noted that, “the Soviet Union was ajyreathe Middle East and the

problem was to control and counteract in the arehow to keep them out of it.”

433 Memorandum from the Deputy Assistant SecretaryefeBse for International Security
Affairs (Irwin) to Secretary of State Dulles. Feairy 28, 1958. FRUS 1958-60. v.12..i.8.,

pp.42-45.

3% Memorandum of Conversation, Department of Stateshhgton. April 13,1956. FRUS
1955-57. v.12.i.8., pp.278-279.
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Moreover, he said that “the Soviet Union did nohtwaar in the area because of the
danger of such a war spreadirig>”

Regarding the Arab-Israeli War, he stated that“ttutheir inexperience, the
Soviets oversimplify and probably feel that an Atstaeli War could not break out
if the UK and the US did not wish it to.” Regarditige Baghdad Pact, the
ambassador said that “the Soviets really fear therpialities of the Pact, and the
establishment of the Patiay have triggered their move on the arms dedie. T
accession of Iran really worried the7®

Although they were supposed to be speculativestifitements of the United
States ambassador shed light on the Soviet peocepttithe Baghdad Pact and
developments in the Middle East. Moreover, the &onion could enter the region,
as the ambassador stated, through the demands pfafSoviet countries, i.e.,
Egypt and Syria which moved away from the West@mtlucted closer relations
with the Soviet Union after the signing of the Bdgti Pact. These states enabled the
Soviet Union to be an actor in Middle Eastern afam return for the Soviet military
and economic support that enabled them to be tleeuioners of neutralism and Arab
nationalism.

After a short discussion of the attitude of th@iS8bUnion, the positions and
policies of the Pact members and the other statéeeiregion in the period following

the Baghdad Pact can be analyzed.

The Baghdad Pact and Turkey

Turkey was the keystone of the Middle East Defays¢em and the Baghdad

Pact. The United States and the United Kingdom emacped and supported Turkey

3> Memorandum of Conversation, Department of Statashhgton. April 13,1956. FRUS
1955-57. v.12.i.8., pp.278-279.
“3Bibid.
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to lead the process. In return, Turkey appropriéttedoroject as its own design and
put pressure on Iraqg to negotiate and sign thecawgat. After the signing of the
Baghdad Pact, the major concern of Turkey was paed its zone of influence and
to persuade the United States to join the Pact.eédew in accordance with its policy
regarding the region, which has been discussedtaildbove, the United States
refrained from becoming full member of the Bagh@adt. In time, this strategy
caused resentment and disappointment in Turkey.

A telegram which was sent from the United Sta¢esbassy in Turkey to the
Department of State illustrates the Turkish atettmlvards the United States’ Middle
East policy. The ambassador stated that the digialrurkey were discouraged and
confused after the developments in the region. péiseption stemmed from the
“hands-off” attitude of the United States towaride Middle East and the
establishment of the rival “Egyptian-Syrian-Saudéct,” which will be discussed,
and the ignorance of the United States to this. Réate importantly, according to
the ambassador, the confusion resulted from th&enehce of the United States in
contrast to its previous “fervent support of thertern Tier concept”, which had
been demonstrated during the processes of theshuRakistani and Turkish-Iraqi
Pacts. Therefore, Turkey felt that the United Statiksowned her own child.” The
Baghdad Pact, which would be more practical anlisteathan the former attempts
such as the Middle East Command and the Middle Befg&nse Organization, was
not appropriated by the United States and thisethuseasiness on the Turkish
side*®*’ The policy change and the new grouping attempisearegarded as one of

the basic reasons of the resentment of the Unitaig<S policy in Turkey.

37 Telegram from the Embassy in Turkey to the Depantnof State. May 21, 1955. FRUS
1955-57. v.12.i.8., pp.55-56.
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On the other hand, Menderes expressed his vielWseinvith the statements
of the United States ambassador in Ankara. A caatiem between Menderes, and
Eisenhower’s special assistant, Richards, waslsvia

The Prime Minister stressed that Turkey is prihganterested in the

Middle East security, but felt that the US shdolok to its friends first,

consider the uncommitted states second, and distelge opposition

states. Richards said that these priorities adenstood in the US, but

we feel that encouragement to the weaker statgistrhave a tonic effect.

Richards announced US willingness to join the BighPact Military

Committee if invited and referred to the regiopadjects in terms of our

financial limitations. He also declared US willmggss to supplement the

Turk military program. Seager conducted econouicstwith the Turks

but they requested no additional aid. The Turksevpdeased by the

Baghdad Pact announcement through them and futdteered by

Richards’ request for comments on other Middlet B&gtes, which

they gave freely*®

After the conversation, Richards reported thdiviees impressed by the
Turks, admired their self-confidence and steadinbssr strength of character, and
their open-eyed attitude with few delusiof&’However, he added that “it would be
an error to assume that they are pliable and alwesgonsive. They have chartered
their own road and intend to follow it. They arermoeady to listen us in foreign
than in internal affairs, as in divergences ovei-ifiation.”**°

The statements of the special assistant Richargly isignificant points.
Firstly, the change of policy and indifference loé tUnited States towards the
Baghdad Pact disappointed Turkey. Deriving froms,thican be argued that the
involvement of Turkey in the Middle Eastern defeagstem was to play the
leadership role, despite the resistance of Egypteaen Iraq, and, more importantly,
to secure more economic and military aid from tmitédl States, especially in the

following period, when the severe economic crisethe Turkish economy began to

38 Memorandum from the Assistant Secretary of Staté&ar Eastern, South Asian and
African Affairs (Rountree) to the Secretary of 8tahpril 4, 1957. FRUS 1955-57. v.12.i.8.,
pp.487-488.

“Fibid.

“Cibid.
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be chronic. Accordingly, the Turkish officials sjfexally the prime minister
Menderes tried very hard to convince the UnitedeStgovernment to be a full
member of the Pact.

In a conversation with the US president in thedd®assy in Paris, Menderes
said that the US full membership would be “verypligll’ in the sense that it would
strengthen the Middle East against Communism anddaaurb the impact of Arab
neutralism. The president replied that the Uniteades had carefully studied the
participation to the Baghdad Pact. The United Statgs a member of the Pact “in
all but name” and the secretary of state mighndttee Meeting in Tehran. The
Saudi and Jordanian opposition to the Pact was tegeously by the United States
and it was trying “to calm their fear§™

As the first original signatory of the Baghdad f?dcirkey was a major factor
in the process. With the support and encouragepofehe United States and in
coherence to its policy objectives, i.e., to previde security and the economic and
military development of the country, Turkey wasiaadly involved in the process as
was discussed in detail above. Despite the oppasitiose in the region, the
Baghdad Pact process accomplished. After the aralf/the policies and reactions
from the outsiders, the attitudes of the domestiora in Turkey towards the Pact

should be clarified to complement the picture.

The Baghdad Pact in the Turkish Parliament andsPres

During the discussions on the ratification of Beghdad Pact, the
representatives of the opposition parties expregsgdviews.The representative of

the RPP, Nlvit Yetkin, stated that despite theiterssand conflicts in domestic

“41 Memorandum of a Conversation, US Embassy Resid&aris. December 18, 1957.
FRUS 1955-57. v.12.i.8., pp.673-674.
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politics, his party supported the government’s@glincluding that concerning the
Middle East, which was committed to the preservatibthe world peace. In the
same vein, he stated that the government was aatimgcordance with Turkey’s
alliances and friendships and was conducting effiarreach its foreign policy
objectives**?

The leader of the Republican Nation Party, whicth baen established in
1954, Osman BolikRlg stated that in accordance with the United NatiGharter
and the North Atlantic Treaty, the RNP was in fawbthe establishment of cordial
and peaceful relations with the Middle Easternestatvhich had recognized the
independence of Turkey. Moreover, the RNP suppdhtegbolicy of the Democrat
Party government in accordance with this policyerBfiore, the treaty, which had
been signed with the “ally and brother” Iraq was flositive result of the policy of
the government. His party hoped that this treatyld/serve the peace and security
in the region. He said that he was to congratulsegovernment as the result of the
Pact. More importantly, there was no divergencenftbe government in relation to
the Baghdad Pact and the Republican Nation Partydwate in favor of the

treaty***

4“2«prkadaglarim; i¢ siyasetimizde bu elim huzursuzluklara ahikdis siyasette
hiuktmetlerimizin dinya sulhunagbéik, bunun tahakkukugrunda gayret ve fedakarlik,
sulh ve demokrasi cephesinde taahhutlerimize vitultterimiza sadakat disturlarindan
kuvvet alan di politika anlayyinda iktidarla ittihat halinde bulunmaktan ve onm sahada
gayretlerine muzahir olmaktan milletge afdniz kuvvet ve duygumuz iftihar bir kere
daha belirtmek isteriz...Republic of TurkeyTBMM Tutanak Dergisiterm 10, session 42,
vol.5, 18 February 1955, p.231.

“3“Muhterem arkadalar, Birlesmis Milletler ideali dairesinde ve NATO cercevesi i
kolektif glivene mistenit bggi ve dirist bir siyaset takibedilmesini, memleket
menfaatlerine en uygun yol saguinizi ve bu vadidgmdiye kadar intacina muvaffak
olunan anlamalar ve kagilikli yardimlgsmalar yaninda...Ortadgu memleketleri sahasinda
da bir guvenlik kurulmasi hususunda son zamanl@tdarca sarf edilen mesainin muspet
neticeler vermesini temenni gitnizi...ifade etnstik. Dost ve kardglrak’la yapilan ve
sulh¢u ve tedafui bir maksatstgan ve taahhutlerimizi mahfuz tutan bu gntay: bu
vadideki gayretlerin ilk semeresi olarak kdadigimizi ve hikuimeti bu garidan dolayi
tebrik ettgimizi ifadeden zevk duyariz. Bu vesile ile bir kid@ba belirtmek isteriz ki, gi
politikamizin milli bir mahiyet alngiolan gaye ve prensiplerinde iktidarla aramizda bir
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Like the RNP, the RPP’s attitude was positive talsahe Baghdad Pact,
despite some reservations. The representative T@@je stated that the aim of the
treaty between Turkey and Irag was to provide clogations and cooperation. He
was happy to say that the two states had agreextéod their relations to strengthen
their capabilities to provide security and deferrd@wever, there were some points
in the treaty that needed further clarificationeTreaty did not include military
commitments that might be automatically conductedobth sides. On the other
hand, the measures that would be taken to bolsterdoperation between the two
states were allocated to the jurisdiction of theegpment. Therefore, it was
understood that possible military commitments weyeunder the jurisdiction of the
government, which was the duty of the Parliamermteticide. Article 4 of the treaty
determined the bilateral commitments, but theyrgitiseem consistent with the
NATO commitments of Turkey. This was an urgent eratthich should be clarified
by the government. The RPP considered the Turkesdji-treaty to be a “peace
treaty.” Thus, there should not be any commitmeairsst any state in the region.
Lastly, he congratulated the government with hagitaged the hope that the treaty

would serve for the peace and the solution of despin the regiofi**

gOris farki yoktur... Bu gorglere sahip bulunan C.M.P Meclis Grupu bu amieya mispet
oy verecektir. Bunu da arz ederiz.”

Republic of TurkeyTBMM Tutanak Dergisiterm 10, session 50, vol.5, 26 February 1955.,
p.811.

“4“Muhterem arkadalar, Irak’la yapilan Andlama iki memleketin arasinda yakin
miinasebet vabirli gi temin etmeyi hedef tutytur. Oteden beri aralarinda dostluk ve itimat
hiakium suren iki memleketin miinasebetlerini emriy@nlidafaa hususlarinin icaplari
kadar gengletmeleri memnuniyetle kaydolunacak mesut bir leatiis Andlgmanin bazi
hususi karakterlerini kaydetmeyi lizumlu gériyoradiasma Taraflar icin otomatik

isliyen bir askeri taahhit mahiyetinigemamaktadir. Buna mukabil birli ginin tahakkuk ve
tatbikini temin maksadiyle alinmasi gereken teehithiikiimet karariyle derhal tatbik
mevkiine koymak salahiyeti veritii. Oyle anliyoruz ki hiikiimete verilen salahiyetle
otomatik askeri taahhidin veya Anayasanin BlyUKiséelsasretigi salahiyetler hududuna
karisamaz. Andlgmanin dérdinci maddesi Taraflarin bugiin mevcut tdahhditleri ile
miinasebetini izah ediyor. Maruf tabiri ile mevadhhitler igin ihtirazi kayitlar
dercetmektedir. Bu kayitlar bizim NATO i¢indeki lakvecibelerimizi koruyan bir vuzuh
tasimadgi intibaini aliyoruz.Hukimetin acgiklamasini [Uzurblduruz. Irak Andlamasini
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Upon the speech of the representative of the RfeRMinister of foreign
affairs, Koprull, made a speech in order to clattiy arguments of Turgut Gole. He
replied the statements of Goéle and stated thaagheement, which had been
prepared in accordance with the Article 51 of thretéd Nations Charter, was a
“cooperation agreement.” In addition, there wereamy hidden commitments as had
been implied by the representative of the RPP@®th government had not done so
before. The states in the region and the West rezed the transparency of Turkish
foreign policy. He said that he wished such a gokchich was trusted by the
outsiders, would provide the trust of the oppositarty. The DP government did
not intend to bypass the Parliament, which wasaesiple for the foreign affairs
especially the declaration of war, in conflict witte Constitution. Moreover, Article
4 of the treaty was clear as opposed to the adousaif the representative of the
RPP. The Atrticle was not contradictory to Turkegtenmitments in NATG?*

After the discussions in the Parliament and th@amations of the minister of
foreign affairs, the Baghdad Pact was ratified i@ support of the opposition

parties.

bir sulh eseri telakki ediyoruz. Bu itibarla Ortaspu’da diger bir devlet aleyhine her hangi
bir maksadi bulunmamasini tabii sayiyoruz. Agislanin Orta-Dgu’da sulh icinde
beraberlik temini ve ihtilaflarin kaldirimasi icifaydali olmasini temenni eder hilkimeti bu
basarisindan dolayi tebrik ederiz.”

Republic of TurkeyTBMM Tutanak Dergisiterm 10, session 50, vol.5, 26 February 1955.,
pp.811-812.

445« Birlesmis Milletler Andlasmasinin 51nci maddesine istinaden hukukan viicuda
getirilmis olan bu Andlama, tabiatiyle, ancak tedafui bir ittifak Andtaasi mahiyetindedir.
Bu bir. /kincisi, biliyorsunuz ki, hiikiimetimiz agfaalar yaparken hicbir zaman, altinda,
gizli manalar yahut gizli taahhitler, yahut dgekilde tefsire misait kagamakli ifadeler
kullanmasini asla sevmez ve asla yapmaz. Bltlradiinyn siyasetimizin bu aciina

kani olmy bulunuyor. Dost ve dinan bunu acikca bilmektedir. Bitlin diinyaya itinalitin
etmis bir siyasetin C.H.Partili arkaddarima da ayni itimadi telkin etgnolmasini gok
isterdim. Anayasa, bildiniz gibi, diinyanin bildii gibi, memleketin, devletin temelidir. Ona
muhalif hareket, hicbir fertten ve hicbir hukimattdbette beklenemez...NATO'daki
vaziyetimiz pek vazih gildir, diyorlar. Dordiincti madde tamamiyle vazihflamamiyle
sarihtir...”

Republic of TurkeyTBMM Tutanak Dergisiterm 10, session 50, vol.5, 26 February 1955.,
p.812.
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In the press, Mimtaz Falkenik wrote an article idaferin praise of the
efforts of the government and to support the sigmihthe Pact. In the article, “The
Signing of the Baghdad PacBdggdat PaktI'ninfmzas), Fenik stated that, for the
government, the Baghdad Pact was very significanabse Turkey and Irag were
close friends and the Baghdad Pact was an indicatbis friendship. Despite the
propaganda against the Pact that stemmed from Bgypthe Saudi Arabia, Turkey
and Iraq resolutely had continued the negotiatamssigned the Pact which would
strengthen the NATO defense in the Middle E48t.

In Son PostaSelim Ragip Emec supported and praised the Balghdet,
calling it a “diplomatic masterpiece.” He statedttdespite the negative efforts of
the Egyptian government, the Baghdad Pact had §igeed. The Pact was not
against the Arab Union and it was open to all tages in the region except the ones
who had aggressive intentions. It would serve #acp and stability in the region.
He also emphasized that the Turkish and Iraqi gowents, which signed the Pact

after having overcome all difficulties, should baiped**’

4“8«Biyiik Millet Meclisi'nde biitce miizakerelerinin laaetle devam e bir sirada,
Basvekilimizin boyle bir seyahate cikinalmasi, Turkiye'nin Irak’la olan ittifaka ve bgim
mimkin olan siratle neticelenmesine ne kadar bliyighemmiyet atfegfini acikca
gOsterir. Zaten birbirleriyle dost olan ve aralada hicbir ihtilaf mevzuu bulunmayan iki
Devlet, bu ittifakla artik herhangi bir taarruz kasinda tam bir mukadderat bigii
yapacaklar ve birbirlerinin kuvvetini tamamlayacafdir. Bundan dolayl ne kadar sevinsek
yeridir. Irak’la ittifak meselesi ortaya atiigindan beri bu mevzuda yapilan menfi
propagandalar, hatta pakti baltalamak icin sarfedilkorkung gayretler ciimlenin
malumudur. Misir'dan ve onungtgkiyle Suudi Arabistan’dan gelen buttin tepkileagmen
Irak’in bu isi azimle yurttmg olmasi ve bu kadar kisa bir zamanda bu neticeyénvasi
her turlu sitayjin Gstindedir... Turkiye bu son pakt dolayisiylal®nun midafaa
¢cemberine yeni bir zirh daha ilave efrae bu manzumenin geyretlerini bir kat daha
kuvvetlendirmitir... Yine Turkiye Pakistan’la bir ittifak yapmve bary cephesinin bir
kolunu Hind okyanusuna ve Himalayalara kadar tatedinjtir...Misir'in idraki dardir ve
hesabi yanltir cinkii mevhum bir liderlikgrunda istiklal ve Hurriyet gibi mukaddes
mevhumlar feda edilemez. Edilirse neticesi blytikigran olur.”

Zafer, 25 February 1955.

“7Bazi Arap birligi memleketlerinin ve bu arada bilhassa Misir hikiinie biitin menfi
gayretlerine rgmen Turk-lrak Pakti artik bir emir vakidir ve butskarin intizar ettigi anda
da yurdrlige girmis bulunmaktadir... Bu pakt ne Arap béilialeyhinedir ne de tecaviizi bir
mahiyeti haizdir... Bu da gosterir ki Buyuk Milldeclisi’nin dinkii Cumartesi blyuk bir
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Cumhuriyetalso supported the Baghdad Pact and criticizedethetion of the
Arab states to the Pact. Nadir Nadi stated thaBagghdad Pact would force Turkey
to defend the Arab world and the free world. Th@nd make Turkey much more
responsible politically and militarily in the regioTherefore, the reaction of the
Arab world was inexplicable. However, Egypt’s reéactwas the reflection of the
perception of threat to its leadership in the Anadsld from Turkey. Therefore,
Egypt was any the collaboration between the Aratestand Turke$/®

The position ofJlus was expected to be supportive in the light of its
approach to Democrat Party’s Middle East policyt, the issues regarding the Pact
could not be found at the Atatirk and Beyazit Liles

JournalAkis*®

supported the Baghdad Pact. In an article afeesitnature
of the Pact it stated that the Baghdad Pact waitasita the Turkish-Pakistani Pact
and Turkey had made a great contribution to thet\Wesaving the Arab Union and

the Middle East from the pressure of Nasser's Egyipé policy of Egypt was

tezahurat ile kabul ve tasdik gftianlasma, sadece mutearriz emeller besleyen ve bu
emellerin tahakkukunu temenni eden memleketjerdh butiin Ortadgu milletlerinin ve bu
arada sulh davasinin hayrina ve faydasinadir. Bbyl@nlasmanin akdi lizumuna inanarak
en gayri misait gibi zannolunaartlar icinde onun tahakkuku icin batin zorluklari
yenmesini bilen Turk ve Irak devletleri bugtaiiek ve muvaffak eserlerinden dolay ne
derece takdir ve tebrik edilseler yine azdi®dn Posta27 February 1955.

448« |rak anlasmasi ile Tirkiye kendinden ziyade Arap aleminingam sonra demokrasi
dunyasinin can damarini midafaaya galaktadir ve Irak anlanmasi belki de Turkiye'ye
daha fazla siyasi ve askeri kiilfetler yikleyeceBimdan memnun olmasi gereken Arap
alemi ve Misir neden ayaklangtr? Misir, buyuk askeri kuvvetleri bulunan TurKiia

adeta himaye eder gibi Arap alemine girmesini kdideirlik Gmitlerinin tahakkukuna engel
gormektedir... Misir bunun i¢in Araplarin Turkiyle anlasmasini istemez ve
istemeyecektir’..

Cumbhuriyet 26 January 1955.

49 Akiswas as closely engaged with the RPP, especiadly tie editor of the journal, Metin
Toker, became son-in-law &foni in 1955, abllus and acted as the spokespersomohi.
The articles iMkiswere critical of government’'s Middle East policypesially in the years
of crises.
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harshly criticized and Iraq was praised as a radtie agreement with Turkey. The
Baghdad Pact was called a successful developméine iregiori*>°

On the other hand, the Baghdad Pact was implicitticized by the journal
Foruni™. It was stated that although Turkey was the “redtigader” of the Middle
East, the Pact would provoke the Arabs and cassmt@ment and hostility against
Turkey. The reactions following the Pact were nopssing and they should have

been calculated before. The basic reasons for tleastions were the impact of Arab

nationalism and the rivalry of prestige among tliabNeaders. Therefore, the

0“Tiirk-Irak Pakti etrafindagri bir giriltiinin koparilmy oldugu siiphesizdir. Bunun,
nazarlari i¢ politikadan di politikaya cekmek gayretinden milhem bulghdda mechul
degildir. Zira haddi zatinda Turk-Irak paktinin TUrkaRistan paktindan daha ileri bir tarafi
yoktur. Fakat Irak ile ittifak akdetmekle TurkiyatBalemine hizmetlerin en bigiina
yapmakta, Arap Birfii'ni ve Ortadgzu’yu Misir'in elinde birsantaj vasitasi olmaktan
kurtarmaktadir. Hakikaten Stivegneselesini Arap birdii kozu ile halletigini unutmayan
Kahire hiktmeti bu birdi daima istismar etmtir. Simdi de bati ile yeniden masasgvaa
oturup Kuzey Afrika’dan Yemen collerine kadar biwiiap aleminin davalarinda bir
pazarlga girismek niyetindedir. Hatta bu pazarliktan karl cikaiék icin Sovyetlere
yaklasmaya bile hazirdir. Yahut hi¢ olmazsa Nehru'nuratsizlik politikasini gtidecektir.
Halbuki burnunun hemen dibinde tehlike bulunan Aaigminin daha dikkatli davranmasi
sadece kendileri @d, bizim icin de adeta bir zarurettir. Irak bununkayarak uzatilan eli
hararetle sikmy, bdylece Arap birffinin, Misir'in santaj vasitasi olarak kalmasini da
Onlemjtir. Batililar icin uzun zamandir bir dert kaypaolan Arap Birligi korkulugunu,
Tirkiye yere sermive hakiki maksatlar ortaya c¢ikagdigibi bu paktin en kuvvetli
unsurlarini batiya kazandirmak yolunu da tugton. O tatil giint Tarkiye Buyuk Millet
Meclisi'nde verilen 449 beyaz rey —tam ittifaj¢eibu muvaffak politikanin milletce tasvibi
manasini taiyordu’
Akis 5 March 1955.
51 Forumwas published between 1954 and 1970. It was #optafor the opposition
against the Democrat Party’'s anti-democratic pedicilhe journal was in favor of the
Western type democracy and institutions. The fitdilisher of the journal was Nillifer
Yalcin. It was first published on 1 April 1954. BaSavci, Osman Okyar, Bedii
Feyzigslu, Aydin Yalg¢in, Turhan Feyzidu, Turan Ging Nilufer Yalgin, Bulent
Ecevit, Kemal Salih, Nejat Tungsiper, Cavit Ergins®lukbil Ozyorik, Ziya
Miezzin@lu, Yasar Karayalcin, Kudret Ayiter and Akif Erginay wethee prominent figures
who wrote articles in the journal. Diren CakmBkyum Dergisi 1954-196(istanbul: Libra
Yayincilk, 2010), pp.93-96.

Regarding the Middle Eastprumwas in favor of Arab nationalism in the Middle
East and proposed that Turkey should conduct ckorsgfriendlier relations with the Arab
nations rather than having engaged to the Westuens to the disadvantage of the Arabs.
On the other hand, Turkey’'s Middle East policy wapported and not explicitly criticized
by the writers in the journal. As happenedlins andAkis,the developments and crises in
the second half of the 1950s were a turning poitié position oForumand more critical
articles began to appear. In the column “Noteseffifteen Days”15 Gunin Notlaj and
in the articles of Mimtaz Soysal, the Middle Easitqy of the Democrat Party were
evaluated and criticized.
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Baghdad Pact had ignited hostility against Turkethe Arab world, especially in
Egypt and Syri&>?

Consequently, the Baghdad Pact and governmeriits/pegarding the Pact
was supported by the opposition in the Parliamedtthe press despite some

reservations.

The Baghdad Pact and Iraq

Irag was the other original signatory of the Baagh&act, which was of vital
importance for the Allies. Nevertheless, the mersihiprof Irag in the Baghdad Pact
ended earlier. The coup d’état in Irag on 14 JOI§8l which will be discussed in
detail below, toppled the government and the padicirag towards the Baghdad
Pact changed with the new government, which wasecltw the neutralist camp. As
a result, Iraq withdrew from the Pact in 1959.

Upon the change of the government, the Pact poweszded to decide what
they would do in the future. Regarding the futuir¢he Baghdad Pact, the heads of

state of Turkey, Iran, and Pakistan reached thelagsion that it was vital for the

24 T{irk-Irak Paktinin hazirlanma safhasinda bariz diegle karsilagilmamg olmasi bu
anlasmanin sonradan ortaya ¢ikagdiakislere az¢ok bir stirpriz mahiyetini vegtit. Fakat
son gunlerde birbirini takip eden ve Ortaflonun sikunetini ihlal eden hadiselere bir
surpriz olarak bakmak yerinde midir? Bu beklenilikeaksilamel evvela Misir'da belirgni
sonra/srail’e sirayet etmj ve nihayet kendini Suriye’nin miitecavizane taaind
gOstermjtir. Gercekten Turk-Irak Pakti bu (¢ memleketin adderatile alakalidir ve bu
memleketlerin gosterdikleri reaksiyon paktin kesigasetlerine dokunan tarafi ile
ilgilidir... Turk Irak Paktr'nin yarattgi akisleri evvelden kestirmek belki de zordu. H&tba
antlasmanin dgurdugu reaksiyonu 6nceden teferruatile gérmek imkangeatcht yakin-
dagu’daki vaziyetin gayet nazik olgu seklindeki umumi mulahaza herkesin kjidair
hakikattir. Tahminimize gore, burada beklenilmegiikaksilamelle kanlagmis olmak
dagrudan dg@ruya bu nazik kelimesinin bugtn icin ne ifadeg@ttianlamamanin déurdugu
bir vaziyettir. Bu akstlamellerin kendilerini gosdéleri butin memleketlerde en
ehemmiyetli faktor, bu memleket halklarisunveya bu sebeplerden dolayi gayet patlayici
bir unsur haline gelmiolmalaridir... Kendi prestijlerini sarsacak herhgirbir hareket bu
liderleri endiseye digiirecektir. Binaenaleyh burada zahiri hareket hattibtyik bir
ehemmiyeti vardir. Turkiye’'nin zaten YakingdDimun odnderi iken, bu kadar bariz hiekilde
onderligini ilan eden bir hareketinin, bu memleketlerde é@ncblindekileri korkutacgu
beklenebilirdi. Buglin Misir ve Suriye’'de gogdiintiz tepki tamamen bunun neticesidir.
Forum, 1 April 1955.
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Pact powers to hold a meeting with the participabbthe United States
immediately. They stated that the necessity of suoteeting resulted from the
events in Baghdad, which was significant for theléie East and the “free world.”
The support of the close ally, the United States iwgortant and such an
“extraordinary” meeting needed to be held as s@opossible at any appropriate
place*® The Pact powers met with the United States, aadlétision to leave Iraq
to itself and not put any pressure was made. TherBmained valid because of the
clause that stated “even in case of a withdrawahef Pact member, the Pact would
continue to be valid for the other members.” Irédjrtbt withdraw from the Pact
immediately.

Upon the possibility of the withdrawal of Iraqg finathe Pact, the officials of
the United States began to formulate alternativieips regarding the regional
security arrangements in the Middle East. Thereei@ur approaches:

To encourage the Pact members to dissolve theddalghact, to encourage

the remaining members to preserve the “Northeen"TGoncept by

continuing the Pact without Iraq, to encouragetiooration of the Pact
without US-UK membership, not only encourage cardtion of the Pact,
but agree to join it at an appropriate tifie.

The debits and credits of these alternatives weatuated. The first
alternative was dissolving the Pact and the argufioerthis possibility was as
follows:

Since the inception of the Baghdad Pact many Analve viewed it as a

mere cover for Western efforts to divide and daterthe area, to challenge

Egyptian leadership in the area and to minimizeittportance of the Israeli

threat. There has also been opposition to thedattte ground that it

increases the risk of bringing WWIII to the arBassolution of the pact
would diminish a major source of the Arab bellgttthe United States was

opposed to the objectives of Arab nationalism.hSaation would gain for the
United States new freedom for maneuver in the [&eat. Turkey, Iran and

53 Telegram from the Consulate General at Istanbtiédepartment of Statauly 17,
1958. FRUS 1958-60. v.12.i.8., p.78.

454 paper Prepared by the National Security Counciirittay Board. July 29, 1958. FRUS
1958-60. v.12.i.8., pp.120-121.
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Pakistan could rely instead upon bilateral arramggs and existing NATO
and SEATO commitments. Moreover, dissolution &f plact could reduce
demands for United States military assistancecbapen Pact force goals>

The second alternative was to preserve the P#ctitwiremaining
membership and the argument for this possibilitg as follows:

It would be a mistake to dissolve the Pact, ®eiimination has been a
major objective of the USSR and UAR policy andditssolution would
represent a major victory for them. Dissolutionldoalso have very
adverse effects upon the confidence of Turkey, #nad Pakistan in the
desirability of continuing to follow a policy ofiiitary and political
commitment. The pact remains an important elenmeYMestern collective
security arrangements and must be preserved. ©uwthier hand, it would
be a mistake for the United States to join the Bapresent because to
do so would increase tensions in the area and swkéon of immediate
problems more difficult>®

The third alternative was the preservation ofNloethern Tier concept
without United Kingdom participation and the argumnior this possibility was as
follows:

Elimination of the UK from the Pact would helpreamove its “imperialist
coloration” and would be welcomed by Iran. Sucticaicmight also give

the remaining Pact members more of a feeling whing their own affairs,
even though it might lead, particularly in theea$ Iran, to some reduction
in Western influence in their military planningthe UK were eliminated
from the membership of the Pact, there would leatgr pressure on the US
to join. **’

The last alternative was the participation oftheted States into the Pact.

The argument for US membership was as follows:
With the elimination of Iraq from the Pact, thdyoArab member, the bases
of the previous objections to US membership inBhghdad Pact have been
largely eliminated. US adherence now could bergortant means of
reassuring Turkey, Iran and Pakistan of our comithinterest in the area
and our continuing determination to resist Comrsuaggressiof’®
Ultimately, the Baghdad Pact was not dissolvedthadJnited States did not

join the Pact, either. After the withdrawal of Irdge Pact was turned into the

55 paper Prepared by the National Security Counaitithg Board. July 29, 1958. FRUS
1958-60. v.12.i.8., pp.120-121.

458 ibid.

“7ibid.
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Central Treaty Organization and existed until #te [L970s, as will be discussed

below.

The Baghdad Pact and Pakistan

Pakistan did not participate in the Baghdad Pagbhations between Turkey
and Iraq in 1955. However, it joined the alliance28 September 1955. Pakistan had
already signed a treaty of cooperation with Turke¥954 and its joining to the
Baghdad Pact completed the Turkish-Pakistani Rateaabled Pakistan to secure
the support of the United States.

The intention of Pakistan, as its prime ministated was to establish a unity
of the Moslem states which was different from thiathe “purely” Arab states. The
targeted states were the four Baghdad Pact cosmxieept the United Kingdom and
Lebanon, Saudi Arabia, Jordan and the ones in &Buch as Morocco, Tunisia,
Libya and Sudan and probably Ethiopia althoughas wot “distinctively” a Muslim
state. More importantly, the Pakistani prime meishtended to bring Saudi Arabia,
Jordan and Lebanon together with the Baghdad R#etsaid that Lebanon seemed
to be ready for such cooperation, but she couldaobalone. On the other hand,
Egypt and Syria were not parts of the Pakistamglzecause “they were isolating
themselves from the Moslem world as a result of t@nmunity with the
Communists *°

The intentions of the Pakistani prime ministeraveimilar to those of the
United States in that they formulated a new grogpmthe Middle East that has
been discussed before. Nevertheless, these plaeg@aized because of the

differences of the attitudes of the Arab states.

49 Memorandum of Conversation Between SecretaryateSulles and Prime Minister
Suhrawardy, Department of State, Washington. JO)M257. FRUS 1955-57. v.12..i.8.,
pp.556-557.
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The Baghdad Pact and Iran

As mentioned before, the Iranian attitude towdlngsBaghdad Pact was
positive. However, the priority of the Iranian gowvenent was the development of
Iranian economic and military power rather thanithigal participation in the Pact.
Iran joined the Baghdad Pact on 3 November 1956.dHvelopments which paved
the way the Iranian accession are important to esiph.

The arms aid agreement between the Soviet Unidreggpt, which was
after the Baghdad Pact, had strong repercussiah iregion and set a precedent for
the relations of the states with the West. Iran m@gxception. The Iranian
government informed the United States, it was re¢adgin the Pact if the United
States assured that it would bolster the Iraniameaic and military potential. The
initial response of the United States was somewtiatused. The secretary of state,
Dulles, did not intend to promise the United Stasepport that Iran wanted. The
reason cited was the “shortage of the money andrimabfor such support.”
However, the Iranian request was not rejectederitfhis stemmed from the fact
that the United States did not want to encourageSthviet Union to approach Iran in
case of a power vacuum in the area, which was fatahe interests of the West, i.e.,
the Iranian oil resources. Dulles stated that they still “great hopes that the
relations between the Soviet Union and Egypt cbeldheld to a minimum of
significance.” The United States did not give yprtg to persuade Iran to join the
Baghdad Pact®®

In the meantime, Iran secured the support of thitged States for the

development of its economic and military developtraaspite the limitedness of this

%0 Memorandum of Conversation at the 260th MeetinthefNational Security Council,
Washington. October 6, 1955. FRUS 1955-57. v.82./0p.158-168.
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support and joined the Baghdad Pact. Neverthelesdranian government
continued its demands. In the third meeting ofBaghdad Pact’s Ministerial
Council in 1956, the Iranian Husein Ala expressiscappreciation of the progress of
the Baghdad Pact since its establishment. He stiasdhe pact two related goals,
“to increase the defensive capability of membetestan order to be able to deter
aggression, and take effective steps to improvelitons of people and raise their
standard of living.” He added that, however, mostmers of the Pact including

Iran were short of the necessary resources to ltbaske objectives. The powers that
were assisting the free countries might pay greatention to the Baghdad Pact
members and increased aid to neutralists could@mge “doubts among members.”
“True and loyal allies” needed to be consideredshid that Iran was in need of
foreign capital and knowhow in order to accomplishdomestic program which
included “balancing budget which it is hoped cardbee in 3 years time,
educational program to wipe out illiteracy, encaimg public health and sanitation
... the modernizing agricultural methods, encourggievelopment of the industries
and mining.*®*

At the same meeting, the Iragi prime minister N&aid spoke similarly. He
argued that even though the Pact was defensivecaisomic aspects were growing
and there was a public demand for the economiclderwent in the Pact members.
He added that, however, domestic resources weradsgjuate to meet both military
and economic commitments of the Baghdad Pact memHeralso demanded the

increase in “outside” economic and military &%.

%1 Telegram from the Embassy in Iran to the DepartroéState. April 18, 1956. FRUS
1955-57. v.12..1.8., pp.286-292.
“%2jbid.
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Pakistani representative Mohammed Ali acted snhyilaith his Iranian and
Iragi counterparts and emphasized the necessthedhcrease of economic and
military aid of the United Staté§®

The US representative at the Meeting repliedttiatJnited States had
already had security arrangements with the memiegrgments to build up
effective military forces without burdening thesates’ economies with military
costs and that the United States would continuegblicy*®*

These conversations clearly show the aims ofttitesto use the Baghdad
Pact or any defensive buildup as leverage for ith&rests, including their domestic
politics The basic strategy of the United Statesydver, was to establish a defense
structure through providing military aid without kiiag commitments beyond these
promises. Through bilateral relations, the Unitéatés succeeded in bringing the
states together which were pro-Western under tiyghdad Pact. However, this pact
widened the split and hostility in the region aeduited in the formation of another
front with the support of the Soviet Union: Egy@tiria and the Saudi Arabia did not
join the Pact and acted against it. Moreover, fr@gsured on Lebanon and Jordan

to force them to act accordingly.

The Baghdad Pact and Egypt

The Egyptian reaction to the Turkish-Iraqi Pacswagative and critical from
the very beginning to the end. Before the signihthe Pact, the Egyptian Minister
of foreign affairs Mahmoud Fawzi told the Unitectes’ ambassador in Cairo that:

Egypt would have to learn more about pact fromildod would have to

consult its Arab friends, but he wished to makdistinctly clear Egypt
does not approve of the way, the timing and sotherangredients of

%3 Telegram from the Embassy in Iran to the DepartroéState. April 18, 1956. FRUS
1955-57. v.12..1.8., pp.286-292.
“*4ibid.
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what Irag has done. Nuri’'s move in Egypt’s vieveg@ounter to what
Egypt considers is the normal sequence of eveatseach Arab state
should be strengthened and then coordinated ilaagar unit of strength.
He felt that parallel to military unreadiness h@q’'s move among the
Arabs. He feared pact would cause a retrogressitire improving
atmosphere in the Arab states towards the Westeandrked that it is
not wise for anybody to try to force the kickingdascreaming Arab
world into a position for which it is unready. daid pact idea was

very badly timed and reminded him somewhat ofclbensy MEDO
proposals in the autumn of 1951... He feared\test would experience
some loss of popularity as a result of new devaleqt since many Arabs
will believe pact has been fomented by the WedtiaiwWestern effort to
destroy Arab unity®®

It can be argued that the statements of the Egyymtinister of foreign affairs
were the reflections of the Egyptian attitude rathan the whole Arab world
because, as discussed above, the Arab world wasitetl. Moreover, as the leader
of the Arab world, Egypt put heavy pressure onAteb states to criticize and
denounce Iraq and the Turkish-Iragi Pact, as was sethe Meeting of the Arab
League prime ministers in Cairo. The Egyptian rieadbecame more critical and the
propaganda against the Pact intensified in thevielig period.

In return, the rise of criticism and the denuriomagitated by Egypt and its
leader Nasser caused resentment in Iraq and itepriinister Nuri Said. He was
disturbed by the campaign which was conducted bwerby Nasser. He defended
himself by saying that:

Turkish-Iraq relations have been close since #i 20s. The closeness of

these direct relations was underscored and tbepesdefined in the treaty

of 1946. What he had done last week in his taliks Menderes was in

keeping with traditional Irag-Turkish relationsdawithin the spirit and

framework of the 1946 treaty... He was responsiblg to the people of Iraq
and to the Parliament. He was not responsibl@yméher country or
government. He was sensitive, though, to Iradatians with her Arab
neighbors. For that reason he had asked TurkisfeR¥inister on his visits

to Arab capitals to explain the nature of the agrent reached between the

two countries. Egypt has on occasion acted indigraty in the past. She had
a right to do this and he had not objected...égitraq nor any Arab country

% Telegram from the Embassy in Egypt to the DepartroéState. January 17, 1955.
FRUS 1955-57. v.12..i.8., pp.5-6.
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had been consulted by Egypt on that occasion. fidEgs of the opposition

from Egypt, he said he was going to push ahedul thé formulation of the

treaty with Turkey"®®

Turkey and Iraq continued the Pact negotiatiorsdaring the negotiations
the Iragi Prime Minister declared his hope for éissociation of the other Arab
states, especially Egypt, to the Turkish-Iraqi Raavery turn. Nuri Said reiterated
that he wanted to see a general Pact includingithle world. However, to him, the
initial step for him was to sign a bilateral agresnwith Turkey. In the following
period, the Arab states could join the Pact oneihg- The attitude of the Iraqi prime
minister was to associate the Egyptians and Syt@tise Pact. In addition, the
Iranian participation was importafft.

Contrary to these expectations, the Egyptian jposiemained solid towards
the Turkish-lragi Pact. The Egyptian leader Nassierthe United States’
ambassador in Cairo “in a friendly, but determiaed self-assured way” that:

Announcement of Irag-Turkey pact had been shod¢knto He had thought

that US understood and shared his point of viesvtas concern re timing.

To his disappointment, US had decided to movepaddently by instigating

Pact; he felt free now to move independently dlsis.possible that you may

get away with pact and that Nuri may remain in pofer a few months, but

your pact will be only piece of paper and will ggou nothing from point of
view of area defense because you have not takemacount the “internal
front” about which | have talked to you so ofterdavhich | have been so
carefully moving along the road to believing irogdaith of the West”...

Within six months pact would have caused Commuarmsit nationalists in

Iraq to be drawn together by same old fears @ifpr domination, British

and American imperialism and colonialism, et ates in past. Everyone

thinks of Nuri as a British agent. The Turks anéler your influencé®®

Nasser’s expectations about Iraq realized thraesylater and the Nationalists

toppled the Nuri Said government, which had not paplular support behind it as

% Telegram from the Embassy in Iraq to the DepartroéState January 17, 1955. FRUS
1955-57. v.12..i.8., pp.7-8.

" Telegram from the Embassy in Iraq to the DepartroéState. February 3, 1955. FRUS
1955-57. v.12..i.8., pp.11-12.

%8 Telegram from the Embassy in Egypt to the DepartroéState February 6, 1955. FRUS
1955-57. v.12..i.8., pp.15-16.
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mentioned in detail before. However, it is impottemunderline here that it could be
regarded as clear that Nasser was in a close ¢amtache Nationalists and the
Communists in the Arab world. As an opponent ofTthekish-Iragi Pact and the
forerunner of the Arab nationalism and so calleelutnalism” in the region, Egypt
began to move independently from the West andugjsbto have closer relations
with the Soviet Union in the period following thigsing of the Baghdad Pact in
order to acquire the necessary economic and nyilgt@r. Moreover, the efforts to
establish an Arab front would bear fruit later dim@augh it was limited in scope.

Right after the signing of the Baghdad Pact, Eigyptninister of national
defense Salem visited Damascus and met with thego@ernment which was closer
to the line of Egyptian action. During this visialem proposed the formation of an
Arab Federation of all the Arab states which wauldblicly denounce the Turkish-
Iragi Defense Treaty. In addition, the presentustauo of the Arab states should be
protected. More importantly, a united command efdimies should be established,
and the foreign, financial and cultural policiestod members of this federation
should be unified. To organize and control thegies of the federation, a council of
the representatives of the member states shouggtablished®

These statements were the reflections of the Eagypision regarding the
Arab world. However, such a project would not camexcept for the signing of the
Egypt-Syria-Saudi Arabia Pact and the establishroktite United Arab Republic in
the following period, which will be discussed inaiebelow, despite the limited
success and dissolution of these entities in tbe stn. More importantly, these
attempts and projects failed due to the internabl@ms of the so-called “united

Arab world.”

%9 Telegram from the British Embasy in Cairo to FgreDffice. February 28, 1955. FO
371.115491. v1073-360.
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The project of Arab unification was sponsored iy $oviet Union as the
result of the attempts of Nasser right after tigaisig of the Baghdad Pact. The Arms
Agreement between Czechoslovakia, backed by theeSdwuion, and Egypt was
signed in 1955 and this caused a resentment aredtunrthe United States. In a
meeting of the National Security Council, the USretary of state Dulles expressed
upon the Arms Agreement that “the Soviet Union tdaliberately opened a new
front in the Middle East.” Dulles told that he adkbe Soviet Minister of Foreign
Affairs Molotov regarding the agreement, but thigelareplied that “the arms deal
with Egypt was a simple commercial transaction frehich no serious political
repercussions were to be expect&d Dulles added that:

The Soviet moves in the Near East confronted tlest\With a very grave

situation. The loss of the oil of the Middle Eastuld be almost catastrophic

for the West. Moreover, Egypt was the gateway fiicA and retention of
which was so very important for us. If Europe wiréose Africa, little

would be left of Europe in a short time... He dat believe that the Arab

governments were entirely happy over the prospiegossible future

dependence on the USSR. It was obvious that tlaeyes to play off with
the West against the Soviet bloc... The only smuthat Secretary Dulles
could perceive for the short-range problem wasreetal solution of the

quarrel between the Israelis and the Arabs. Sisdiudion he believed by

no means impossible... There was a measure ofitriNasser’s reasoning.

Nasser felt that he must hold his job. The Armgwee key to holding the

job, and the army was demanding armament. Accglglithere was no clear

demonstration yet that Colonel Nasser actuallppsed to turn his back on
the West and cast his lot with the Soviet Bidc.

It can be argued that the Baghdad Pact accelettadetbvelopment of
relations between the Soviet Union and Egypt. Thesaagreement between these
states urged the United States to take measusepfmrt the Pact and the states
which were closer to the West. With time, the gplithe region widened and a rival

bloc was set up under the leadership of Egypt atidtive support of Syria and

Saudi Arabia, with the sponsorship of the SovietodnThe attitude of Syria

47 Memorandum of Discussion at the 267th MeetindiefNational Security Council, Camp
David, Maryland. November 21, 1955. FRUS 1955-572Vvi.8., pp.200-203.
471 s

ibid.
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towards the Baghdad Pact was described beforehéutevelopments after the
signing of the Pact have to be considered to utaleighe Syrian policy, which

eventually became harmonious with that of Egypt.

The Baghdad Pact and Syria

The change of government in Syria in the middléhefnegotiations between
Turkey and Iraq caused a change in the Syrianytdiwards the Pact. Contrary to
the policy of the previous government, which hadrbseen at the Meeting of the
Arab League prime ministers in Cairo, the new gorent did not look favorable on
the Pact in consistency with Egypt. The attitudéhefUnited States towards the new
government regarding the Pact was a “wait-and-pekfy. The US Department of
State remarked that:

There is anything we can usefully do in Syriaffec situation other than

continue let it be known privately that USG fullypports Turkey-Iraq

agreement and Northern Tier defense concept amdftire hopes Syrian
government whatever its composition will not oppt®qg’s efforts develop
realistic organization for Middle East Deferi$e.

The Syrian Minister of foreign affairs told the itgd Kingdom’s ambassador
in Damascus that Syria would not “attack or condérag.” Syria did not approve
the expulsion of Iraq from the Arab League and ftbmArab League Collective
Security Pact or to put pressure on Irag to leBeeadded that the Arab League
Collective Security Pact needed to be strengthagadhst Israel and for Syria the
key and the strongest element in the defense wgst &4 It can be argued that the

policy of the new government towards the Baghdad &ad the collective security

of the Arab states were similar to that of the BEgypgovernment.

472 Telegram from the Department of State to the EsybasSyria. February 16, 1955.
FRUS 1955-57. v.13.i.13., p.516.

"3 Telegram from the British Embassy in Damascusaieign Office. February 28, 1955.
FO 371. 115491. V1073-347.
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As the United Kingdom’s ambassador in Damascusrteg, the policy of the
United States towards Syria resulted in compldnois the latter. The Syrian
minister of foreign Affairs, who was supposed reobé “pro-American,” was critical
of the United States’ attitude of supporting theKish-Iraqgi Treaty, which would
most probably disrupt the Arab League. Moreoves,dbpendence of the United
States’ military aid to the development of Arabakdr relations and the
establishment of an organization by the Arab statgsnst the Soviet aggression
were seen as unfortunate. Moreover, the ambasaagioed, the “aggressiveness” of
the Turkish chargé d’affaires in Damascus irritatesl Syrian minister of foreign
affairs. The ambassador stated that he tried to ta minister down. The minister
of foreign affairs stated that he wished to be ‘tyjoeighbors” with Turkey and they
could settle their problems, frontier and otherwise friendly way*"*

The reserved and somewhat negative attitude ddyhian government
towards the Baghdad Pact, and the policies of thi&ed States brought Syria in line
with the Egyptian government. Right after the angnof the Pact, the Egyptian
minister of national defense Salem arrived in Dataa®n 26 February 1955 to
discuss the Egyptian proposal for a new Arab defétact which might include the
Arab states opposed to alliances with the non-Atates. Upon the end of the
discussions, the Syrian and Egyptian governmegtsedia communiqué on 2 March
1955 and declared that neither of these governnvemitd join the Baghdad Pact or
any other alliances and they would set up a jonatbAdefense and cooperation Pact
which would involve the other Arab states in thikoleing period. After his visit to

Damascus, the Egyptian Minister visited JordanSawadi Arabia. The latter agreed

4" Telegram from the British Embassy in Damascusaieign Office. February 28, 1955.
FO 371. 115491. V1073-348.
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upon adherence to Egypt and Syria, and the Egyyaian-Saudi Pact was signed

on 6 March 1955, which will be discussed in detaiow?*"®

The Baghdad Pact and Saudi Arabia

Saudi Arabia was not in favor of the Turkish-Ir&gict, although it was a
supporter of close relations between the ArabstladVest, especially the United
States. The Saudi King, Faisal, stated that Aralistlae United States were not
enemies and they sought the same objective aghimsbmmunist Soviet Union.
The move of Nuri Said, on the other hand, causedl#éterioration of the relations
between the Arabs and the West. After the recagnioi the possibility of the Arab-
Western cooperation by the Arab League in Decerh®®&4, the Turkish-Iragi Pact
appeared and changed the atmosphere against ttesl Htatesd’®

The King continued his remarks as follows:

Arabs are again asking: What have we had from td&ieg Near East?

They answer: Palestine. They believe policy ofdsf its allies is to break

ACSP in interest of Israel. They believe too ita & to make Arab states

appendages of Turkey and Pakistan. We have bdimvwto cooperate

with Turkey but not as her tail. We have lost edefice in the West. To

regain it you should drop this plan, strengthed laave confidence in Arab

unity, work directly with Arab states and not bahihe scenes through

Turkey. We can cooperate both with the northesndf Turkey, Iran and

Pakistan and with West. Why cannot you build nemthtier without Iraq,

strengthen Arab League and tier both into strangctire area defense? If

there be war, we know Near East will again beldéfatd. So strengthen

this second line of defense. It is to common ederThat is all we ask of

you*’’

In response to the attitude and statements db#ueli King, the United States
bolstered to improve relations with the Saudi Asallor the involvement of the latter

in the defense structure. For the President obthieed States, the Saudi King was to

“® FRUS 1955-57. v.13.i.13., p.518.

4"®Telegram from the Embassy in Saudi Arabia to thpaBenent of State. February 27,
1955. FRUS 1955-57. v.12.i.8., pp.23-25.

“"ibid.
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be a main and powerful actor in the region. Theesfto develop the relations of
Saudi Arabia, the Buraimi probléffi between the United Kingdom and the Saudi
Arabia needed to be solved. Moreover, the restovadf the Saud’s oil markets in
the Western Europe should be guaranteed. If thrasdittons had been provided and
the Suez disputé’ had been settled, the area would relax and theéi $aabia might
be persuaded to support the Western pdfity.

The conversation between the United States offieéiad the Saudi King
indicate the position of Saudi Arabia towards tlagBdad Pact very well. The Saudi

King stated that:

His position was the same as it had been befowead his view that there
was harm in the Pact. Especially unfortunate \waddct that one member
of the Pact had attacked the Arabs, and the immre$fias been gained that
since one member had aggressed, and no other mbaatbeondemned its
action, it must be that all Baghdad Pact membergagainst the Arabs.
The fact that the US had not joined the Pact Inaehghe US a good position
with the Arabs. But how could one expect the Aratbwork with Turkey
which itself worked with Israel and had econonalations with it? ...
Pakistan had its own justification for being a nemof the Pact. It was
threatened by India and needed friends. It wasthleatened by the USSR
and this applied also to Iran and Turkey. But laas a truly Arab state, and
the singular position it was taking had causeift anrthe Arab front. If,

before joining the Pact, Iraq had consulted whi dther Arab states, some
understanding might have been worked out... Tlais s position on Iraq

as a Baghdad Pact member but, regarding relattdhdraq as an Arab state,
he was ready to cooperate with it... Turkey, faraple, insisted it was a lay
country, not an Islamic one... Saudi Arabia wae akady to cooperate with
Iran and Pakistan as Islamic stat&s.

478 Buraimi Problem was a problem between the Unitedylom and the Saudi Arabia. The
Saudi Arabia claimed jurisdiction over villagestmr south-eastern border on the frontier of
Muscat, Oman and Abu Dhabi. The claim of Saudi fxatms resisted by the Sultans of
Muscat and Oman and the Shaikh of Abu Dhabi. Wighauthority that special agreements
with these Sultanates and Shaikhdoms gave andthparquest, the United Kingdom
intervened in the problem and involved in direaatéations with the Saudi Arabia in the
name of them. The problem turned into a United Komg-Saudi Arabia problem. J.B.Kelly,
“The Buraimi Oasis Disputelnternational Affairs vol. 32 no.3 (July 1956), p.318.

*"® The Suez Canal Dispute will be explained in déteChapter 5.

89 Memorandum of Conference with the President, WHiase, Washington. November
21, 1956. FRUS 1955-57. v.12.i.8., pp.340-342.

81 Memorandum of a Conversation, Blair House, Waghimglanuary 31, 1957. FRUS
1955-57. v.13.i.12., pp.439-440.
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When all these statements of the Saudi King aadtficials of the United
States are taken into consideration, the percepfiamerests and policy objectives
seem different on both sides. Saudi Arabia seenfelficaver of Arab nationalism
and in favor of the strengthening of the Arab Legffabut the United States sought
to keep closer with Saudi Arabia through the seitiet of the Buraimi dispute and
the protection of the markets for Saudi oil in VéestEurope. However, the position
of the Saudi Arabia towards the Baghdad Pact caedmrded as having been
ambiguous. On the one hand, it disliked the Pacale of the “harm” involved; on
the other hand, it was willing to cooperate with #act powers “outside” the Pact,
although there were differences between them. Tiitgguity of the Saudi Arabian
attitude was also seen in its adherence to thetiegyfyrian Pact, from which it

would withdraw due to the clash of interests aredgispicion of Egypt.

The Egyptian-Syrian-Saudi Pact

In consistence with the Egyptian alternative allia project in the Middle
East, the Egyptian, Syrian, and Saudi governmentgedogether to bolster their
military and economic cooperation. On 6 March 1968,three governments jointly
declared that “their armed forces would be placadlen a unified command.” As
mentioned before, the announcement and the paticipof Saudi Arabia followed
the declaration of the Egyptian and Syrian govemisigoint communiqué on 2
March 1955 which had declared that the two govenimiead agreed “not to join the

Turkish-Iragi Pact or any other alliances, to elssala joint Arab defense and

82 Lenczowski states that the Saudi opposition tdBhghdad Pact possibly stemmed from
the rivalry between the Saud and the Hashemitedtigsain the Arab world and the Saudi
Arabia’s search to increase its prestige in theorerather than the Arab Unity or the Arab
League. Lenczowski, p.590. Lenczowski's argumeatrseprobable, but whatever the
reason, the Saudi King expressed his oppositidheidact with the reasons that have been
discussed.
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economic cooperation Pact and to advance thesetnigie with other Arab
states.*®*

After the signing of the triple Arab alliance, t8grian minister of foreign
affairs stated that the Egyptian-Syrian-Saudi Babtt aimed to establish a common
defense of Arab states which was threatened bgllsfae Pact was not against Iraq,
Turkey or the West. Syria recognized the right daty of Iraq and Turkey to set up
a defense against the principal threat to theusiggi.e., the Soviet Union, but
claimed the right to do so against Israel. Syrieead with Egypt and the Saudi
Arabia on a “unified foreign, military and econonpiclicy.” Furthermore, these
three states expected the possible adherence ahbali®*

More importantly, the minister of foreign affastated that there would be
cooperation efforts of the triple alliance with therkish-Iragi grouping with which
Pakistan, Iran, the United States and the Unitegy#om would probably be
associated. He added that there was no urgenty d$taeli threat, but Egypt, Syria
and the Saudi Arabia decided make defensive cotper&urthermore, “the Arab
League Collective Security Pact was abandoned Bedaincluded states not
immediately threatened by Israel, states neithrelatiened nor able to assist in
common defense, and states which by virtue ofytreajagements had lost full
liberty of action.”#>48¢
The Egyptian-Syrian-Saudi Pact’s success wasddnin time, the Saudi

Arabia withdrew from the Pact for reasons suchhasstispicion of Egyptian plans to

83 FRUS 1955-57. v.12..i.8., p.28. See also Teledgram the British Embassy in Cairo to
Foreign Office. March 7, 1955. FO 371. 115496. \3@10.

84 Telegram from the Embassy in Syria to the DepartroéBtate. March 11, 1955. FRUS
1955-57. v.12.i.8., pp.32-34.

%5 At the time, neither the United Kingdom nor Pakisaind Iran had joined the Baghdad
Pact yet.

“86 Telegram from the Embassy in Syria to the DepantroéState. March 11, 1955. FRUS
1955-57. v.12.i.8., pp.32-34.
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dominate the Pact and bolster its leadership uigelPact. The Egyptian-Syrian
alliance resulted in the United Arab Republic whigds formed in 1958. However,
the Pact did not bring the Arab world together armcame as useless as the
Baghdad Pact after a short time. The states whadhbleen expected to join either
side did not participate any of the alliances, Lebanon and Jordan. They were
against a split in the Arab world especially betwé&aq and Egypt from the
beginning to the end. Therefore, they, especiatliydnon, tried hard to mediate
between the two sides. However, their efforts thileespite the failure of their
attempts, the policies and positions of theseivellgtsmaller states in the Middle

East should be considered.

The Baghdad Pact and Lebanon

Lebanon refrained from taking sides in the spltingen Iraq and Egypt
throughout the whole process of the Turkish-IraagtRand the events following the
Pact because the priority of this state was thegovation of Arab unity against
Israeli threat. Therefore, the expectations of sidles regarding the participation of
Lebanon in any of the Pacts in the region failed.

The conversation between the Lebanese ambas$dalde, in Washington
and the United States’ secretary of state, Duleed light on the Lebanese policy
regarding the developments in the Middle Easthéndonversation, Malik said that
the events in the region were happening as thédt ifsihe policies and actions of the
United States’ secretary of state, particularlyMwogthern Tier concept which had
come up with the tour of the secretary of staté983. The Turkish-Iragi Pact
resulted in clash of policies and views in the Avadyld. Lebanon supported the idea

of the Pact and the Iragi policy of signing a defe®act with Turkey, and tried to
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play a mediator role between Iraq and Egypt dutiregMeetings of the Arab League
prime ministers. He added the Egyptian attitudeatols the Iraqi policy was a
combination of “a deep strain of neutralism in tbatintry”, which lacked in Irag or
Lebanon, and Egyptian rivalry with Turkey and If&6.

After the explanation of the Egyptian attitudes timbassador asked the
following questions to the secretary:

What is the precise nature of the improvemenh@Arab-Israeli relations
which will be necessary before the US can conteladfectively to area
defense? Would the United States look with a fawatisfavor on the

joining of all the Arab states in defense arrangets for the Middle

East, with Iraq and Turkey proceeding with theungoresently-proposed
defense Pact? Would the United States have argtidn to, or would it
have any comment to make, on the calling of a Midithst conference
composed of the Arab states concerned, Turkeystakand Iran to
elaborate a comprehensive scheme for Middle Edshde, if Lebanon
could persuade Egypt to call such a conference@d\tbe United States

be willing to proceed immediately with economidanilitary aid to Lebanon
... especially with regard to planning for theagement of the Port of Beirut
and the development of a network of internatidnghways which the
Lebanon government had had very much in mind? \Whbatd be the
attitude of the United States toward Lebanon asdinidual member

of a defense organization, whether that orgamnatias all-embracing

or included only some Arab states together withrtbn-Arab states of

the area excluding of course Isrd&}?

The questions of the ambassador can be regardsuohtio understand the
United States policy on the Middle East and thedsé organization and,
specifically Lebanon and its position in such agamization, and the possibility of
economic and military aid to this country by theitdd States to provide and satisfy
its domestic needs as an individual country.

The secretary of state replied that:

We are sympathetic in general to the idea of nlilyua defense matters,

since no country, not even the United States taarmdsalone in the world
today. However, as to precise details of the gipaut which the Ambassador

8" Memorandum of a Conversation between the Lebanedmasador (Malik) and the
Secretary of State, Department of State, Washingitebruary 9, 1955. FRUS 1955-57.
v.12.i.8., pp.16-18.

“88jbid.
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was inquiring, he would have to consider thesestioles carefully before
formulating a reply®

Then, the secretary asked the following questainé ambassador:

The state of Israel is constantly stressing akaison, and the fact that it

alone has no guarantees when all these developnusiénse arrangements

and military aid programs, are taking place irgheoring countries. What
would the Ambassador do if he were in the secy&tgosition?*°

The ambassador replied that:

In his personal and unofficial view what the séamngshould do was to

continue trying to achieve peace between the Atates and Israel, but

that these moves should be made slowly. Too mastetwould not be as
productive of results as moving at a slow p&ce.

After the signing of the Turkish-Iraqi Pact, thedanese government
continued its policy of being the mediator betwé&aq and Egypt. However, after
the government change in Syria and the Syrian nmtee Egyptian side, Lebanon
and Jordan remained the two states which did ketaay side in the region and
remained alone against the Israeli threat. Theeetbe pressure on the Lebanese
government increased. Lebanon and Jordan, whicé gleser to the West through
the closer relations of the West with the Hasheffareaily, especially that of the
United Kingdom, were expected to join the Turkishgi Pact. On the other hand,
the position of “in-betweenness” forced especitily Lebanese government not to
take sides and to stand alone against possiblatshirethe regiod®

Considering the position of Lebanon and other Ematates in the region,

the United States was to suggest Nasser and hésagaks that they should give up

quarrels, and the Egyptian press and radio, whigte\the sources of these quarrels,

89 Memorandum of a Conversation between the Lebatetmssador (Malik) and the
Secretary of State, Department of State, Washingtebruary 9, 1955. FRUS 1955-57.
v.12.i.8., pp.16-18.

“Nibid.

“ibid.

92 Telegram from the British Embassy in Beirut todign Office. February 28, 1955.
FO371. 115491. V1073-350.
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should stop agitation in order to lift the pressomethese states. Nasser would be
urged that if this policy continued, he would lake support of the Arab world and
remain alone against a possible threat from Isiided. other Arab states, especially
Lebanon, would be tempted to participate in thedsé organization in the future
although the United States was not in favor ofipgtpressure on them to do so in
the short ternf®®

It can be argued that the policy of staying behir@scenes and avoiding
from any commitments to the states in the regiarsed resentment and
disappointment in Lebanon. In the meeting withlimited States’ officials, the
Lebanese ambassador declared the message fromveimigent which was as
follows:

The government of Lebanon deeply regrets theditigand immovability

of United States policy as regards Lebanon’s ndeadsg this crucial

period in the Near East. Lebanon has for yearsistamtly acted in ways
friendly to the United States and has supportetiedrStates policy to a
notable extent. It has proved its desire to maiaace in the Near East.

It has gone as far as is possible in the direaifolhmerican policy in the
matter of organizing the defense of the MiddletEasd especially as regards
the conclusion of the Turkey-Irag pact. Lebanocoistinuing to do what it
can do ensure that the Arab states agree todbis @r at least that they do
not oppose it... In sum, there has never beeraapt as regards Lebanon’s
position at the side of the West, especially tingtedl States; or about
Lebanon’s readiness to offer all assistance, s cd emergency, to the
Western power&*

In addition, the Lebanese ambassador “personelptessed that:

The Government of Lebanon is probably under veong pressure from
Egypt, Saudi Arabia, France, local extreme natistsa pro-Egyptian and
pro-Saudi elements, leftists and communists talgng with the Egyptians,
Saudis and the Syrians in opposing the Turkeyt®aagreement, the
“Northern Tier” and Western ideas for the defeofthe ared™

93 Telegram from the Embassy in Lebanon to the Deyent of State. June 25, 1955. FRUS
1955-57. v.12.i.8., pp.123-125.

49 Memorandum of a Conversation, Lebanese Embassshigion. February 24, 1955.
FRUS 1955-57.v.13.i.10., pp.170-173.

“Sibid.
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Lebanon remained out of the Pacts, not only th&iSk-Iraqgi Pact, but also
the Egyptian-Syrian-Saudi Pact and continued tanaatcord with the policies of
the United States and its Allies in the region.t@mother hand, it was exposed to the
strong pressure of the anti-Baghdad Pact front.eNimportantly, it remained alone
against a possible attack from Israel, its closghimr. The “desperate” situation of
the Lebanese government resulted in the eventsréses in Lebanon in 1958, which
will be discussed in detail below. Shortly, Lebarstayed in between regarding the
Baghdad Pact, as Jordan did, even though its pafsyin line with that of the

United States.

The Baghdad Pact and Jordan

The Jordanian attitude towards the Turkish-IraagtRvas similar to that of
Lebanon. For the Jordanian government, Arab unéty of utmost importance and
everything needed to be done to preserve it. Thgadean prime minister told the
United Kingdom’s ambassador in Amman that Jordariccoot join the Pact
because they were not in favor of taking side ajdhre Arab Unity. On the other
hand, they would not attack the Pact, either. Hieddhat Jordan was opposed to the
denunciation of Iraq. However, they did not wanbppose to any Arab state
because they needed the support of all againgnancm threat from Israel?®

Therefore, throughout the whole process of th&iSbrlragi Pact and the
Meeting of the Arab League prime ministers, theuate of Jordan was moderate in
keeping with its policy of mediation between thetuval sides.

In the meantime, the Turkish government and tlesigent aimed to convince

the Jordanian government to join the Pact. It wasned that during his visit to

9% Telegram from the British Embassy in Amman to FgneOffice. February 26, 1955. FO
371.115491. Vv1073-343.
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Jordan in late 1955, the Turkish President wouék $ke support and participation
of Jordan in the Pact. The deputy prime minister @ting minister of foreign
affairs Zorlu asked the opinion of the United Stasecretary of state in a
conversation in Geneva. The secretary said that:

US had opposed southward extension Baghdad Raegtdaeasons:

Would antagonize Egypt, adherence countries bmglésrael would

be viewed as giving anti-Israeli character to @anct inhibit US support

to Pact... If pact did not assume anti-Israelrabger but took form of

promoting settlement Jordanian border, might neakéference’’

Zorlu argued that the United States could givaigty guarantee to Israel
join the Pact at the same time. He added thatgitiening the position of the
Western-oriented states, such as Irag and Iranaisasmportant®® The secretary
of state told Zorlu that “he would give questiomdimian adherence careful
consideration but could not give him an answerl in&tihad consulted his
advisers.*?

The United States government decided not to advisgan to declare against
joining the Pact during president Bayar’s visitaldition, in case of Jordanian
demand for the US views, the United States govennrveuld declare that “the
Baghdad Pact continues to enjoy our full suppodt\aa consider it useful
instrument development of collective security afaa®

By the same token, Jordan did not intend to ppete in the Turkish-Iraqi
Pact as it did not the Egyptian-Syrian-Saudi Pddtlowever, the pressure on the

Jordanian government did not end. The prime mirgsté Turkey and Iraq,

497 Telegram from the Office of the Permanent Repriasie to the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization to the Department of State. Octobel265. FRUS 1955-57. v.12.i.8.,
pp.176-177.

%8 ibid.

“Nibid.

% Telegram from the Department of State to the Datleg at the Foreign Ministers
Meeting at Geneva. October 29, 1955. FRUS 1955-82.i.8., pp.180.

1 Telegram from the Embassy in Jordan to the Depantmf State. November 1, 1955.
FRUS 1955-57. v.12.i.8., pp.181.
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Menderes and Nuri Said, met with the Jordanian @mnmmister in Baghdad on 23
November 1955. In the meeting the Jordanian Prinmeskér demanded military and
economic aid from Turkey and Iraq if Jordan papted in the Pact. Rather than
Turkey and Iraq, the United Kingdom declared thatds ready to extend some arms
aid and to revise the Anglo-Jordanian treaty. UienUnited Kingdom’s initiative,
the Turkish and Iragi Prime Ministers were confidirs would bring Jordan into
the Pact. Moreover, the same assurances might beingnon into the Pact. The
participation of Jordan and Lebanon possibly cdwlde weakened the leftist
elements in Syria and strengthened the pro-Westeza to the advantage of the
Pact?®

The insistence of the United Kingdom with Turkeyldraq on Jordan bore
negative results in Jordan. On 6 December 1956iali of the United Kingdom
Imperial General Staff arrived in Amman to accdlethe Jordanian participation in
the Pact. The visit caused the resignation of ¢tihdahian prime minister, Said al-
Mulfti, and four members of his cabinet, who werpaged to the Pact and the
proposals of the United Kingdom, on the followingeik. Upon the assignment by
the Jordanian King, Haza Al-Majali, who was in fawd the Pact, formed the new
government. However, protests against the new gavent and the Turkish-Iraqi
Pact erupted on 18 December 1955 and he resigaddltbwing day>*

The events in Jordan were evaluated in the UiStates’ National Security
Council on 22 December 1955 and the attempts oftheed Kingdom were
criticized. The demonstrations indicated that #wsult of the United Kingdom’s
policy to push the Jordanian government to paiditepnto the Pact had been a

failure. According to the United States’ officiatthe riots had been supported in

%92 Telegram from the Embassy in Iraq to the DepartroéBtate. November 24, 19565.
FRUS 1955-57. v.12.i.8., pp.203-204.
*%3 FRUS 1955-57. v.12.i.8., pp.211-212.
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part by bribes from Saudi Arabia and in part byanmfmatory broadcasts by the
Cairo radio. The result had been a severe bloWweddstitish, to some extent, to
Western prestige>®

Despite the events in Jordan upon the efforth®iinited Kingdom to press
the Jordanian government to participate in the,RlaetUnited States government
was hopeful about the Jordanian attitude and thatcgs possible participation in
the future. The Jordanian position was describedme of caution and balance
dictated by her position of economic and militargakness” by the United States’
ambassador in Amman. He added Jordan was princip@dinted toward the West.
The present government was, at least, favoraliteet®@aghdad Pact. The
ambassador argued that the Jordanian prime misisigthe possible “withdrawal
or disinterest” of Egypt from the Arab League Caliee Security Pact would result
in the dissolution of the Arab League and enalgenidividual Arab States to realign
themselves. Therefore, most probably, the Aralestabuld adhere to the Turkish-
Iragi Pact and support the development of relatieitis the Western powers. The
attitude of Lebanese and Jordanian governmentsdamifavorable to join the
defense grouping in the Middle E&St.

The expectations of the Turkish officials regagdihe situation in the Middle
East and the Jordanian policy were similar to thedgbe officials of the United
States. On 18 December 1957 United States’ presiElsanhower met with prime
minister Menderes and acting minister of foreidgiaies Zorlu during a Meeting of
the NATO Heads of Government in Paris. During theeting, the Egyptian attitude
was discussed initially. The President asked tirad°Minister whether he had been

expected an Egyptian disentanglement from the $tnen. Menderes replied that

*“FRUS 1955-57. v.12.i.8., p.214.
%% Telegram from the Embassy in Jordan to the Depantmof State. February 7, 1955.
FRUS 1955-57. v.13.i.8., pp.1-2.
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“Nasser was always gambling. He was merely seekimg to consolidate his
position. Eisenhower argued that “Nasser must gorevincing proof of a change of
heart.” Then, Zorlu commented that “the yardstickjuestion must be Jordan.
Nasser should stop trying to overthrow the Jordareghment.” The President
agreed and stated that “we would continue to supjmrdan and that no doubt if
Egypt or Syria should attack Jordan, we would irevtile American Doctrin&?

To sum up, Jordan was exposed to heavy pressurebioth sides to
participate into the Pact and not to do so. Thdaluan priority was not to take side
and in case of possible participation to maximigariterests, i.e., to provide its
security as well as its economic and military ne&aem the beginning to the end,
the Jordanian government did not attempt to joinTarkish-lraqgi Pact regardless of
the pressure, but stayed favorable to the Westb@ke concern of the Jordanian
government was to be supported against any attbmkever, 1958 brought Jordan
an internal crisis, which will be discussed in ddialow. The Hashemite Kingdom

was saved with the support of the United Kingdom #hre United States.

The Baghdad Pact and Israel

The Israeli threat, rather than the Soviet thnea the major preoccupation
of the Arab states. They wanted to protect so @ddheab unity,” which had never
existed, against the common enemy. The basicisntiof the Turkish-Iragi Pact
was as follows: “not to be against the Israeli #hi@nd to be supported by the United
States, which was the main protector of Israel.tébwer, Turkey and its existence
in the Turkish-Iragi Pact were also criticized agsult of its cooperation and good

relations with Israel.

*%® FRUS 1955-57. v.13.i.8., p.168.
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Israel’s attitude towards the Pact was confusedrd were some actors in
favor of the Pact who considered it a tool to davile Arab world, and there were
some who opposed the pact, considering it a tobidak off Turkish-Israeli
relations and to serve the designs of Iraq reggrtiia Middle East, as discussed in
detail above. The confusion on the Israeli sideiooed throughout the process of
the Turkish-lraqgi Pact.

The ambassador of the United Kingdom in Tel Avigueed that “terms of the
pact and particularly the accompanying exchandettirs are generally regarded
here as confirming Israel’'s worst fears and intigigj her isolation.” He added that
the Israeli press interpreted “the Pact as proaiftie West, on this occasion
represented by Turkey, will always be ready to agpeghe Arabs at Israel’'s expense,
and regards it as dangerous encouragement of Asthity to Israel.®’

The position of Israel could be regarded as halbe®n one of the
impediments to the United States’ participatiomthi@ Pact. The United States’
secretary of state told the Turkish officials inanversation in Paris that the United
States needed to study its membership in the Raetutly. The United States was in
favor of strengthening the Pact without giving awséy guarantee to Israel, which
might cause serious results in the Arab world. Higed that “the friends of Israel” in
the US Congress could block the participation efltnited States in the Pact unless
the security guarantee was given to Israel. Thraggession to the Military
Committee of the Pact, the United States showeslipport to the Pact powers.
Formal membership might provide great prestigelerUnited States, but the price
was too high. If the Turkish government persuadiedsraeli government not to

demand security guarantee, one of the impedimentseoUnited States’ adherence

7 Telegram from the British Embassy in Telaviv tadign Office. February 28, 1955. FO
371.115491. v1073-351.
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would be overcom&”® The Turkish prime minister said that Turkey wodtthis,
% hut it did not happen.

It can be argued that the Turkish-Iragi Pact hadfltual repercussions on
the Israeli side. On the other hand, the UnitedeStgovernment used the Israeli card
to avoid membership in the Pact, as mentioned bekowever, the Turkish-Iraqi
Pact or the Baghdad Pact was short-lived, and théhraqgi withdrawal from the
Pact after the Coup d’état in this state in 1968 ,Baghdad Pact changed its form
and structure, as will be discussed below. Moredgesiel showed its power and
confidence when it beat Egypt and its Allies in &rab-Israeli war, which had

impact on Arab-Israeli relations in the long run.

The Central Treaty Organization (CENTO) (1958-18%9)

The Coup d’état in Iraq in 1958 was a turning péon the Baghdad Pact.
The Iraqgi government withdrew from the Pact andRhet was turned into the
Central Treaty Organization, which endured untifa9However, the Central Treaty
Organization was looser than the Baghdad Pact. Magpertantly, the focus of the
West and the member countries diverged in timd.uirkey, the Menderes
government was preoccupied with internal probleftes 4958, and it was toppled
with a military Coup in 1960.

Before the meeting of the Baghdad Pact Ministe&€@alincil in Karachi in
January 1959, the approaches of the Pact membaichhaged regarding the Pact.

The Assistant White House staff secretary Johnnhis&er presented a report to the

°08 Memorandum of a Conversation, Paris. Decembet3%7. FRUS 1955-57. v.12.i.8.,
pp.674-675.

*Pibid.

> For a detailed analysis on CENTO €ibat Goktepe, “The Forgotten Alliance? Anglo-
Turkish Relations and CENTORJiddle Eastern Studies.35 (4) (October 1999), pp.103-
129.
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president and remarked that the statements ofaberPembers were discouraging.
There were reports about the situation in the Rerhbers, and in these reports the
attitudes of the parties were evaluated as follows:

The situation in Iran has taken an ugly turn. $hah has stated that he

will have to turn more to the Communists for hiélAmerican aid is not

increased. He may sign a non-aggression pactthetiSSR. Pakistan

has shown discouragement over the amount of aawed by India,

and has expressed a view that there is nothibg gained by standing

up to be counted. The policies of the oppositiartypin Turkey advocate

withdrawal from the Baghdad Pact. This is siguifitin view of the fact

that the regime of Menderes is losing strengttsi@Qan Iraq is in a weak

position and largely dependent on Communists. &testated twice that

he plans to maintain a strict neutrality. This bandly be conducive to

enthusiastic support of the Baghdad P&ct.

The Pact alliance began to shatter in early 18%5&n be argued that the
instability of the domestic politics of the Pactmigers played a role in this
development.

In the meantime, there was an operation agaiesb#cretariat building of the
Pact in Baghdad by the Iragis. The Turkish govemtmeceived reports from the
Embassy in Baghdad regarding the situation, buintieation of the Iraqi
government with this operation could not be cladfi* The Turkish ambassador in
Baghdad proposed the Iraqi Minister of Foreign Affao move the contents of the
Secretariat to Ankara. The ambassador asked wiewdhild be possible and the
Minister replied that the “competent authoritiesiwid be consulted. The minister of
foreign affairs promised to reply in a short tiff@The proposal of the Turkish

ambassador was accepted, and with the transfeeafantent of the Secretariat,

Ankara became the headquarters of the Baghdad|&&ty, CENTO.

> FRUS 1958-60. v.12.i.8., pp.207-208.

*12 Telegram from the British Embassy in Ankara toefgm Office. January 15, 1959. FO
371. 140696. EB1019-13.

*13 Telegram from the British Embassy in Baghdad trefgm Office. January 24, 1959. FO
371.140697. EB 1019-21.
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As mentioned before, Iraq withdrew from the Panxt apon the Iragi action,
the representatives of the Pact members met artle a$nited Kingdom’s
ambassador in Ankara stated, the meeting was lasviol

The treaty remained valid without amendment d. am attempt to revise
it would probably lead us into serious practiafficulties. The Turk had
an open mind. The Iranian ambassador said his @oent were in no
hurry but thought the matter might be considetdti@next Ministerial
meeting. In his Government’s eyes the Baghdad IPaked at present
like a slightly stronger version of the SaadabadtRnd they hoped it
could be reinforced to become more like NATO. #svagreed that the
guestion of revision might be deferred till thexnilinisterial Meeting
when any country which desired to raise the matetd do so. No one
had very firm views of the name of the Pact, cgugdly no doubt to the
difficulty of finding a satisfactory new name. Thianian Ambassador,
however, indicated that his Government considareldange of name
desirable and the United States Ambassador aiddhsd his Government
favoured a new name which they thought shouldrpa@te the word
“economic.” | said that | saw no need for a chabhgethat we would be
willing to go along if the majority wanted to.vitas then agreed to leave
the name unchanged for the monéfit.

More importantly, in the same meeting, the replyhie announcement of the
Iragi withdrawal from the Pact was also decidece itembers agreed to send
identical replies to the Iragi government. The Tshkrepresentative, Kuneralp, said
that “his government had already sent a reply ¢olithqi government and they had
also publicly announced that Turkey had accepagidrwithdrawal.?*

In 1959, the name of the Baghdad Pact was tum#tetCentral Treaty
Organization and the headquarters remained in Ankdre members of the Pact had
already lost their enthusiasm regarding the Pdw. United States, as the main
sponsor and the supporter of the Pact, began midermew objectives regarding the
Pact especially after the withdrawal of Iraq, whidd been the original signatory.

The uneasiness of the Pact members regarding tited Btates approach forced the

latter to formulate new policy. In a letter frahe acting assistant of defense for

> Telegram from the British Embassy in Ankara toefgm Office. May 2, 1959. FO 371.
140682. EB1019-53.
> ibid.
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international security affairs to the under secyetd state for political affairs it was stated
that:

The Department of Defense has become increastoglgerned about

the possibility that the Central Treaty Organiazatmay be seriously
weakened, if not dissolved, as the result of graggnt feeling on the

part of Middle East members that the United Steg@sses to give this
organization whole-hearted support. A number afpmople are convinced
that this possibility may arise as a result ofribgative attitude which the
United States has had to take toward some ofrity@opals of Turkey, Iran
and Pakistan. The consequences of dissolutiorEdfT© are so grave as

to mean that we must take every reasonable aittiommove the risk of
such a development. The Joint Chiefs of Staff lmresented a number of
proposals directed toward the assertion on thiegbdine United States of a
more active role in the Central Treaty Organizatanilitary affairs.
Foremost among these is the proposal that theetl§tates immediately join
CENTO as a full member rather than participatasyit does now, as an
observer having full membership on certain subv@ti committees. In the
past, Defense has been advised that joining tijadiad Pact might place
some limitations on our relations with the Arahtes and with Afghanistan
and India... This Department believes that a respgl of the US position on
joining CENTO is urgently requiret®

The United States began to reevaluate its poéigamrding CENTO. However,
the position of the US Department of State regardmembership in CENTO was
different. In a memorandum from the under secrebastate to the secretary of
state, its position was described as follows:

In accordance with your desire, | have reviewedpmsition in regard to
CENTO in view of the strong desire of the Iraniémet we join as full
members... It is the considered opinion of out b&perts on the subject
that Iran will not leave the CENTO Pact and adoptutralist attitude in
her relationships with the Soviet Union simply &ese we fail to become
full members of CENTO... If we should join it woluisharply reduce our
influence in another critical country —Afghanistaand we also have little
ability to mediate between India and Pakistanuwmshsnatters as Kashmir...
In addition, our membership in CENTO would not diish the Shah'’s
appetite for military assistance and might evemdase it. The final argument
against joining CENTO is the vague character eftthaty itself.... For all
these reasons, | believe that our present pofieyoiding full membership
in CENTO should be maintainét.

>1% | etter from the Acting Assistant of Defense foreimational Security Affairs (Knight) to
the Under Secretary of State for Political Affaidgigust 31, 1959. FRUS 1958-60. v.12.i.8.,
pp.235-236.

> Memorandum from the Under Secretary of State (B)lko Secretary of State Herter.
September 23, 1959. FRUS 1958-60. v.12.i.8., ppZ38(
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The policy of the United States remained uncharagetlafter the change of
name and the status, the Baghdad Pact continued tirelname of CENTO until the

withdrawal of Pakistan and Iran in the late 1970s.

Concluding Remarks

The Turkish-Iragi Pact or the Baghdad Pact wasiltimate project in the
Middle East to set up a defense structure in tf®49After the failure to establish
the Middle East Command and the Middle East Def@rgmnization, the Northern
Tier concept was formulated by United States’ dacyeDulles after his Middle East
tour in 1953. The Northern Tier concept involvedkay, Pakistan, Iraq and Iran in
an alliance for the defense of the Middle Eastrgjdhe Soviet threat. The
divergence of Egypt from the West to a “neutrallgté caused such a policy change.
Moreover, the basic difference of the new strat®gg to create an indigenous effort
that stemmed from the individual states to this. éiter the encouragement of the
individual states, the Turkish-Pakistani Pact wgeed as an initial stage of the
Middle Eastern alliance. Then, the negotiationsveeh Turkey and Irag began and
ultimately the Baghdad Pact was signed betweetwibestates.

The attitudes of the great powers towards the BagdtPact were different.
The United States did not join the Pact despitéhtavy pressure on it by the states
in the region although it played a role of sponkirsDespite the economic and
military support, it stayed behind the scenes éaisons which were vital to its
interests. The United Kingdom, on the other hatalyed a mediator role and
supported the Pact. More importantly, it was tingt §ignatory after Turkey and Iraq.
The basic reason for the involvement of the UnKetgdom was not to lose its

leadership role or give up its interests and prgals in the region. The reaction of
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the Soviet Union was negative, but it did not prtgsure on the Pact countries. With
the establishment of cordial relations betweerSbeet Union, Egypt and Syria; the
Soviet Union became an integral part of Middle Easpolitics.

The impact of the Baghdad Pact process on themabstates was different.
Turkey and Iraq sought to lead the region and terektheir alliance to the other
Arab states. However, although they were alliesp®ion and hatred poisoned their
relations. Pakistan and Iran joined the Pact lateeturn for the guarantee of United
States economic and military aid.

Egypt, which claimed the leadership of the Aralyldras a neutralist state,
reacted harshly the Pact and Pact members, edpé@agl and Turkey as its rivals in
the Middle East for leadership. Syria was initidlyorable to the Pact, but after the
change of its government, the attitude of thisessaiifted dramatically and it began
to act with Egypt. Saudi Arabia, which was an intaot actor in regional politics,
was against the Pact because it did not addresssiine of the Israeli threat against
the whole Arab world. These three states signedgyptian-Syrian-Saudi Pact right
after the Baghdad Pact to bolster the economiaahidry cooperation in the Arab
world. Later, the Pact dissolved due to their iméproblems. Again, suspicion,
hatred and clash of interests poisoned the Pacto@enThe smaller states in the
region, Lebanon and Jordan, hesitated to takeresfitbe two sides. Their cardinal
priority was the preservation of the so-called ‘Banity,” which did not exist at
any time in the Arab world, and the Arab Leagueiciwhvas the medium of
discussion between the Arab states, against thenconenemy, Israel. These two
states tried to play the role of mediators esplydmdtween Iraq and Egypt

throughout the whole process. Moreover, they sotggatcomplish their own
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economic and military development. Despite the queson these states from both
sides, they did not join any of the Pacts fromlibginning to the end.

The Baghdad Pact coincided with the crises irMidele East and as a result
it lost the power that, had been ascribed to eemlly after the withdrawal of Iraq
right after the coup d’état in 1958. The Pact memmlbentinued their efforts to
cooperate and with the change of the name andahessof the Pact, it continued to
exist as CENTO until the late 1970s.

It can be concluded that the Baghdad Pact botstleesplit the Arab world.
Nevertheless, the basic reason for it was therygivalinterests, even for the smaller
states in the region. The great powers soughtib tieese states, but they used their
economic and military needs as leverage to maxithige interests. Therefore, it
can be concluded that the Baghdad Pact processhwhded with the crises that
will be discussed in the next chapter in detafluenced regional politics and, in
return, was influenced by the dynamics of the negii@olitics, which were different

from those of the Cold War.
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CHAPTER 5

THE CRISES IN THE MIDDLE EAST AND TURKEY 1954-1960

The second half of the 1950s witnessed severaksaive crises in the
Middle East. The Arab-Israeli tension, which sterdrfrem the establishment of the
Israeli state in 1948, intensified, and after tieSCanal Crisis in 1956 turned into a
war between Egypt and Israel. The United Kingdowh Rrance supported Israel in
its attack on Egypt despite the opposition of tmitéd States and the Soviet Union.
Moreover, the Turkish-Syrian border dispute erupteti957 and drew the attention
of the states in the Middle East and the Great Pavire 1958, Lebanon and Jordan
Crises appeared and the Iragi regime was toppleddoup d’état which resulted in
the assassination of the Crown Prince and the PMimister of Iraq. As a result of
these crises, the regimes of the states in themegianged and the dynamics of the
politics in the region altered.

These years coincided with the domestic politieagnomic and social crises
in Turkey. Especially after the 1957 electionsstherises got worse and the
Democrat Party period ended with the coup d’étdi980. In the second half of the
1950s, while the Democrat Party government conatadron domestic politics, it
did not ignore the developments in the Middle E&ke border dispute with Syria
was directly related to Turkey, so it could notiaMoeing involved in this crisis. In
the other crises mentioned above, although Turkey avsecondary actor, it was still
involved in the development.

The position and policy of Turkey regarding theelepments in the Middle
East in the second half of the 1950s should beyaedlin order to complement the

analysis of Turkey’s Middle East policy in the 1850he analysis will be
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chronological and Turkey’s role will be discusségathe summary of the
development of each crisis except the one withaSyeicause Turkey was directly a
part of the crisis and it requires a comprehenanedysis.

The first main development in the late 1950s vm@sSuez Canal Crisis.

The Suez Canal Crisis, Arab-Israeli War and Turdep6Y*®

The Suez Canal Crisis erupted with a declaratfdheoEgyptian president
Gamal Abdel Nasser on 26 July 1956 over the radiiéxandria. Nasser
announced that he had signed a presidential ddwaebad nationalized the Suez

Canal Company*® During his declaration, the Egyptian officials weaking over

>18 Selected literature on Suez Crisis and the AredelsWar: Vladislav M. ZubokA Failed
Empire: The Soviet Union in the Cold War from $tati GorbacheyChapel Hill: The
University of North Carolina Press, 2007), p.13fh D.GlassmarArms for the Arabs: The
Soviet Union and War in the Middigast (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press,
1975), pp.7-22; McNamara, pp.41-92; Gaddis, 171-G6lan,Soviet Policies in the Middle
East: From World War Il to Gorbachepp.47-54 anduperpower Cooperation in the
Middle East p.127; Smolansky, pp.34-58; Lenczowski, pp.528:38dge and Langdon,
pp.110-113; Westad,he Global Cold Warpp.125-126; Goldschmidt, p.255, 301-302;
Friedman, pp.258-260; Kamrawa, pp.97-99; Groginl §»-200; Shlaim, pp.28-31; Robins,
p.26; Fawcett, pp.222-223; Sorenson, pp.25-26; Mevapp.66-69; Little, pp.58-59, 172-
181; SanderTiirk-Amerikanliskileri 1947-1964pp.145-155; Firat and Kirkcgio,
pp.627-629; Bacl, pp.79-84; Merih, pp.178-186; Gonliibol and Ulmap.277-285; Sever,
The Compliant Ally? Turkey and the West in the Midithst 1954-587.80; SeverSgiuk
Sava Kusatmasinda Turkiye Bati ve Ortaglo 1945-1958pp.157-180; Karpafirk Dis
Politikasi Tarihi,p.206; Uslu, pp.128-129.

> The history of the Suez Canal Company in FRUSr4Agements made by the Egyptian
government with French engineer Ferdinand de Lesdupng the nineteenth century
provided the legal basis for the Company’s existegmcan Egyptian joint stock company.
The original concession for the construction aneration of the Suez Maritime Canal, dated
November 30, 1854; and signed by the Viceroy offfgylohammed Said Pasha,
authorized de Lessups to form a financing companyhie construction and the operation of
the Suez Canal. The definitive concession, sigryetthid Viceroy of Egypt on January 5,
1856 (which superseded the Concession of 1854paréd the establishment, in the form
of a corporation, of the Universal Company of tieSmaritime Canal, listed the
company'’s obligations and concessions conferred itpauthorized the cutting of the Canal
and provided that 15 percent of the profits woelert to the Egyptian government. Article
16 of the definitive concession fixed the life bétcompany at 99 years “counting from the
completion of the work and the opening of the nragtcanal to large vessels.” At the
expiration of that period, the Egyptian governmamild either resume possession of the
canal with fair value compensation paid to the canypor it could extend the company
concession for successive periods of 99 yearsamitincrease in the percent of levy. The
Canal was eventually opened to traffic in 1869,chitset the concession’s expiration date
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the administration and management of the Companyaionomous Egyptian
agency under the Egyptian Ministry of Commerceéyeathan an international body,
would “operate the canal, stipulate all employesden penalty of imprisonment,
continue to charge their duties and compensatshtaesholders of the company.”
Nasser heavily criticized the imperialistic effowthich had threatened the
independence of Egypt and also criticized the edfakthe United States and the
United Kingdom to finance the Aswan High Dam. Hea@mced that the revenue of
the Canal’s nationalization would be used to firatacbuild the High Dam without
the financial support of the West especially thététhStates>°The rejection of the
financial support for the construction of the Aswdigh Dam by the Allies can be
regarded one of the reasons for the developmeBbwakt-Egyptian relations in the
following period.

The nationalization of the Suez Canal Companythadontrol of the Canal
by an autonomous Egyptian authority caused resgdn® France and the United
Kingdom. With the extension of the influence of theited States in the region after
the Second World War and, especially in the 196@&se two former imperial

powers in the Middle East sought to protect thatieriests. The Suez Crisis meant the

for 1968. A subsequent convention between the Egypfovernment and the Suez Canal
Company, signed by the Viceroy of Egypt Ismail Raahd de Lessups on February 22,
1866 and sanctioned by the Imperial Firman on Ma&hlL866, incorporated the 1854 and
1856 concessions by reference, delineated theéartaip between the Egyptian government
and the Company and established Egyptian jurisgiciiver the Company and the Egyptian
nationality of the Company. As for the Canal its#te Constantinople Convention of 1888
as well as the definitive concession affirmedrtginational character. The definitive
concession guaranteed that the Canal and its ‘{[stvé#l be open forever, as neutral
passages, to every merchant vessel crossing frersemto the other.” Infringements of that
guarantee, the desire to regulate the passagersiijwa and other historical circumstances,
caused the governments of United Kingdom, Austnieadtary, France, Germany, Italy, the
Netherlands, Russia, Spain and Turkey (Egypt bleigally partof the Ottoman Empire) to
sign a convention of Constantinople on October1388 respecting the freevigation of

the Suez Maritime Canal. Article 1 of that conventprovided: “The Suez Maritime Canal
shall always be free and open, in time of war asmne of peace, to every vessel of
commerce or of war, without distinction of flag.&@anal shall never be subject to the
exercise of the right of blockade.” FRUS 1955-82.6. i.8., pp.2-3.

0 FRUS 1955-57. v.16. i.8., p.1.
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loss of the Western control of the region, morecgjally, the control of the oll
resources that were vital to the interests of tlest@n Europe. The French minister
of foreign affairs, Christian Pineau, met with theited States’ ambassador in Paris
on 27 July 1956 and expressed the views of thechrgavernment upon the seizure
of the Suez Canal. According to the minister okfgn affairs, it was necessary to
react as strongly and harshly as possible to ptéVasser to keep the control of the
Canal. Unless the necessary reaction had been shdiilme pipelines in the region
would have been seized and nationalized. Ultimathly Western Europe might
have been totally dependent on the “goodwill ofAlnab states,” which was
unacceptable for the Western European states. fbheras Pineau said, France and
the United Kingdom were jointly preparing militgplans including the reoccupation
of the Suez Canal. Accordingly, the reoccupatiothefCanal Zone would not be too
difficult for France and the United Kingdom becatise Soviet Union was regarded
as unprepared to protect and defend Egypt in sucbve>>*

Like the French government, the United Kingdomegoment was in favor
of a military intervention into the Suez Canal égtore the order. In a telegram sent
from the United Kingdom’s prime minister to the téu States’ president on 27 July
1956 such an action was proposed:

This morning | have reviewed the whole positiathwny Cabinet

colleagues and Chiefs of Staff. We are all agtkatiwe cannot afford

to allow Nasser to seize control of the canahis way, in defiance of

international agreements...The immediate thretat ike oil pipelines to

Western Europe a great part of which flows thtotige Canal....

It is however, the outlook for the longer term rhis more threatening.

The Canal is an international asset and facityich is vital to the free

world... The first step must be for you and us Brahce to exchange

views, align our policies and concert together weavcan best bring

the maximum pressure to bear on the Egyptian govent®??

>2L Telegram from the Embassy in France to the Depantof State. July 27, 1956. FRUS
1955-57. v.16.1.8., pp.7-9.

22 Telegram from Prime Minister Eden to Presidene&i®wer. July 27, 1956. FRUS 1955-
57.v.16.i.8., pp.9-11.
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Despite the precipitous and harsh proposals afderand the United
Kingdom regarding the Suez Canal, the positiorheflinited States was cautious. It
sought to persuade its Allies to act more calmhe President of the United States
was not in favor of such a military move becausedévelopments regarding the
Canal did not require such moves and the worldiopiwas important to legitimize
such an action. However, the crisis in the Canaledoould not be legitimate in the
eyes of the Arab states and the world opinfon.

Upon the differences in the positions and the psafs of the Allies, the
representatives of the United States, United Kingdand France met in London
between 29 July and 2 August 1956 to harmonize gadicies and to determine
their joint course of action. Several tripartitelanformal bipartite meetings took
place in this period between théf.

During the London meetings between the represeasatf the Allies,
president Eisenhower replied to a telegram fronlthitged Kingdom’s prime
minister Eden on 31 July 1956. Eisenhower’s telegraflected the position of the
United States regarding the Suez Canal Crisis.gfeea on the seriousness of the
developments, whereas his proposal for the meahpalities to handle the problem
was different. He was in favor of solving the pelthrough diplomatic channels
and said the use of force and military occupatiaghtbe the eventual way to
protect the international rights. The Canal Zons wauable to the United States
and the “free world.” The first step was to convaneonference among the

signatories of the Convention of 1888 and the oth@ftime nations to put pressure

*% Memorandum of a Conversation with the Presidertit#\House, Washington. July 28,
1956. FRUS 1955-57. v.16.i.8., pp.26-27.
2 FRUS 1955-57. v.16.i.8., p.34.
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on the Egyptian government to continue the “effitieaise of the Canal Zone in the
future?

In other words, as Eisenhower suggested, beforsidering such a proposal
of military action, diplomatic ways should be exbeag. He stated that such a
conference should have had an “educational effectthe all states to provide a
solution in such a difficult situation. Accordinglghe public opinion and the US
Congress were not ready for the US military intatign in the Canal Zone. Finally,
he underlined the dynamics that would play a molthe US policy regarding the
crisis:

As you realize employment of United States foisgsossible

only through positive action on the part of thenGeess, which is

now adjourned but can be reconvened on my caligecial reasons.

If those reasons should involve the issue of egaptpUnited States

military strength abroad, there would have to Isb@wing that every

peaceful means of resolving the difficulty hadvioesly been

exhausted. Without such a showing, there would [eaction that

could very seriously affect our peoples’ feeliogvard our Western

Allies >

In line with the opinions and the proposals of i president, the meeting of
the representatives of the Allies decided the mgaidf an international conference in
London on 16 August 1956, including all the sigma® of the Convention of 1888
and the maritime nations. The Allies agreed ompiteciples and proposals which
would be discussed. They agreed that during thde@emce, an international
authority for the Suez Canal should be established:

To take over the operation of the Canal, to engsrefficient functioning

as a free, open and secure international watemvagcordance with the

principles of the Suez Canal Convention of 188&rtange for the payment
of fair compensation to the Suez Canal Compangnsure to Egypt an

% | etter from President Eisenhower to Prime Minigiden. July 31, 1956. FRUS 1955-57.
v.16.i.8., pp.69-71.
526 ipid.
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equitable return which will take into accountlatjitimate Egyptian rights
and interest3?’

If the efforts to agree with the Company or Egyadl failed, the matter would
have been referred to an Arbitral Commission. Tédramission would have three
members, which would be appointed by the Intermati€ourt of Justice.

More importantly, the constituent organs of theetnational Authority,
which had been designed by the Allies before thef€ence, would be “a Council
of Administration the members of which would be moated by the powers chiefly
interested in navigation and sea-borne trade tlirdlig Canal, the necessary
technical, working and administrative organ® The powers of the International
Authority would include “the carrying out of all cessary works, the determination
of the tolls, dues and other charges on a jusieguitable basis, all questions of
finance, general powers of administration and @ritf®

These proposals reflected the efforts of the Alteinternationalize the
matter to provide and regain their interests reggrthe Canal Zone as opposed to
the Egyptian efforts to nationalize the matter tmchaximize its interests. After the
preparations of the Allies had been completedltrelon Conference met between
16 and 23 August 1956 to realize the decisionsltadtbeen made in the preparation
period>*° Twenty-four nations were invited to the Conferehgehe United

Kingdom and, except for Egypt and Greece, the stharticipated>* Nevertheless,

>2" Circular Telegram from the Department of Stat€éstain Diplomatic Missions. August
5, 1956. FRUS 1955-57. v.16. i.8., pp.144-146.

>3 ihid.

2 ibid.

*% The Turkish delegation in the London Conferende Becretary General of the Turkish
Ministry of Foreign Affairs Muharrem Nuri Birgi, 8hTurkish Ambassador in the United
Kingdom Suat Hayri Urgiipli, diplomats Orhan Eratgl §efik Fenmen and professor Seha
Meray.Zafer, 14 August 1956.

*31 The twenty-two nations which sent representativebe Conference were Australia,
Ceylon, Denmark, Ethiopia, the Federal RepubliGefmany, France, India, Indonesia,
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on behalf of the Egyptian government, the chiehefPolitical Cabinet, Ali Sabri,
was in London between 19 and 22 August 1956 asafiicial observer to influence
other delegations especially, those from Asia tvjole support to Egypt>

On 21 August 1956, the proposals that were detestnby the Allies, but
mainly the United States, were discussed and ses@@ndments were made to the
draft proposal. The one proposed by the Pakisegresentative on behalf of
Ethiopia, Iran, Turkey, and Pakistan was the mHerr@ative. The text of the
proposal of the four states was revised and citedlto the other delegations.

The original text should be given in full to ske positions and solutions of
the four states and the United States regardintiee Canal Crisis™

The governments approving this Statement, beiniicgaants in the
London Conference on the Suez Canal:

Concerned by the grave situation regarding the amal,

Seeking a Peaceful solution in conformity with theposes and the
principles of the UN and,

Recognizing that an adequate solution must, onleehand, respect

the sovereign rights of Egypt, including its rigi just and fair
compensation for the use of the Canal, and, oottner hand, safeguard
the Suez Canal as an international water way daoge with the Suez
Canal Convention of October 29, 1888.

Assuming for the purposes of this statement tistitgnd fair compensation
will be paid to the Universal Company of the SMezitime Canal, and that
the necessary arrangements for such compensatabunding a provision for
arbitration in the event of disagreement, willdmvered by the final
settlement contemplated below.

Join in this expression of their views: They aiffithat, as stated in the
Preamble of the Convention of 1888, there shoalddiablished “a definite
system destined to guarantee at all times andllfthe powers, the free use

of the Suez Maritime CanalSuch a system which would be established with
due regard to the sovereign rights of Egwhipuld assure:

Efficient and dependable operation, maintenandedawelopment of the

Canal as a free, open and secure internationarway in accordance with

the principles of the Convention of 1888.

Iran, Italy, Japan, the Netherlands, New Zealaratwidy, Pakistan, Portugal, Spain,
Sweden, Turkey, the United Kingdom, the Soviet dniand the United States.
*2FRUS 1955-57. v.16. i.8., p.212.

%3 The italics were the amendments to the UniteceStaroposal by the four states.
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Insulation of the operation of the Canal from ithi@uence of the politics of
any nation.

Respect for the sovereignty of Egypt.

A return to Egypt for the use of the Suez Canattviwill be fair and
equitable and increasing with enlargements afafsacity and greater use.
Canal tolls as low as is consistent with the foreg requirements. Payment
to the Universal Suez Canal Company of such swsmsay be found its due
by way of fair compensation.

To achieve these results on a permanent and leehaisis there should be
establishedby a convention to be negotiated with Egypt.

Institutional arrangements for cooperation betwegypt and other interested
nations in the operation, maintenance and devetopwof the canal and for
harmonizing and safeguarding their respectiveésts in the Canal.

To this end, operating, maintaining and developirggCanal and enlarging it
So as to increase the volume of traffic in thernest of the world trade and of
Egypt, would be the responsibility of a Suez Cdwalrd. Egypt would grant
this Board all rights and facilities appropriatats functioning as here
outlined.The status of the Board would be defined in thevebonentioned
conventionThe members of the Board, in addition to Egypt, doe other
States chosen in a manner to be agreed upon frangthe States parties to
the Convention with due regard to use, pattetnaafe and geographical
distribution: the composition of the Board to loels as to assure that its
responsibilities would be discharged solely withiew to achieving the best
possible operating results without political matien in favor of, or in
prejudice against, any user of the Canal. The @wearuld make periodic
reports to the UN.

An Arbitral Commission to settle any disputes@shie equitable return to
Egypt or other matters arising in the operatiothefCanal. Effective
sanctions for any violation of the Convention Imy @arty to it, or any other
nation, including provisions for treating any wsehreat of force to interfere
with the use or operation of the Canal as a thoetite peace and a violation
of the purposes and the principles of the UN Gharf

The amended text was approved by the United Saéaieésvas referred as the

Five-Nation Proposals. The amendments made byothvestates and their

commitment to the United States’ proposals satiste United States government.

Accordingly, as the US secretary of state saidptioposal became “not just a

Western program, but one with Asian and Africanpsup®® The proposal provided

the support of the eighteen countries out of twéwty except, the Soviet Union,

% FRUS 1955-57. v.16. i.8., pp.250-252.
% Telegram from the Secretary of State to the Prasideigust 21, 1956. FRUS 1955-57.
v.16.i.8., pp.253-254.
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India, Indonesia and Ceylon, which had not beertigated by the United States and
called as an “impressive” resdff

After the discussion and the approval of the F\agion Proposals, the Five-
Nation Committee, which was also called the Suem@ittee of Australia, Ethiopia,
Iran, Sweden and the United States, was establistirdvhich the Australian Prime
Minister, Menzies, as Chairman. Although Turkey wathe group of states which
made amendments to the United States’ proposalg] itot participate in the Suez
Committee.

The mission of the Suez Committee was “to appreaelGovernment of
Egypt, to explain its purposes and objectives,tarfthd out if Egypt would agree to
negotiate a Convention on the basis thereof.” Tindnér developments would be
determined in light of the Egyptian approach toghgposals and the Suez
Committee. After the conference, the Suez Commrige®ined in London to
prepare for its task. The recommendation of Dulles head of the United States’
delegation, to approach to Nasser via the Egytmbassador in London was
accepted on 24 August 1956. The head of the Supmrittee, Menzies, delivered
the request to meet Nasser on behalf of the eiglge®ers at the Conference to the
Egyptian ambassador. The Egyptian president actéptmeet with the Committee
in Cairo, and the Suez Committee visited Cairo ketw3 and 9 September 1986.

After the meeting of the Suez Committee with tigg/ffian president Nasser,
the president declared his decisions on 9 Septefrti&. Nasser reiterated “his
government’s right to nationalize the Suez Canah@any, Egypt’'s commitment to
adhere to the Convention of 1888 guaranteeing éi@eaf passage through the

Canal, and Egypt’s readiness to give full and edp& compensation to shareholders

>% Telegram from the Secretary of State to the Peesidhugust 21, 1956. FRUS 1955-57.
v.16.i.8., pp.253-254.
> FRUS 1955-57. v.16. i.8., pp.284-285.
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of the Company>®® He also stated that “a crisis atmosphere had bestted by
threats to use force, mobilization of troops, atitephostile measures®

On the other hand, he was ready to negotiate @efidasolution in which the
Egyptian rights of sovereignty and ownership wesgpected, the freedom of passage
through the Canal was protected and “dependableffictent” operation and
development of the Canal were provided. Nevertlsekb® proposals of the Suez
Committee were found to be on grounds that unaabépthey would undermine the
objectives to reach a peaceful and satisfactomtisal of the crisiS*° The Suez
Committee was disbanded after the negotiations th#gH=gyptian President in
Cairo.

After the failure of the Suez Committee’s effoxispersuade the Egyptian
government to reach a peaceful settlement on tke Sanal Crisis on the basis of
the Five-Nation Proposals, the Second London Centar met on 19-21 September
1956. The eighteen states which had supporteditieeNation Proposals at the first
conference were invited to the second one anddhegnt their representativas.

The agenda of the Second London Conference wamnider the situation
and the developments since the First Conferencécadidcuss the course of action
after the rejection of the proposals by the EgypRaesident Nasser. The participants
declared their regret upon the rejection of theappsals of the Five-Nation
Committee to the Egyptian government. On the dtlaed, they insisted upon the
fact that these proposals still provided a faiid&s a peaceful settlement of the
crisis by taking the interests of both the paraaipstates and Egypt into

consideration. More importantly, during the Secanddon Conference, it was

% FRUS 1955-57. v.16. i.8., pp.441-443.
¥ ibid.

*Oibid.

>l FRUS 1955-57. v.16. i.8., p.516.
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decided to establish a “Suez Canal Users Assoniatiiotake the necessary
measures and to implement policies to provide fit or provisional” solution of
the problem. The members of the Association woeldthie states that participated to
the Second Suez Conference, including Turkey, disaweéhe states which would
subscribe to the Declaration and the possibly adpetates which would meet the
criteria to participaté?*?

The objectives of the Suez Canal Users Associatuld be:

To facilitate any steps which may lead to a fimaprovisional solution of
the Suez Canal problem and to assist the memiéhnge iexercise of their
rights as users of the Suez Canal in consonartbetlng 1888 Convention
with due regard for the rights of Egypt, to promeafe, orderly, efficient
and economical transit of the Canal by vessetmgfmember nation
desiring to avail themselves of the facilitiesSG§UA and to seek the
cooperation of the competent Egyptian authorfteshis purpose, to
extend its facilities to vessels of non-membeiomat which desires to

use them, to receive, hold and disburse the reageaccruing from dues
and other sums which any user of the Canal may@&CUA without
prejudice to existing rights pending a final satient, to consider and
report to members regarding any significant dguelents affecting the
use or non-use of the Canal, to assist in dealittyany practical problems
arising from the failure of the Suez Canal adeglydb serve its customary
and intended purpose and to study forthwith mélaaismay render it
feasible to reduce dependence on the Canal, lddtcthe execution

of any provisional solution of the Suez problerattimay be adopted

by the United Nation3*

The Association was to be established as soonsssljle when these
delegations contacted their governments. Upon ¢eesbn of the participants of the
conference, the governments of the United Kingdadhfrance informed the United

Nations Security Council. The government of Egypbaontacted the Security

>* Statement Issued by the Second Suez Canal Cooéeatth.ondon. September 21, 1956.
FRUS 1955-57. v.16.i.8., pp.556-557

*%3 Declaration Issued by the Second Suez Canal Ganferat London. September 21, 1956.
FRUS 1955-57. v.16.i.8., pp.557-558
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Council upon this move. Shortly, the conferencéveetd the issue of the solution of
the Suez Canal Crisis to the United NatioHs.

Nevertheless, the United Kingdom and France wetsatisfied with the
results of the Second London Conference. The iassetried to be settled through
diplomatic channels although these two states wefi@/or of harsh measures
including a military intervention to Egypt. The Wed States, on the other hand,
prevented them from military interventi6fr,as mentioned before. Despite the
diplomatic efforts to settle the Suez Crisis ineageful way, the deterioration of the
Arab-Israeli tension and the Israeli attacks toAh&b territories paved the way to
the war in the Middle East and the opportunitythited Kingdom and France were
waiting for came through Israel.

Israel wanted to take the advantage of the Suiszs@nd began raids to the
neighboring Arab states in return for their attaitkghe Israeli territory. At the
meeting of the National Security Council on 20 &agter 1956 the acting director
of the CIA, Cabell, commented that the Israeli saiepresented the Israeli doctrine
of “prompt reprisal” in order to prevent the Araiates from attacking Israel.
However, as Cabell argued, Israel was not expeotatiack the Arab states at the
time >4

The acting secretary Hoover stated that:

There were two major forces which tend to maintaaunity of the Arab

states. The first of these was the threat of aggva from Great Britain and

France, the second was the threat posed by I#r#etse two threats were

not present, centrifugal forces would tend to hiéneeupper hand in the Arab

states. Accordingly, if the United States succeedhecking the threat of

aggression against the Arab states from the Brared the French, as well as
from Israel, we can be relatively optimistic aghe results. At the moment

>4 Statement Issued by the Second Suez Canal Cooéeath.ondon. September 21, 1956.
FRUS 1955-57. v.16.i.8., pp.556-557.

>4 Memorandum of a Conversation, Department of SWlshington. September 22, 1956.
FRUS 1955-57. v.16. i.8., pp.560-562.

> FRUS 1955-57. v.16. i.8., p.539.

276



we are putting all possible pressure on the lsréelrestrain them.

Nevertheless, we are not too optimistic that inadlis will not continue their

present tactics or otherwise take advantage ajridnee Suez Canal

situation>*’

The efforts to the peaceful settlement of the Stazal Crisis and the
increase of the Arab-Israeli tension continuedhatsame time. Between the end of
September and the end of October 1956, the diploraHibrts continued to solve the
Suez Canal Crisis®® In this period, the mission of Turkey, which was®f the
participants of the Suez Conferences and the Fat®N Proposals, was to influence
Pakistan and the other Baghdad Pact members ragatdi Canal Crisi'>>*All
the efforts to settle the Suez Crisis peacefulilpdband the Arab-Israeli War that
followed the Crisis changed the agenda of MiddIstpalitics.

On 29 October 1956, the Israeli Army attacked thgdian territory. The
spokesman of the Israeli Army made the following@mcement:

Units of Israeli defense forces have penetratedatgiacked Fedayeen

bases in the Kuntilla and Ras el Nageb area avel taken up positions

west of Nahel road junction towards the Suez Cartak operation was

necessitated by the continuous Egyptian militétgcks on citizens and

on Israel land and sea communications, the purpbsfich was to cause

destruction and to deprive the people of Isra¢hefpossibility of peaceful

existence™*

As mentioned before, the Israeli forces begarchkittg the Arab states during

the Suez Canal Crisis and the Second Suez Conéréhe United States expected

that Israel would expand its military moves. Upba tsraeli attack to Egypt, the

> FRUS 1955-57. v.16. i.8., p.539.

> For more details see FRUS 1955-57. v.16. i.85G(p785.

*#9Telegram from the British Embassy in Ankara to kgreOffice. September 26, 1956. FO
371.119147. JE 14211-1951.

> The major role that Turkey was expected to playnguthe Suez Canal Crisis was to
secure the flow of the Middle Eastern oil to thesféen Europe though a new pipeline
including Iran and Turkey. However, the proposeamkfine project did not realize. It will be
discussed in detail in Chapter 6: “Turkey’s Econoamd Military Relations in the Middle
East.”

**1 Memorandum of a Conversation, Department of Stfgshington. October 29, 1956.
FRUS 1955-57. v.16.i.9. Footnote 3., p.825. Sew lasmrawa, p.97.
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United States approached cautiously and the maipican of the United States was
the position of the United Kingdom and France: ‘Mhky act in the UN calling
upon the Israelis to withdraw?®?

On the contrary, the Allies acted jointly withdst on its attack on Egypt.
All the three invaders had reasons to attack Egggttopple Nasser. For Israel, its
main enemy and threat was Egypt, which had beengttiened militarily with arms
from the Soviet Union under the Arms Deal with Gresiovakia in 1955. In
addition, the Suez Crisis became a tool for Istaégitimize the attack on Egypt.
The United Kingdom and France were acted jointlhwie Israel because they
thought Nasser had to be tamed after the Suez Caiséd, and that the Liberation
Movement that was led by Nasser had to be termdrnadéore it spread to other parts
of the world>*

After the Israeli attack on Egypt, the United Mag Security Council
declared the following resolution:

Noting the report on the outbreak of hostilitietvizeen Israel and (the
Arab state concerned),

Expressing its grave concern regarding the etietiis renewal of

fighting upon the maintenance of internationalgeeand security in the area;
Determines that a breach of the peace has ocgurred

Calls for the immediate cessation of hostilities,

Calls upon Israel immediately to withdraw its adrerces behind the
established armistice lines,

Calls upon all members to render prompt assistentiee United Nations in
the execution of this resolution and to reframnirgiving any military,
economic and financial assistance to Israel,

Requests the Chief of Staff of the United Natidnsce Supervision
Organization to keep the Security Council inforno&cthe compliance
given this resolution and to make whatever recontagons he deems
appropriate respecting further action by the UWhN&ations to assist in the
implementation of this resolutio™

**2 Memorandum of a Conversation, Department of Stlshington. October 29, 1956.
FRUS 1955-57. v.16.i.9., Footnote 4., p.825.

°%3 Kamrawa, p.97. See also Grogin, pp.191-196, Shi28¥81, Friedman, pp.258-260.
*FRUS 1955-57. v.16.i.9., p.831.
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The Israeli prime minister, Ben Gurion, explairied logic and the reasons
for the attack on Egypt in a telegram to the USiolent Eisenhower on the same
day:

With the Iraqgi troops poised in great numbershanitag-Jordan frontier,

with the creation of the joint command of Egypyri& and Jordan, with

the decisive increase of Egyptian influence irddar and with the renewal

of incursions into Israel territory by Egyptianngg, my government would

be failing in its essential duty if it were nottake all necessary measures to
ensure that the declared Arab aim of eliminatsrgel by force should not
come about. My Government has appealed to thelpebdpsrael to combine
alertness with calm. | feel confident that withuy@ast military experience
you appreciate to the full the crucial danger hiali we find ourselve®®

However, the United States was not in favor oReaib-Israeli War and the
involvement of the United Kingdom’s and French &wdn the occupation of
Egyptian territory and the Suez Canal compelled.thied States to take the
necessary measures. Thus, the United States tspngibility for implementing the
United Nations’ Resolution for a possible cease-fir end the attack and hostility.
The preparations were made by the United Statekeywvas included in the plans.
At the meeting of the Joint Chiefs of Staff on 3€&t@er 1956 it was agreed that a
memorandum would be sent to the Turkish governnteatithorize “to station a US
air task group at Adana, in order to be preparexbsist in carrying out any
directives which may be issued by the United Natitn’®

However, the context of the request from the Talrlgovernment remained a
matter of discussion. In a meeting of the Jointe@hof Staff on 5 November 1956
Admiral Redford, the Chairman of the Joint ChiefStaff, said that:

We must have authority for such use in the caseell. The approach to

the Turks would not be a request for immediatdaepent, but the JCS
considers that we must have standby authorityderdao be in a position

°% Telegram from Prime Minister Ben Gurion to Prestdgisenhower. October 29, 1956.
FRUS 1955-57. v.16.1.9., pp.843-844.

> Memorandum from the Secretary of the Joint ChieStaff to the Chairman of the Joint
Chief of Staff. October 30, 1956. FRUS 1955-576viD9., p.864.
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to act quickly in case of need. The request woolter two objectives.

Authority would be requested on a contingent bfsisThe right to

station Air Force units at the Adana Base, toheed for use in any

operations which might be undertaken in conneatiith the situation in

the Middle East... We would approach the Turkshenbasis that any

operations we would undertake would be under addrilations directivé>’

After this proposal, Admiral Redford asked thenigins of the staff regarding
the proposal to the Turkish government and itsiptesseaction. Mr. Wilkins stated
that “the Turkish stand on the recent developmientise Middle East is still
unclear.®®

Mr. MacArthur said that in order to provide thgport and approval of the
Turkish government, the United States’ plans shbel@xplained clearly. With such
an open-ended request, it would be difficult toextghe support of the Turkish
government. On the other hand, if these plans sieaeed with the Turkish
government, there might have been a serious ledkhemne would be an impression
that the United States was planning and prepadngnflitary moves in the regiot?

Mr. Gray asked the possibility of approaching Tekish government
through general exploratory conversations withaaitigg into the details of the
future plans of the United States. Mr. Wilkins segigd that the United States’ plans
could be integrated to those of the United Nati@uzrding the air lift operations
and the approach to the Turkish government wouli persuade them to act
accordingly with the plans and actions of the Uhiiations>°

However, the developments following this meetirade the request from the

Turkish government unnecessary. On 5 November fi856&raeli, United

Kingdom’s and French governments replied the messafithe United Nations

5" Memorandum of Conversation, Department of Stateshhgton. November 5, 1956.
FRUS 1955-57. v.16. i.9., p.998-1000.
558 :1.:
ibid.
*9bid.
*0ipid.
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Secretary General, Hammarsjkold, dated on 4 Noveiobend the military actions.
Israel asked for the clarification of the intensasf Egypt in its responsé’

The United Kingdom and France came up with threated that Israel and
Egypt should accept “the interposition of a UniNations force between
belligerents” in order to comply cease-fire. Thatga Kingdom and France
explained that the mediation of the internationaté to prevent the hostilities was
necessary. Moreover, such mediation was vital ¢argethe withdrawal of the Israeli
forces from Egypt and to provide the security & 8uez Canal traffic and the
settlement of disputes in the ar&a.

On the same day, the Israeli and Egyptian govenisreent additional
messages to the United Nations’ Secretary Gertegapt accepted the General
Assembly Resolution that “provided for the estdbtient of a United Nations
force.” Israel stated that its demands for theifi¢ation of the intentions of Egypt
would not set back the attempts for cease-fireertAdtshort time, the Israeli
government sent a message to Hammarsjkold andi sketestarting from 6
November Israel would accept the cease-fire untcmmailly and beginning from 5
November, all fighting between Israeli and Egypfieamd, sea, and air forces
terminated®®

On the same day, the United Nations Security Cibumat upon the request
of the Soviet Union to discuss the “noncompliange¢he United Kingdom, France,
and Israel with the decision of the emergency sppaseission of the General

Assembly of the United Nations on 2 November 199& Soviet Union demanded

1 FRUS 1955-57. v.16.i.9., pp.1010-1011.
562 ipa;

ibid.
*%3 ibid.
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that the immediate steps should be taken agaiesiftrementioned states. However,
the demand was rejectedf.

While these developments were happening regattmérab-Israeli War
between Israel, Egypt, the United Kingdom, and Eeathe Baghdad Pact powers
were working to put pressure on the United Kingdtme,remaining Pact power, to
accept the peace proposals as soon as possiblea@dsage was sent through the
United Kingdom’s ambassador in Tehran, as follows:

The governments of Iran, Iraq, Pakistan and Turkegt earnestly
recommend that the government of the UK give tlostreerious
consideration to the proposals...It is hoped tthese recommendations
will be received by the Government of the UK ie 8ame spirit in

which they have been offered and that the govemtimfethe UK would,

in addition to the cease-fire proposal, the ataoege of which has already
been communicated through HM Ambassador in Telmateed
expeditiously to accept the remaining recommendati The four
governments consider that only in this way wilbé& possible to restore
peace, confidence and stability in the Middle B&st

In addition to the message to the United Kingdawvegnment, the Four-
Baghdad Pact Powers announced a joint communicué #ie situation in the
Middle East and the Arab-Israeli War. With this acommiqué,

They condemned the aggression committed by Israkunching an
attack on Egypt with the intention of occupyingyftian territory and
considered that Israel troops must be withdrawmeatiately to the
armistice line and all Egyptian prisoners takeridrgel be released...
They decided to call upon the Governments of th#dd Kingdom and
France to stop hostilities, withdraw their foréesn Egyptian territory

and fully observe and respect sovereignty, inte@md independence of
Egypt... With a view to ensuring lasting peacém area, the four Powers
emphasized the urgent necessity of solving onddarall the Palestine
dispute between the Arab countries and Israelkcandidered the United
Nations resolution of 1947 as a basis for negatiad settlement... the four
Powers expressed their considered view that tleeg Sanal dispute should

% FRUS 1955-57. v.16.i.9., pp.1010-1011.

*% Telegram from the British Embassy in Tehran to Epr®ffice. November 8, 1956. FO
371.121793. VR 1091-767.
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be settled through negotiations with Egypt unflerauspices of the United

Nations which should inter alia ensure free passhgugh the Suez Canal

with full respect for Egyptian sovereigmty.

Upon the acceptance of the cease-fire by allggrthe Pact powers declared
that they welcomed the decision and expressed hbeie that the implementation of
the Resolution of the United Nations General Asdgmiould take place as soon as
possible>®’

The Arab-Israeli War ended with the acceptandd®United Nations’
Resolution by the parties. During the Suez Canali€and the Arab-Israeli War, the
desire of Turkey was similar to that of the Unittdtes: to solve the disputes
through diplomatic channels. During both criseskéy tried to play the role of a
mediator. However, its reaction to Israel durihg Arab-Israeli War was harsher
than its reaction to the United Kingdom and Frafeekey withdrew its ambassador
from Telaviv and the relations between Turkey asrddl were conducted by the
chargé d’affaires. Turkey, however, did not cé ties with Israel, which was its
major ally in the Middle East. The reaction of Teyko Israel could be interpreted
as an effort to calm down the Arab reaction to &yir& pro-Western and mediator
policy during the Suez Canal Crisis and the Arahd War>®®

When Turkey’s role in the Five-Nation Proposalsinlyithe Suez Conference
and the declaration with the Pact powers duringMfad-Israeli War are taken into
consideration, the policy and attitude of Turkey ba seen clearly. However, there

were some deviations in the Turkish political @sclegarding these crises. For

example, the ideas of the Turkish ambassador ircMeseflect these differences:

*% Telegram from the British Embassy in Tehran toefgpr Office. November 8, 1956. FO
371. 121793. VR 1091-766.

*7ibid.

%8 Firat and Kirkciglu, p.629. See also Ulman and Gonliibol, pp.284-B3&ci, p.82.
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In conversation with Military Attache today Turkiédmbassador

made following points: He personally believed An§lrench initiative

in Egypt benefited Turkey but it stopped premdiundaving failed to

secure Mediterranean base in Egypt, Russia idibgiup base in Syria

which threatens Turkey and our Middle East positather than Israel

only. Lack of radar screen in South East Turkéynad aircraft to fly in

undetected and other war material can pass afhamise’®

Despite personal views like this, the positiorihaf Turkish government
during these crises can be regarded as havingdaegious and conciliatory.
However, Turkey was unable to avoid getting invdlugo the developments in the
crisis with Syria, which deteriorated the relatidretween the two countries,
especially in 1957. Before getting into the detaflshe Turkish-Syrian Crisis, the
positions of the opposition in the parliament amel press should be considered
towards the policy of the Turkish government dutting Suez Canal Crisis and the
Arab-Israeli War.

The Suez Canal Crisis and the Arab-Israeli Wahan t
Turkish Parliament and Press

The developments during the Suez Canal Crisiglantbllowing Arab-
Israeli War, and the Democrat Party’s policy duringse developments were
discussed in the parliament. The representativieeoFreedom Party, which had
been established by the MPs who left Democrat Rarip55, Turan Glunestated
that Turkey should have played a more active c@toily role during the Suez Canal
Crisis. The government had failed. Regarding thebAlsraeli War, Gungecriticized
the government policy because it was not clear.ddeer, Turkey did not support

the efforts of the United States to end the wavas needed. Although the Democrat

*% Telegram from the British Embassy in Moscow todigm Office. November 13, 1956.
FO 371. 124022. RK 1071-2.
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Party government tried to compensate for this inadater on, it failed’° The
compensation efforts of Turkey can be regardett@®eclaration of the Baghdad
Pact members and the withdrawal of the Turkish asddor in Telaviv.

The approach of the RPP, however, was differeme. rEpresentative of the
party, Turgut Gole, argued that the only role thatkey should have played during
these crises was to help the United States, theeKiingdom, and the United
Nations. Turkey should have avoided getting invdlirethese conflicts and
hostilities®"

In the parliament, the policies of the DemocratyPduring these crises were
evaluated by the opposition parties in differenysval he representative of FP
criticized the government’s policy. On the othenthathe representative of the RPP
did not explicitly criticize, but suggested thatrKetly should have acted cautiously
and stayed out of the conflicts in the region.

These developments were also followed by the pregesr, as the organ of
the DP, supported the policy of the government.

Son Postaupported the policy of the government and criéidithe states

which “caused” crises in the regioSelim Ragip Emec heavily criticized states

>0“T{jirkiye’nin bu meselenin hallinde arabulucu roliirmyamamasi tenkidgayandir...
Ingiltere, Fransa vésrail'in Birle smis Milletler Anayasasina aykiri olarak gjrnis

olduklari silahl tecavize gelince... Turkiye'nintegaviiz hareketi kaisindaki vaziyeti,

daha ilk anda ¢ok sarih olmaliydi. Halbuki, bu hegén aleyhinde bulunmak ve gereken
tedbirleri almak maksadiyle harekete gecen blyi# de mittefikimiz Birkgk Amerika'nin
tesebbusu ile, Glvenlik Konseyinin fevkalade toplangigsirmis oldugu Birlesmis Milletler
Genel Kurulunun ruznamesine Turk delegasyonu mkistery vermgtir. Bu hareket,
maalesef, sonra bunu telafi icin yapilanlargnaen, bitiin Ortadgau’da aleyhimize tepkiler
dogurmustur...”

Republic of TurkeyTBMM Tutanak Dergisiterm 10, session 46, vol.17, 25 February 1957,
pp.808-809.

>"L“Ortadogu Meselesi bizi tabiatiyle yakindan alakadar etmekt Bizim bu hususta
Birlesmis Milletlerin ve miittefik bulungfumuz Amerika véngiltere gibi Bliyiik devletlerin

hal carelerini kolaylatirmaktan ileri bir vaziyet almaktan sakinmamiztadir
kanaatindeyiz...”

Republic of TurkeyTBMM Tutanak Dergisiterm 10, session 46, vol.17, 25 February 1957,
p.810.

285



which “caused” crises and conflicts in the regioritie disadvantage of Turkey. In an
article, “The New Source of Trouble: SueX’eni Cibanbg: Stvey), he criticized
the Egyptian government which had nationalized3tez Canal Company and Emeg
called this action a violation of the internatiotek.>"? In relation to the Suez Crisis,
Emec analyzed the Arab-Israeli War and criticizesl Wnited Nations for not having
been able to prevent the war and provide the swolwdf the crisis via diplomatic
means. According to him, the participation of tha&tedd Kingdom and French forces
with the Israeli ones that had attacked Egypt shbale solely aimed to persuade
the “stubborn” Nasser. The war might have ignitesl‘tThird World War.” In the
same article, he criticized Israel for having exeld the crisis to reach its own ends
by occupying Egyptian soil’>

In the same newspaper, Refik Erol wrote an artitied “The Events in the
Middle East,” Ortadggu Davalar) and argued that the tension between the Arab
states and particularly Egypt and Israel might hzugsed uneasiness in the region.
The tension in the region was limited in scope,thatmajor reasons for the tension
were the rivalry between the United States andtinaet Union, and the rivalry for

oil, rather than the conflicts between the Aralbestand Israel. On the other hand,

*"24Orta Sark’in umumi durumu bakimindan son derece muhimaglecek bir hadise ile
karsi karstya gelinm§ bulunulmaktadir. Bu hadise, bugtnki Misir hikimetSuvey
kanalisirketinin mallarina ve hizmetlerine el koymasi diltilletlerarasi mukavelelere aykiri
vahim bir harekettir...”

Son Posta28 July 1956.

*B«“Misir ve Arap devletleri ilésrail arasindaki ihtilafin vukuu tizerinden aylagtta Yillar
gectigi halde, Birlemis Milletler teskilati bu meselenin halligrunda dise dokunur ciddi bir
faaliyet gostermengiir. Bu, bir isteksizlik mi idi? Yoksa imkansizik?... Bugln i¢in mihim
olan Kanal ihtilafinin gelememesi véngiliz deklarasyonunun gegace miidahalenin iki
tarafl ayirmaya matuf ve fazla dik kafalllik eddsd@nnasir'in bir miktar kulgini cekmeye
inhisar eden tenbihi bir muameleden ibaret kalmeisiksi takdirde veayet, buginku
sekliyle, Ortadgu hadiseleri bir balangi¢ sayilmiyorsa, Uciincii Cihan harbinin patlamas
isten bile dgildir... Burada dikkat edilmesi lazim gelen noksaail devletinin hareketidir.
Bu Devlet daha evvel Irak kuvvetlerinin Urdiin’ergélerini mgru sebep sayagani
bildirmisti. Bu kuvvetler hudutta kaldilar. Bunagimen/srail kisa bir intizardan sonra
Misira taarruz etti. Demek ki buginkt durumu kendnfaatleri bakimindan musait
addetti...”

Son Posta2 November 1956.
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Turkey, with its farsighted and realistic foreigolipy, had initiated the Baghdad
Pact to provide stability to the region. Accordiogerol, the recent developments in
the Middle East had proved Turkey’s Middle Easigpoto be successfal*

Like ZaferandSon PostaCumhuriyetsupported the government’s policy
during these crisefuring the Suez Canal Crisis, Omer Samg&avrote an article
titled “Will Suez Be Occupied?'Siivey /sgal Mi Edilecek? and stated that the
nationalization of the Suez Canal Company by thgpkgn government had created
a new, serious situation. If the Egyptian governnie confined itself to the
nationalization of the Canal, the crisis would haeen settled through diplomatic
negotiations. However, under those serious circantsts, it would be difficult to
find such a basis. Gar stated that Nasser would not play such a critite. >

Similarly, Caar supported the policy of the Turkish delegatianrh the
London Conferences. Turkey had respected the ratimits of Egypt and had not

opposed to the nationalization of the Suez Canatfgzmy as the Western powers

had. On the other hand, Turkey had sought to finrddavay between the West and

"« Arap memleketleri ve bilhassa Misir filrail arasinda hiikiim siiren devamii gerginlik,
Ortadosu politikasinda kaygilandirici yeni gatielere yol hazirlamaktadir. Gérinarde, dar
cerceveli bir anlamazlik konusu karsinda bulunuyoruz. Araplarlgsrailliler heniiz bir

barig dizenine kawamamglardir. Aradaki ugurumlar o kadar buyuktir. Fakatib

Ortadosu davasi bu gérinen gergigin cok daha 6telerindedir... Turkiye gercekci vakuz
gOrislt dis politikasiyla ilk yapici adimi atmve Badat paktinin temel san1 koymutur.

Son zamanlarin politika geteleri tutt@umuz yolun dérulugunu gostermektedir....”

Son Posta5 November 1956.

5« gijvey Kanal kumpanyasi ile tesislerinin Misir Cumhugkeni tarafindan
devletlgtiriimesi , /kinci Cihan Harbi’nden bu yana siyasi ve askerissatilardan yakasini
kurtaramamg olan Ortadgu’da yeni ve ¢ok ciddi bir durum yaratgtir... Misir idarecileri
Sluvey Kanali'ni devletlgtirmekle iktifa ederlerse mizakere yolu ile biramnha zemini
bulunabilecek, silaha lizum kalmayacaktir. Fakageugin hava iginde boyle mizakerelere
zemin hazirlamak dahi son derece guc olacak shadisir'in blyuk ustalikla hareket
etmesi lazim gelecektir. Misirli albay bunydabilecek mi yoksa barajinde oldwu gibi
gene rotaysagsirip karaya mi vuracak?”.Cumhuriyet 30 July 1956.
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Egypt. Therefore, the cautious and mediator rol€wkey had been appropriate
during the London Conferencé&

On the other hand, the writers in the newspapsig@urnals closer to the
opposition approached the developments differeRther than the policies of the
government, they focused on and evaluated the oleveints.

During the Suez Canal Crisis and the London Cenfegs, Esmer wrote
articles inUlus in which he mainly argued that the London Confeesnhad been a
failure for Western diplomacy. The results of tleference had been clear at the
beginning. He criticized the Soviet Union and tloigt attitude during the crisis
and the conferences and he said that Egypt migigt éstablished closer relations
with the Soviet Union against the Wast.

The position oAkiswas similar to that of Ulus. During the Suez Canal
Crisis, the journal criticized the Egyptian goveemh It was stated that the Canal

regime was under threat as a result of the naizatadn of the Canal. After the

>0« 7aman zaman tehlikeli safhalar arzegrolan Silveymeselesini ele alan Londra
Konferansi pek yakinda kapanacaktir. Evvelki glm abanci radyolar Konferansta
Turkiyeyi temsil eden heyetddaninin, Birlgik Amerika Dy Isleri Bakani Dulles tarafindan
ileri strtlen plani desteklegini bildirmigslerdi. Yalniz Tirk heyeti Baninin sozlerinin ¢ok
acele tefsir edildjini simdi goriiyoruz... Oyle anjaiyor ki Tirkiye Cumhuriyeti
hiakumetinin temsilcisi, bu konferansta ortaya atild ayri goriya
bagdastirmayacalymaktadir. Turkiye evvela prensip itibariyla Mismmillilestirme

kararini tasdik etmekte vegdir bazi Batili devletler gibi buna karcephe almamaktadir...
Turkiye'nin bugin Misir'in Siveyneselesinde el haklarini ¢gneyecek bir anlana
altina imza atmasi beklenemez. Bu sebepledir kiyi@idelegasyonu, Amerikan tekliflerinin
ileride yeni gorigmeler icin miizakere mevzuu olarak ele alinmasuntelkinlerin g6z
onunde bulundurulmasini talep etmekle iktifa eydgmi”

Cumhuriyet 19 August 1956.

*"7«|_ondra konferansinin bati diplomasisi icin birgaa oldugu iddia edilemez. Boyle bir
neticeye varilacg daha konferans toplanmazdan once belli idi. SoRyesya, her g
anlasmaya varilmasina engel olmaysy gholitikasina hedef alrgtir. Ruslar bulanik suda
balik avlarlar... Londra Konferansindan sonra dav&4 meselesi mizmin ve uzun sirecek
bir dava olarak kalma istidadindadir. Batillarlaewgi bir miicadeleye gigecek olan Misir'in
bu arada daha ¢cok Rusya’ya kaymasindan da korRulur.

Ulus, 26 Agustos 1956.
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nationalization of the Canal and the Nasser’s obwin it, the situation had become
much more seriou¥?®

During these crise§,orumhad a conflictual stance; on the one hand, it
supported Arab nationalism. On the other, it sthprgticized Nasser, who was
recognized as the leader of Arab nationalism. Qutive Suez Canal CrisiBprum
stated that Nasser, as a dictator, sought to iserke own prestige for political
reasons. All of his arguments to nationalize thezSDanal were lies and he
endangered the foreign investments in the devejpgauntries like Egypt.
Therefore, the West should have responded sevieréhe reaction of Nassef’

Consequently, the press closely followed the edating the Suez Canal
Crisis and the Arab-Israeli War. However, evaluaid the events was somewhat
different. The press closer to the government fedus the government’s policies
and supported them. On the contrary, the pressrctosopposition focused on the

developments and criticized the actors that werelired in these crises.

>"8«gjvey Kanal Kumpanyasinin 26 Temmuz'da Misir tarafindawletlatirimesinden

sonra serbest gegrejimi tehlikeye dgmistir. Ekonomilerinin en gepikisimlarini Stvey
Kanalr’'ndan gecen gemilerin galigi Ortadqsu akaryakitlarina dayayaimgiltere ve
Fransa’nin bu iddiasindakisari endise ve tela paylar bir yana birakilsa bile, Kanalin
yalniz Nasir'in hakimiyet ve kontroll altina gecimden sonra durumun eskisi kadar ici
acici ve guven verici olmagina siphe yoktur. Dinya siyaset semasinda belirensamalik
bulutlari ancaksu glinlerde Kahire’de yapiimakta olan génieler sonunda dalacak veya
koyulgsacaktir...”

Akis 8 September 1956.

"9 «Birlesik Amerika vengiltere, Asvan Barajinin jasina jtiraki simdilik reddederken bu
reddi minhasiran iktisadi sebeplere dayandstandi. Nasir'in cevabi ise tamamen politik
planda olup her diktator gibi demagojik prestij ratihzalariyle, Arap halk efkari 6niinde
sahsi durumunu kurtarmak ve Bati’'nin itibarina barde vurmak maksadini guitghtr.
hatta yalandir../ktisadi bakimdan Misir'in bu hareketinin neticeleok azir olabilir.
Gergekten, Misir da der butin geri kalmyimemleketler gibi kalkinmasi icin Milletlerarasi
sermaye hareketlerinin huzur ve emniyet icerisiceleyan etmesinden ancak mustefit
olabilir. Yabancisirketlere ait tesislerin devletjérilmesi hele imtiyaz mukavelelerinde
tesbit edilm¢ olan miuddetlere riayet edilmemesi, bu memleketleralkinmalari icin
lGzumlu olan Yabanci Sermayeyi kagirtacaktir... &&dimizce Bati'nin Misirli Albay’in bu
hareketini cevapsiz birakmamasi muhakkak ki |0zdum]d’

Forum, 15 August 1956.
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Turkey'’s policy and attitude during these two cibave been analyzed so
far. In the Suez Canal Crisis and the Arab-Istd&r, Turkey was a secondary actor
and was able to avoid being directly involved ia tonflicts. However, the crisis

that erupted in 1957 with Syria did not allow Tuyke stay out of the conflict.

The Turkish-Syrian Crisis (1957

The Turkish-Syrian Crisis is one of the most impottdevelopments that the
Democrat Party government was involved in the Madgast in the 1950s. There are
different approaches towards the crisis in theditere most of which have been
critical of the Democrat Party government. For eglanGonlibol and Ulman argue
that the Syrian Crisis was an eruption of the rivlketween the two superpowers in
the Middle East. The basic concern was the Soffiette to infiltrate the Middle
East and to expand communism in return for theresfiof the United States to
prevent the Soviet Union from establishing a bas®yiria and the Middle East.
Therefore, Turkey was the major state which wasquepied with the Soviet
expansion in Syria because of the long frontiehwhie latter. The possibility of the
establishment of a communist rule in Syria wasntlaén concern of Turkey and the
crisis could be explained by the securfty.

Sander and Sever have similar approaches to theshtSyrian Crisis.
Sander argues that the Soviet-Syrian rapprocheamehthe Soviet economic and

military aid disturbed the decision makers in Tyrkdowever, the economic crises

*%0 Selected literature on Turkish-Syrian Crisis: AR, “1957 Suriye Krizi ve Turkiye”,
History Studiesv.4 (2012), pp.89-109; McNamara, pp.93-113; Lemcski, p.344;
Smolansky, pp.59-75; Kreutz, p.14; Robins, p.2@dgp.90-98; Sandert,irk-Amerikan
Tliskileri 1947-1964 pp.155-165; Sevehe Compliant Ally? Turkey and the West in the
Middle East 1954-580p.81-83; SeveSguk Sava Kusatmasinda Turkiye, Bati ve
Ortadosu 1945-1958pp.181-204; Gonlibol and Ulman, pp.290-300; MetBB-191; Firat
and Kurkguglu, pp.629-632; Karpaf urk Dis Politikasi Tarihi,p.207-208; Uslu, pp.129-
131.

%81 Gonliibol and Ulman, pp.298-299.
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in Turkey and the United States’ indifference towpde financial aid to Turkey
caused the Turkish government’s exploitation arafjgeration of the developments
to its ends. The political and economic suppothefUnited States was necessary for
the Democrat Party government before the 1957ietextAfter the electoral success
and the declaration of the Eisenhower Doctrine Timish-Syrian Crisis ended?

Sever is also critical of the Democrat Party’s@oturing the crisis. She
argues that the Democrat Party government’s hasttion to the Soviet-Syrian
rapprochement might have caused the crisis. Thergawent’s security concerns
might have been right, but the reaction shouldhave been the massing of troops
near the frontier. As a result, the Soviet Uniod &yria seized a chance to make
propaganda against Turkey’s “aggressive actiorhdagh there was no sign of
such an aggressive policy and action against Sgtieh a harsh reaction and
strategy caused the crisis in the hottest yeatiseo€old War, especially in the
Middle East. Therefore, Sever argues, the Dem&asgly government acted contrary
to its interests in the regiof®

In the light of these different approaches in tterdture, the Turkish-Syrian
Crisis will be discussed in detail. Therefore, developments before the crisis,
during the crisis and the impacts of the crisigtanregional politics will be analyzed
separately to provide more analytical results réiggrthe Turkish-Syrian Crisis and

to understand and question the arguments mentiosfede.

The Background of the Crisis

The crisis between Turkey and Syria had deep mudsstemmed from the

economic and military support of the Soviet UniorSyria after the regime change

*82 sanderTiirk-Amerikanliskileri 1947-1964pp.164-165.
*8 Sever S@uk Sava Kusatmasinda Tirkiye, Bati ve Ortaflo1945-1958p.203.
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at this country in 1952%* The perception of the Soviet threat by Turkey it
with the penetration of the Soviet Union to the Me&lEast through Syria. In the
memorandum which was sent to the United Stategial§, Turkey’s uneasiness can
be seen clearly: Turkey was disturbed by the S@dgbns in her southern neighbor.
More importantly, the military weakness of IraneaBaghdad Pact member was a
great impediment on the establishment of a solidrd® system in the Middle East.
In addition, the Soviet overflights, which wereioiad by the Turkish officials, were
also a matter that was considered by Turkey angturn, Turkey wanted to urge
the Soviet Union regarding these flights. Nevedhsg] Turkey’s air force potential
was not strong to make this warning effective s the United States should
support Turkish stance towards the Soviet Uniorsidies the United States, the
United Kingdom was informed by Turkey of these #tseand the need for
support®®

Turkey’s main fear was to be isolated and cirddgdhe Soviet Union
through its penetration to Syria and possibly &mlin the long run. For the United
States, the possible Soviet threat to Iran wasuatref the failure of the United
States to provide military support to this statee TUnited States’ officials thought
that unless the United States joined the Baghdat] ®& problem of the Iranian
defense could be solved through bilateral agreesn@ihie disturbance of Turkey
regarding Syria was perceived by the United Stasemsn invitation to have an
influence on the change of government in this cquithe United States was

preparing plans to solve this problem. Lastly, $lowiet overflights could be detected

*% The regime change in Syria has been discusseetail th Chapter 2 under the topic
“Syria”.

*% Memorandum from the Assistant Secretary of Statéar Eastern, South Asian and
African Affairs (Rountree) to the Counselor of Bepartment of State (MacArthur).
November 19, 1956. FRUS 1955-57. v.24. i.13., [i».7M4.
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through better aircraft detection facilities andaasystems in Turkey. Thus, the
United States’ military aid program would be accated to Turkey®®

After the formation of the new government in Sywidiich was closer to the
Soviet Union, the uneasiness among the neighbdrgsoétate increased. The
Leftists in Syria became more influential. Theyeated some conservative members
of the parliament and they did not hesitate tofasee in order to intimidate the
opposition. Moreover, the Soviet material and técdirpersonnel were delivered
and there were some exaggerated reports on the soapquantity of the Soviet
support. These reports and rumors, in additioheédacts mentioned above,
disturbed Turkey. Interestingly, Turkey would hdeen expected to intervene in
Syria if the situation in this state had becomeoticawhich would pose a threat to
the security of Turkey. Accordingly, Israel anddraspecially the latter, were
supposed to intervene in Syria by the officialshaf United States. However, the
Iragi intervention was more difficult because of theak position of the Iragi Prime
Minister Nuri Said in his countr3f’

Regarding the Syrian situation, Turkey was onsih&. The United States’
ambassador in Ankara sent a message to the Tig&isrnment which estimated
the possible dangers in Syria. However, the Urfitades was interested in learning
more about what the Turkish government had in maggrding Syria. In the same
message, the developments in Syria were also dedluawas stated that the reports

regarding the Soviet presence in Syria with m¥itaersonnel, military equipment

*% Memorandum from the Assistant Secretary of Stté&lear Eastern, South Asian and
African Affairs (Rountree) to the Counselor of thepartment of State (MacArthur).
November 19, 1956. FRUS 1955-57. v.24. i.13., pp.704.

%87 Memorandum of Discussion at the 308eeting of the National Security Council.
November 30, 1956. FRUS 1955-57. v.13. i.13., p.6@8 the details of the Soviet-Syrian
rapprochement and the reaction of the United Ste®Bg, pp.97-98; Lenczowski, p.344;
Smolansky, 64-66; Robins, p.26; Sevine Compliant Ally? Turkey and the West in the
Middle East 1954-580.81; Firat and Kurkcigu, p.630.
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particularly aircraft, exaggerated the actual $itura Despite these reports, there was
a serious problem in Syria which needed to be densd. The presence of the Soviet
military elements in Syria and the tendency of$lyegan government to approach the
Soviet Union for support were of great concern.réfare, the United States agreed
with Turkey on the possible threat in Syria anexiplored the ways to improve the
air defense capabilities of Turkey and solve thabjam of Turkey’s susceptibility to
the outside threats especially from its northermh swuthern neighbors. Furthermore,
the United States began to take the necessary nesasustrengthen the front for the
defense of Turkey in case of an armed attack utheeNATO %8

Another development which also affected the Tum&grian relations, as the
Soviet penetration in this country, was the smumggtaking place on the border of
the two states. The Turkish government preparddratp prevent smuggling on the
Syrian border. The main feature of the plan was:

The establishment of a security zone of varyindtivalong the whole line

of the Turco-Syrian frontier. This zone would véargm 12.5 to 25 km in

depth and no one living within it would be allowtedhold stocks of

merchandise beyond those considered necessathefoown maintenance.

In addition, a no man’s land would be establisbie800 ms in depth from

the frontier. The whole population would be mowed of this zone and

their possessions expropriated. This area wosldl lz¢ mined®®

However, there were a lot of Syrian people livinghis area who would have
to be moved out and the Turkish government wasdafinat the Syrian government

would do the same to the Turkish citizens in thegyterritory. A no man’s land

was one part of the plan. In addition, Turkey pkoha road along the whole frontier

°% Telegram from the Department of State to the EsypasTurkey. December 10, 1956.
FRUS 1955-57. v.24.i.13., pp.704-706.

*% Telegram from the British Embassy in Ankara togfgm Office. February 5, 1957. FO
371.128242. VY 10344-2.
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to control the border. Some parts of the road hlehltompleted and opened before
that time>®

There was news of some people who had been cautite act of
smuggling. Their goods were also seized by the iShré&fficials. Shortly, the
smuggling along the Turkish-Syrian front was anofireblem that worsened the
relations between the two states. More importatiky, Turkish government believed
that the Syrian government supported the act ofggiing and the smugglers!

In the meantime, while these events were takiaggyla new crisis between
the two states appeared: the concentration of srooghe Turkish-Syrian frontier by
Turkey and the Syrian protest against these coratéorts in May 1957. The United
Kingdom’s ambassador in Ankara asked the secrgtmgral of the Turkish
Ministry of Foreign Affairs to confirm these acctisas. The Secretary general
rejected these claims. At the same time, the sagrgeneral of the Syrian Ministry
of Foreign Affairs asked the Turkish chargé d’attaiin Damascus about the
military moves on the Turkish-Syrian border. Tharge replied that he had no
detailed information, but he guessed that the soogre there for exercise because
the months of April and May were the time for tramyercises for the Turkish
Army.>%

Another official from the Turkish Minister of Fagm Affairs stated that the
troop concentrations on the border were made attigest of the United States. The
Jordanian ambassador in Ankara argued that thp trmvements were made by the
Turkish government “with the approval” of the Unit8tates’ government. While the

foreign diplomats sought to understand the deveégmon the border, the precise

% Telegram from the British Embassy in Ankara togfgm Office. February 5, 1957. FO
371. 128242. VY 10344-2.

*1ibid.

%92 Telegram from the British Embassy in Ankara toefgm Office. May 10, 1957. FO 371.
128242. VY 10344-4.
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explanation came from the Commander of the Secaond/Awvho was responsible
for the Syrian border, and he stated that the aunatons had taken place upon the
recent events in Jordarr.

The explanation of the Commander was not satisfadtecause the
following events showed that the basic concerrefttoop movements on the
border was directly Syria. The Turkish governmeiettto establish a buffer zone
between Syria and itself against a possible thieatas understood that the
disturbance of the Turkish government led it teetakeasures. However, there was
no evidence that Turkey would have intervened inaS¥a crisis had taken place.

The United Kingdom’s ambassador in Ankara maderaersation with the
secretary general of the Turkish Ministry of Foreiffairs, Esenbel, upon the
developments on 17 May 1957. The secretary gesai@ithat the Syrian
government was anxious about the troop concentimbo the frontier. The Syrian
Minister of Foreign Affairs had asked the TurkisinMter, Kural, during his visit to
Damascus that why these movements had been hagp&hia Minister replied that
they were “normal seasonal exercises.” The Syriamdwer of Foreign Affairs added
that Turkey should have made a statement on thjecub calm Syria. The secretary
general said that the government did not intentake a statement on the subj&ét.

The Turkish, Iragi and Jordanian officials metiscuss the Syrian
developments in August 1957. The Turkish Prime Btari informed the United
States government about the meeting. The Turkiskanyiofficers told the United
States government that “Turkey’s concern was nbt fom the Soviet threat from the

north, but also for the ominous stock-piling of &bwnaterial in Syria which

%9 Telegram from the British Embassy in Ankara todigm Office. May 10, 1957. FO 371.
128242. VY 10344-4.
%% Telegram from the British Embassy in Ankara toefgm Office. May 21, 1957. FO 371.
128242. VY 10344-5.
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produced a situation tailor-made for a two-prongtdck on Turkey by Soviet
forces.®

In the meeting with the Iraqi officials, the Tuski Prime Minister found the
Iragis much concerned about Syria. The Iraqis wefavor of calming down the
situation between Turkey and Syria. However, theyenn agreement that the
measures needed to be taken to ameliorate th@telbsiween the two states. The
Turkish Prime Minister stated that “unless USA wkKefinite position and decisions,
nothing can be done. Up to now USA has been variiaiss, very diplomatic-she
has been bound by diplomatic forms and thedt§.”

It should be kept in mind that this was the polbifyhe United States during
the 1950s: staying behind the scenes. The Primestdircontinued that despite the
declaration of the Eisenhower Doctrine, which hadrbsupposed to guarantee the
independence of the Middle Eastern states, the Gonsminfiltration in Syria could
not be prevented. Syria became a Soviet satéllite.United States had to do
something as soon as possible to stop these dewetdp and to prevent the Soviet
Union from settling at the center of the Middle Bastween Turkey, Iraq, Jordan
and other countries. He added that the developnme&gria could cause a domino
effect in the Middle East. More importantly, degliwith Syria would mean dealing
with the Soviet Union and Turkey could not affooddio that alone. She needed the

support of the United States and, thus, the Turgsrernment was awaiting solid

decisions from the United States in order to tadeessary measure¥.

°% Daily Top Secret Summary. August 19, 1957. FRUS5157. v.13.i.13., p.638.

% Telegram from the Embassy in Turkey to the Depantroé State. August 21, 1957.
FRUS 1955-57.v.13.i.13., pp.642-644.

*7ibid.

297



The United States’ secretary of state repliedhéonhessage of the Turkish
prime minister and stated that the deep concetheofheighbors of Syria regarding
the recent developments was justifféd.

The US ambassador in Ankara was assigned tostishe matter with the
Turkish officials as well as the officials of thther Middle East states such as Iraq
and Jordan to learn their views, estimates andesigms on how to deal with the
problem. In these conversations, the position efihited States would be
reiterated: the United States was supporting tmeiptes of the United Nations and
it was opposed to a military intervention in anyowy which did not provoke®

More importantly, the United States was awareheffgossible dangers of the
Syrian situation because Syria was under heawyentie of the Soviet Union and,
furthermore, it had received large amounts of amjitequipment which were above
its needs for self-defense. Therefore, the UnitadeS would support the neighbors
of Syria against any aggression. The economic ahthm assistance to the Middle
Eastern states to resist the communist threateagic of the Eisenhower
Doctrine. If any of these states had become amwiofian attack by a country under
the control of Soviet Communism and requested ahytlze United States would
come to their assistané®.

On 25 August 1957, the United States’ consul gdmaet with president
Bayar, prime minister Menderes and other officfedsn the Turkish government.
The Turkish officials were not optimistic about fhessibility that the Iraqi and
Jordanian officials could solve the Syrian problgecisively. In the evening of the

same day, the Consul General met with the Turkighleagi officials, i.e., the Iraqi

% Telegram from the Department of State to the EmbimsFurkey. August 23, 1957.
FRUS 1955-57. v.13.i.13., p.650.
599 :1.;
ibid.
0 ibid.
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King, crown prince, minister of defense and chieb@ff. He expressed the views of
the United States regarding the Syrian problemrditerated that the Syrian
situation was critical and the United States waslyeo support Turkey, Iraq, and
other Arab states in their attempts to solve tlobl@m as it was expressed by the
United States government. The Consul General réhasiped that any action should
be consistent with the principles of the Unitedibag °**

In return, the Iragi Crown Prince stated that las wreparing to persuade
King Saud personally that Iraq had no territoriapolitical ambitions in Syria. He
requested that the United States bring him and Kiaugd together, but the consul
general said that he should use his own channelsnionunicate with the King. The
crown prince put emphasis on the fact that thea®yproblem was so serious that he
wanted to begin contacts and planning as soonsslje after he had returned Iraq
on 26 August 1957. Consul general commented tlegpdisition of the Iragi crown
prince convinced the Turkish Prime Minister thaigiwas sincere about taking
action to solve the Syrian probléif.

After the meeting of the Turkish, Iragi and Jordarofficials in Istanbul and
the messages which were sent to the United Statesmgment, the Turkish prime
minister had a meeting with the United States’ abgeneral in Istanbul in which he
explained his impressions about the meeting. Timegominister stated that:

Although Lebanon not represented in Istanbul megéte was keeping

close touch Lebanese government and convincednoebaas equally

concerned. Istanbul meetings had discussed widgeraf possible moves

to counter communization Syria including diploroaictivities, possibility

utilizing Syrian leaders in exile, assessment ihitany strengths of Iraq,

Jordan and Syria. There possibility para-militacgion might be required

in case unbearable provocation. Arab conferees Wapeful that they
could secure at least moral support other non-conigh Arab states

%1 Telegram from the Consulate General in IstanbttéoDepartment of State. August 26,
1957. FRUS 1955-57.v.13.i.13., p.658.
92 ibid.
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against Syria becoming Soviet satelffté.

Jordan’s King Hussein contacted the Saudi Kingtaedeaders of Libya,
Tunisia and Morocco, whereas none of them repligthd the meeting. On the
contrary, the Egyptian President Nasser was ndacted. Some Iraqgis suggested
that it might have been desirable to approach Ndasdeenefit from the idea of the
Arab Unity, whereas King Hussein stated that it lddae useless. The possible
attitudes of the Soviet Union, Egypt, and Israsbakere discussed in these
meetings. Upon the question of the consul gené@litethe Turkey’s role in the
Syrian Crisis, the Turkish prime minister statealttArab participants had suggested
that the initiative should come from the Arabstfaed Turkey should enter the scene
at a later stage, if necessafs.

While the officials of the United States were hotdtalks with the officials
of Turkey, Irag, and Jordan regarding the develogmm Syria, the Israeli officials
contacted the United States and the United Kingdowernments. The conversation
between the Israeli charge d’affaires in Turkey #redUnited Kingdom’s
ambassador is worth mentioning. On 27 August 18%]|sraeli charge d’affaires
met with the United Kingdom’s ambassador in Istdamg asked about the course
of action which had been supposed to be implemednteate United States, the
United Kingdom and Turkey regarding Syria. The gessaid that he had been
ordered by his government to ask about the polemabse the Israeli government
was very anxious about the developments in Syuakdy had been a source of
information regarding the Arab world in the pastt they had not been able to

acquire any feedback. The ambassador replied,géyaAllies were aware of the

%93 Telegram from the Consulate General in IstanbttéoDepartment of State. August 26,
1957. FRUS 1955-57. v.13.i.13., pp.656-657.
% ibid.
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shock that the recent events in Syria caused itab world and they sought to
minimize the impacts of the everifs.

More importantly, the ambassador emphasized tpeitance of the Israeli
policy. “Israel’s lying low and doing nothing” enlabl the Arab world to focus on
Syria. In return, the charge stated that “His countas desperately anxious to help
in any way possible.” He personally feared thatAhies had done a mistake by
implementing a soft policy towards Syria. Howevanne solid action was needed.”
He underlined the role of the Egyptian Presidelatted to the Syrian developments
and argued that he was working to make Syria conshwiich was a “Soviet trap.”
Accordingly, “Nasser was under orders to show coneed to play the West along
for a couple of months or so. In fact he would dthing to combat Russian
penetration, though he would be full of plausiblerpises.®®

The Israeli chargé did not come up with alterreaswlutions to terminate the
Syrian problem. According to the United Kingdomml@assador, the chargé stated
that his views were only for a friendly warning.thre same vein, the West should
not trust Nasser to do anything regarding SyriatAede would be no action against
the Communists by him.” He reiterated that thebaate his personal views and he
was aware that they all were prejudiced. Moreoerhad no concrete evidence to
prove his arguments. Nevertheless, he stated évatk convinced he was right and
his government shared his views and fears regattiimgevelopments in Syrfa’
Shortly, as Turkey, Israel was in favor of doingnthing regarding Syria and it was
working to persuade the United States and the diitegdom to take action before

it would be late.

% Telegram from the British Embassy Residence imbsthto Foreign Office. August 30,
1957. FO 371. 128225. VY 1015-141.
606 :pa;
ibid.
7 ibid.
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In the meantime, Turkey and Iraq continued thiorts to take action and
secure the support of the United States as haddgrerd during the Istanbul talks.
Both governments declared the United States thedstvital for the United States’
military advisors or commission to be sent to treadto give advice from strategic
and tactical point of view and to assist and ma&®mmendation re needs for arms.”
The United States’ Consul General in Istanbul tbkiliragi Crown Prince that until
Irag decided the course of action, it would be es®lo send military advisors to the
area’®®

While the contacts between the United States, i$hr&nd Iraqi officials
regarding the military needs and the course obaategarding Syria, a statement of
the Syrian Chargé d’affaires in Ankara was publisbe the newspapéHuson 3
September 1957. In his statement, the Syrian Clsaigethat “his government’s
policy was neutral.” The statements that Syria @soming Communist were not
justified. Syria had not accepted any aid to wlanly conditions had been attached
as it had been the case with American aid. His gowent would not do the same,
either. He added that:

The Soviet loan to Syria would be paid off in tweyears at 2.5% interest,

and it was untrue that Soviet aid would place &ynder Soviet influence

and lead to the spread of Communism in the couhtrgbtaining arms

from the Soviet Union Syria was not trying to catgwith a strong

nation like Turkey, but to strengthen herself agalsraef®

In other words, although the United States, thédd Kingdom, Turkey and
Iraq were afraid of Syria’s becoming communist tlgio the economic and military

aid from the Soviet Union in the long run, the &grgovernment and its

representative in Ankara were working to prove thay had not lost their

%% Telegram from the Consulate General in IstanbtiéoDepartment of State. September
2/3, 1957. FRUS 1955-57. v.13.i.13., p.672.

%99 Telegram from the British Embassy in Ankara togfgm Office. September 6, 1957. FO
371.128226. VY 1015-182.
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independence as the result of the aid from theesdumion, and that their basic
concern was not Turkey, but Israel.

Nevertheless, these statements did not assuageaites which were
interested in the developments in Syria and thdyndi give up their attempts to take
measures regarding Syria. The secret contacts bptthie United States and Turkey
continued. The United States took the Syrian snanore seriously and shared its
course of action not only with Turkey, but alsohwitag, Jordan, and Lebanon. The
United States government concluded that Syria leadrne or would become shortly
“a base for military and subversive activitiestie Near East designed to destroy the
independence of those countries and to subject theSoviet Communist
domination.” If Syria took on an aggressive pohegh the support of the Soviet
Union, the United States would decide that the reeahdividual or collective self-
defense existed, which would have been consistghtAaticle 51 of the United
Nations Charter and Article 1 of the NATO treatyus, the necessary measures
would be taken in such ca%8.

For the United States, Turkey was not to act iildially rather than “the
reinforcement of the Arab defensive action.” Moreiguf the Muslim neighbors of
Syria felt threatened by Syrian aggression andestgd the economic and military
assistance from the United States, the latter wbelg these countries. By the same
token, “if Turkey should feel compelled to reactatoned provocations which
implied a serious threat to its own national iniiggeind independence or if Turkey
should come to the aid of Syria’s Arab neighborgagred in hostilities with Syria,”
the United States would support Turkey in the WhNm&tions. In case of an attack

by the Sino-Soviet bloc against Turkey, the Uni&tdtes would come to the help of

®10Telegram from the Department of State to the Empms$urkey. September 10, 1957.
FRUS 1955-57. v.13. i.13., pp.691-693.
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Turkey®! It can be argued that the United States did nott @atruggle between
Syria and Turkey although the crisis between thedauntries deepened throughout
the autumn of 1957.

Upon the request by the Turkish and Iraqgi govemshéor military advisors
from the United States, on 11 September 1957; #maBment of State informed the
embassies in Ankara and Baghdad that the Chidfeoddint US Military Mission for
Aid to Turkey, Major General Armistead Mead and @€hairman of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff Joint Middle East Planning Committee, Mageneral Verdi Barnes, would
be sent to these states. On 17 September 195Mitwary officers arrived in
Ankara and Baghdad, respectively to give them #eessary suppott?

While these preparations were being made andrdeaptions taken, the
diplomatic maneuvers between Turkey and Syria naetl. The Syrian minister of
foreign affairs held an interview in Istanbul o way to the United Nations General
Assembly in New York on 20 September 1957 in whiehstated that:

There ought to be no tension in the relations betwTurkey and Syria

because they were neighbors; and if they weralefte, relations

between them would return to normal at once. Syaa trying to restore

relations to normal and remain outside the cold Where was nothing

in the Middle East to threaten world peace if ahky Middle East states

were left alone, and Syria’s policy was to keepadafiall blocs... Turkey

was arming herself too, but this did not make &gpprehensive. The

Syrian Government had heard that Turkey was cdratérg troops on

the Turkish/Syrian frontier; this had been disedswith the Turkish

Minister at Damascus, but there had been no exghahNote<$™?

After the appointment of the new Syrian chargdfdiees to Turkey, similar

statements were made by him. In a press conferdmee@ew chargé stated that his

®11 Telegram from the Department of State to the EsyasTurkey. September 10, 1957.
FRUS 1955-57.v.13.i.13., pp.691-693.

®2FRUS 1955-57. v.13.i.13., pp.700-701.

613 Telegram from the British Embassy in Ankara togigm Office. September 27, 1957. FO
371.128242. VY 10344-10.
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duty was to work for the amelioration of the redas between Turkey and Syria. He
said that:

Our only desire is to see the existence of goladioms between the two

countries who are united by ties of religion, dwgtand tradition... the only

country from which Syria expects an attack isdsrd/e have no anxieties
about any other country... Syria obtained armsrevsbe could, but she has
not imported a regime together with the arms. dimes we have imported
are just about enough to equip armed forces nunth&r500,000, whilst

Israel has imported a sufficient quantity of afors20,000,000. It is patent

that we have no purpose other than deféfite.

The chargé also rejected the claims that there ®eviet bases and
technicians in Syria and the Syrian governmentdasinated by the Communists.
He concluded his conference by saying that: “Wesamply neutral. No-one in
power at present is a communist. The differencevdet nationalism and
communism must be appreciated. Today, perhapsnadism is communism®*?

Despite the statements of the Syrian officials,tdnsion between Syria and
Turkey did not decrease. The Turkish Ministry ofétgn Affairs justified the press
reports that the Syrian government had given atootiee Turkish Chargé d’affaires
on 9 October1957, which had protested against tigomcidents, violation of
Syrian airspace by Turkish aeroplanes and Turk@tptconcentrations near the
Syrian frontier.®®

The Ministry regarded the frontier incidents agenaf the usual clashes with
the smugglers, as had happened on 7 October 188Ministry believed that the
reason for the Syrian note was:

Merely to repair the omission pointed out in thekish Prime Minister’s

reply to Bulganin’s message on the Middle East, that the Russians had

protested the alleged Turkish threat to Syria,tbat the Syrians had not.
The same motive was attributed to circulationhef $yrian letter at the

%14 Telegram from the British Embassy in Ankara toefgm Office. October 4, 1957. FO
371.128242. VY 10344-11.

> ibid.

®1°Telegram from the British Embassy in Ankara to kgmweOffice. October 12, 1957. FO
371.128242. VY 10344-12.
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UN on the same subjett.

The Peak of the Crisis

The Syrian and Soviet accusations, which clairhet Turkish troop
concentrations on the border was meant to topgl&thmian regime with the United
States’ support, continued in September and Octb®&r. The tension between
Turkey and Syria increased and the relations betleztwo states deteriorated.

On 10 September 1957, the Soviet prime ministkoldi Bulganin sent a
letter to the Turkish prime minister in which hecased Turkey of preparing an
attack to Syria with the support of the United &ain his reply, Menderes rejected
the accusations and stated that the Soviet Uni@ewploiting Syria for its own
policy. With these letters, the Soviet Union becanpart of the crisis. On 16
October 1957, the secretary of the Soviet Commurasty, Nikita Khrushchev,
verbally attacked United States’ secretary Dultean interview with th&ew York
Timesand accused Dulles of provoking Turkey to attagheS In return, the United
States’ Department of State denied these accus&tion

Dulles stated in a press conference on 16 Octbifer, that if the Soviet
Union attacked Turkey, the United States would ctortbe assistance of Turkey.
The declarations between the United States an8dkiget Union, on the one hand,
and Turkey and Syria, on the other, continued hgg were accompanied by
military and diplomatic action%-?

On 21 September 1957, a Soviet naval squadroedikatakia, a Syrian port

and, in return, on 5 October 1957, a missile caaiehe United States, Canberra,

®17 Telegram from the British Embassy in Ankara toefgm Office. October 12, 1957. FO
371.128242. VY 10344-12.

®18 FRUS 1955-57.v.24.i.13.,p.734.
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and some vessels of the Sixth Fleet in the Mediteran visited Izmir. On 13
October 1957, the Syrian and Egyptian governmesttaded that troops had been
deployed in Latakia to support the Syrian deféfiSe.

On 16 October 1957, the Syrian Minister of Foreidfairs applied to the
United Nations to bring the matter onto the agevfdae General Assembly.
Regarding the crisis, the General Assembly met éetv22 and 30 October 1957. At
the end, the decision was to take no action. TugkelySyria accepted the decision of
the General Assembly. The discussions in the GeAssmbly are important to

understanding the diplomatic maneuvers regardiag tirkish-Syrian Crisis.

The Meeting of the United Nations’ General Assembly

The Syrian Minister of Foreign Affairs appliedttee United Nations’
Secretary General for the inscription of an itenthiagenda about the Turkish-
Syrian Crisis on 16 October 1957. The United Stat&s in favor of the inscription
of an item, but in the first instance, it needetéadiscussed in the Security Council
before the General Assembly because the Securitp€lovas the suitable organ to
take matters of international peace and securitydonsideratiofi**

After the application to the United Nations SeargiGeneral, the Syrian
delegation in New York released a memorandum emijpigithe Turkish-Syrian
Crisis. This long memorandum is worth discussingh&he Syrian delegation stated
that:

Far more than a year now, foreign actions affgc8gria and endangering

its security and independence, as well as gepeeale, have been continuing.

These actions have been increased and intendifiéag the last two months,

and more so suring the last two weeks. At pregmme exists an actual
military threat to Syria, resulting from the heaupprecedented and

20 FRUS 1955-57.v.24.i.13.,p.734.
621 Telegram from New York to Foreign Office. Octoliér, 1957. FO 371. 128242. VY
10344-13.
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unwarranted concentration of Turkish troops, upeaweral divisions, in close
proximity to the Syrian-Turkish border. These pe@re being constantly
reenforced. They are now massed mainly in a sseator, and have taken a
disposition which presages imminent attack. ThekiSh troops have
apparently been given a slogan, “To Aleppo” whinéy now publicly repeat.
Acts of provocative nature have been happeninggi§io military airplanes
have recurrently flown over Syrian territory néae Turkish border and at
the Syrian coast, thus violating Syrian air sp&cened raids from Turkey
into Syrian territory, clashes and shooting onlibeder and similar actions
have become frequent. The military pressures o &yd threats to its
security are connected with other actions, sudhtagference in the affairs of
Syria to sway its policy or overthrow its Govermmd-oreign activities of
that nature have been going on. One of them wsa®dered and those
implicated in it were turned over to the courtgustice, convicted and
condemned... Some of the accused in these atteveptsable to escape
justice. They have somehow gathered in TurkeyfevAdays ago substantial
amounts of hidden arms were discovered. They bad bmuggled into Syria
and were intended for use in violent action pregagainst Syria and its
Government... It is evident that the security anttependence of Syria are
being endangered. The present situation has ineéaetied the point whereby
measures by the United Nations, in fulfilmenttefCharter, are necessary...
the Syrian government through diplomatic chanregieatedly called upon
the member states concerned to end their aci\agginst the security of
Syria and general peace. Unfortunately, no frurgsults were realized... In
the circumstances, the Syrian delegation feelsgessary that the General
Assembly deal urgently with the proposed item, @kes such measures as
called for by the Charter of the United NationeeTSyrian delegation deems
it appropriate that a commission be set up by@aeeral Assembly to
investigate the situation on the Syrian-Turkishdeo and report to the
Assembly. An inpartial and international investiga of that nature would
surely help to lay the facts before the Unitedidéet®?

The Syrian request from the General Assembly welsamed by the United

States because it was of the opinion that an irgaggin commission could help to

decrease the tension and to clarify who was thne@agepeace in the area. The United

Kingdom was also in favor of such a commissiortjreethat it hoped that the

General Committee would convene as soon as pogsibieroduce the item onto the

agenda of the General Assembly. However, the pyiofithe United Kingdom was

the settlement of the dispute through a regioriihitive °*

%22 Telegram from New York to Foreign Office. Octoliér, 1957. FO 371. 128242. VY
10344-15.
23 Telegram from New York to Foreign Office. Octob&; 1957. FO 371. 128242. VY
10344-17.
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Upon the application of the Syrian government,dipfomatic contacts and
maneuvers regarding the Turkish-Syrian Crisis isifeed before and during the
General Assembly meeting. The United Nations sacyejeneral, Hammarsjkéld,
met the Egyptian minister of foreign affairs, Fayand the Egyptian Minister
explained to him the position of Egypt on the dgsian of the Turkish-Syrian Crisis
in the General Assembly. As was reported by thaddrnKingdom’s Delegation in
the United Nations, Fawzi stated that the Egyptleacstried very hard to persuade
the Syrians not to proceed because such a broagsdisn of the debate between the
two countries would make it “embarrassing” for thieole Arab world. In return, the
Syrians had replied the Egyptians that “for doneestasons” the United Nations had
to be involved to the debate; otherwise, the sitadn Syria would deteriorafé?

As was reported by the United Kingdom’s Delegaiiothe United Nations,
the Secretary General, Hammarsjkold, thought tieEgyptian efforts to convince
Syria were significant and would help to deal witb crisis as quietly as possible.
After the conversation with the Egyptian MinistérF@reign Affairs on 16 October
1957, the secretary general met with the Syrianstanof foreign affairs to learn
their objective. As was stated in the same reploet Syrian minister stated that “their
idea was to produce a détente and get somethingf dlue United Nations which
would calm the situation®®

Hammarsjkdld replied the Syrian Minister in thesethat if their objective
was to calm down the situation, “quiet and patigotk behind the scenes” was
necessary before and after the meeting of the @eAssembly. He added that the
issue has been procedurally a matter for the Sgdhauncil, whereas he believed

that this would “dramatize” the situation. Ther&fothe issue should be inscribed

%24 Telegram from New York to Foreign Office. Octoliér, 1957. FO 371. 128242. VY
10344-18.
%25 ibid.
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and sent to a Special Political Committee which Midne directly responsible to the
General Assembl$?°

While these developments were happening in Nevk, Yfomors and claims
of a possible Turkish attack to Syria continuedddao’s King Hussein told the
United States and United Kingdom ambassadors in Amtinat the Jordanian
government had been informed by the Syrian govenbthat “Turkey was planning
to attack to Syria in the near future with infandiiyisions and air supporf?’

He added that these claims not be true, but spdssible action by Turkey
might complicate the things and cause the Aralastavith Syria. The United States’
ambassador replied that these claims and rumoses tdeubtless part of the present
Syrian propaganda offensive and that Syria wouldriyise to cry wolf too often.”
The United Kingdom’s ambassador added that “it wasely that Turkey would
attack Syria in the middle of the Turkish Genenalceion Campaigrf?®

Before the conversation with the ambassadoritng had seen the Turkish
ambassador and asked about the claims. The TuakiSlassador, Dikerdem, had
replied that although the Turkish government hashbeorried about the
developments in Syria, Turkey had no aggressivespdad intentions regarding

Syria"629,630

626 Telegram from New York to Foreign Office. Octob&; 1957. FO 371. 128242. VY
10344-18.

%2’ Telegram from the British Embassy in Amman to FgmeDffice. October 16, 1957. FO
371. 128242. VY 10344-19.

*2ihid.

%29 ibid.

%30 The Turkish Ambassador in Amman, Dikerdem, condayis conversation with the
Jordanian King as the following: “The Political Conittee of the Arab League decided that
the Arab States should have acted jointly agaivesthreat of Turkey upon Syria. On
October 15, 1957; the Syrian Minister of Foreigrfiads, Kollas, received the Ambassadors
of the United States, the Soviet Union and Irag@aiined that Turkey was massing troops
near the Syrian frontier. On the following daye thordanian King, who had just returned
from Europe, received the Ambassadors of the UiStates, the United Kingdom and me
separately and expressed their anxiety over Tuskenlitary concentration near the Syrian
frontier. My discussion with Hussein was interegtiActually, the Jordanian King was
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In line with the Jordanian position, the Iraqi pios seemed to be pro-Syrian
in case of an attack from Turkey on this countdye Traqi ambassador in the United
Kingdom stated that if there had been anythingyina$lrag would have fought with
Syria in order to fulfill its obligations in the Ab League, regardless of the fact that
whether Syria was right or ndie added thahe United Kingdom should use its
influence to calm down the United States and TufRey

On 17 October 1957; the day after the releaskeoSiyrian declaration, the
Turkish government released a counter declaraltiotiis statement, the military
dispositions near the Syrian border were calledrfrad security measures” in time
of tension in the Middle East and the accusatiomsc@mments by the Syrian
government were regarded as interference in Tudasiereignty. More importantly,
the Turkish government denied the facts that tHaary airplanes had crossed the
Syrian frontier and Turkish troops had fired acrib&sfrontier. However, the
possibility of border incidents that stemmed frosual smuggling trade from Syria
into Turkey was not excludéd?

Before the General Assembly meeting, it was ubfiReirkish-Syrian crisis

would cool down. However, despite several rumos@aims, an armed attack by

happy because of Turkey’s pressure on Syria réitlaer anxious, whereas he should have
acted accordingly with the decision of the Arabdusa Our discussion was friendly. The
King was expecting that | would justify Turkey’slitary concentrations near the frontier.
On the contrary, | had learnt from the Turkish @fis before | returned to Amman that the
tension between us and Syria were not so seri@ahsttivould cause a military intervention.
The Secretary General of the Ministry of Foreigifiadé Esenbel told me, when | visited
him to take instructions before having returnedmaman, that: “There will not be a military
intervention, you can turn back to your mission tmmably”. Esenbel knew the situation
and the developments well. Therefore, the tensetwéen Turkey and Syria did not go
beyond a political manoeuvre. As a result, | tbld King that Turkey had no aggressive
intentions to her neighbors. Maybe, Hussein gagpsinted at that time.” Dikerdem, p.110.
1 October 16, 1957. FO 371. 128242. VY 10344-27.

632 Telegram from the British Embassy in Ankara togfgm Office. October 17, 1957. FO
371. 128242. VY 10344-21.
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Turkey to Syria was not likely, either. The Unitéothgdom’s ambassador in Ankara
evaluated the possibility of such an attack:

| have no reason to believe that Turkey intendstiack Syria in the

near future and in any case, | am certain that wwuld take no such

action at any time without specific American ap@id>

When the United States opposition to such a mylisgtack was considered, it
can be argued that all the parties in the crisievea&aggerating the events. The
United Kingdom’s ambassador in Bahrain reportedpireeption of the Arab states
of the crisis to the Foreign Office and his stateta@vere an example of the
“anomaly” regarding the Turkish-Syrian Crisis. Hated that almost all the Arabs
believed that the United Kingdom, the United Stated Turkey were exaggerating
the Syrian-Soviet relations and Syria’s falling an@€ommunist influence and the
danger of this development to the Middle East. Higed that they believed the
Soviet Union had helped Syria as a result of itslaraeli position. The ambassador
said that:

Our reactions are criticized partly because thagly that an Arab State is

not free to do what it likes and partly becauseveews are thought to be

influenced by the support of the Israelis. In chege is anything more than
propaganda in Syrian-Turkish exchanges, | feehbddo state the view that
any action against Syria taken or condoned by wsipallies would cause
grave danger to our interest in the Gulf, partidylin Kuwait®**

In order to play the mediatory role, the Unitedt8¢ decided to accept the
inscription of the Syrian request and its discussioa plenary session of the General
Assembly. The United Kingdom acted accordingly pitesthe opinion that the item
had been inscribed by Syria and supported by theeS0dnion for propaganda

purposes. The United Kingdom delegation in New Yaldo stated that the normal

course of action would be to discuss the issubarSecurity Council because it was

®3 Telegram from the British Embassy in Ankara to FgmweOffice. October 17, 1957. FO
371.128242. VY 10344-22.
634 Telegram from the British Embassy in Bahrain toign Office. October 17, 1957. FO
371.128242. VY 10344-24.
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related to security and international peace. Howetie United Kingdom accepted
the discussion of the Turkish-Syrian Crisis in @eneral Assembly despite these
reservations. In the meantime, the Turkish govemrdeclared that it would not be
ready until the following Wednesday for the dis¢osf the issué®

After the acceptance of the discussion of theeigsuhe General Assembly,
diplomatic preparations began. According to a memadum of conversation in the
Department of State, the secretary of state expuabst:

We should avoid a resolution of a nature which gt Turkey on the
spot. We did not want to be put in the positiomppearing to support a
move against our staunchest Middle East ally. Timgs might counter

the Syrian complaint with their own request foriavestigating commission
to report on the Russian build-up along the Tai&oviet border. Any
resolution of this kind would certainly be rejattey the USSR and would
give Turkey a precedent for similar action witkpect to any resolution
calling for an investigation in Turkey®

Upon this decision, the United States governmentacted the Turkish
government to determine the tactics and the stydiefpre the discussion in the
General Assembly. The telegram from the DepartroeB8tate to the United States
Embassy in Turkey on 18 October 1957 shows theyalnd strategy of the United
States:

We desire closest collaboration with Turkish goweent and Turkish
delegation New York on this issue. We believe hveudd make every
effort to turn this matter to our advantage anddmt up the threat to
independence of Syria arising from indirect Sosiggression and to security
of ME arising from pile-up of Soviet arms in SyridDebate will of

course give opportunity make clear that chargesygfessive intent made
against Turkey, and allegations that US attempbrfigment war against
Syria, are entirely unfounded...We have in mirtdoiduction of resolution
whereby Assembly, after discussion, would decidester Syrian complaint
to SC with request that Council determine scopeadstigation which
should be made. Assembly may, however, insiseerksng itself to direct

%% Telegram from New York to Foreign Office. Octob&; 1957. FO 371. 128242. VY
10344-25.

%3 Memorandum of a Conversation, Department of S@t¢ober 18, 1957. FRUS 1955-57.
v.13.1.13., pp.720-722. During the Syrian Crisiere were Soviet military moves on the
Turkish-Soviet frontier. These military moves coblelinterpreted as a means to put
pressure on Turkey during the Syrian Crisis.
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the investigation. We would like urgently to raeeviews of Turkish

Government regarding desirability of an invesiiggcommittee being

despatched to area. If such a body were to goafi@we would hope it

might be composed of non-permanent members oAbugh Syrian
complaint calls for a UN group to investigate attan on Syrian-Turkish
border, we are considering whether it would notlesirable for such

group to be authorized also to investigate armasngtuation in Syria

and situations on Soviet-Turkish and Turkish-Bukyaborders with

particular reference to possible military moversefoviets and Bulgars

would probably not accept investigating group. biould emphasize to

Turks that these views are entirely preliminagttive have not yet had an

opportunity for full consultation with other dglions and that we have

reached no final determination with regard to pchaoe. We would

welcome urgent and continuing consultation witmks§*’

Through the close cooperation with the Turkishegament, the United
States tried to prevent any resolution against @yregarding the Turkish-Syrian
Crisis. The expectations of the United States guwent regarding the Turkish
attitude and position about the discussion in tbadpal Assembly were justified. In
a conversation with the United Kingdom’s ambassadénkara, the secretary
general of the Turkish Ministry of Foreign AffailSsenbel, stated that the Arab
stance and support to the Syrian regime had becteaewith the Jordanian King’s
statement, which was mentioned before. He did fawhé the Jordanian King, but it
was impossible to expect any action against Sgrtae General Assembly from the
Arab states. Then, he stated why Turkey was oppimsadCommission of
Investigation, which would limit Turkish governménability to act if it had been
necessary. Moreover, the Egyptian support of theaB8yroops in Latakia was
uncertain for Turkey. He thought that Egypt miglytto save Syria from falling

under the control and influence of the Soviet Unids a result of this uncertainty,

the Turkish government did not make any public cantmegarding this

837 Telegram from the Department of State to the EsyasTurkey. October 18, 1957.
FRUS 1955-57.v.13.i.13., pp.723-724.
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development. More importantly, he said he belietved Egypt had not moved like
this without the knowledge of the Soviet Uni5h.

On the other hand, despite the opposition to aigp€ommission of
Investigation, the Turkish government was not opgds the discussion of the
Syrian situation in the General Assembly. If sucBammission had been necessary,
it would have covered the frontier areas of theeptountries such as the Soviet
Union and Bulgaria as well as Turkey and Syita.

In consistency with the strategy of the United&athe tactic of the United
Kingdom was to turn the issue into an advantageoAting to the United
Kingdom'’s officials, the objective of the Soviet idn in the General Assembly
would be to accuse Turkey of being supported by¥est against the Arabs, who
were supported by the Soviet Union. Thus, the rmhbjactive of the Allies would be
“to represent the West as the friend of both Turked the Arabs, and Russia as a
troublemaker in the are&™

Before the General Assembly discussion, the Urftiadies and the United
Kingdom determined their strategy and policy. Iswéal for them to harmonize
their positions with that of the Turkish governmeéFtie United States’ delegation in
New York was assigned to speak to the Turkish deieg as soon as possible. It
was to urge the Turkish delegate “not to commitdahin his speech today to the
acceptance of a Commission of Investigation espgabone with the terms of
reference suggested by the Syrians.” For the Uiitaddom, the harmonization of

the strategies of the Allies and Turkey was urgrenitonly to support Turkey in the

%38 Telegram from the British Embassy in Ankara todigm Office. October 18, 1957. FO
371.128242. VY 10344-28.

®39 Telegram from the British Embassy in Ankara to FgmweOffice. October 18, 1957. FO
371. 128242. VY 10344-30.

%40 Telegram from New York to Foreign Office. Octob&; 1957. FO 371. 128242. VY
10344-18.
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discussion, but also not to set dangerous precedéstch action in the United
Nations in the futuré?

The United States government continued to urgd thikish government not
to take any action in the General Assembly thatccbe exploited by Syria or the
Soviet Union as propaganda. A telegram from theatepent of State to the
embassy in Turkey on 20 October 1957 stated tleatthted States was aware that
to what extent Syria was under Soviet influencerédwer, it was argued that the
Arab states were uneasy about the developmentgia, ut for political reasons
they did not make their concerns public. Therefor@rder to refrain from possible
anti-Turkish propaganda, the Turkish governmentiaddo be careful in the General
Assembly debate. More importantly, the Turkish gowgent needed to try to
minimize the incidents on its southern border amatiol the deployment and actions
of its troops in the region not to become a tagjetssaults in the General Assembly
debaté*?

The objective of the United Kingdom was similathat of the United States.
The United Kingdom’s ambassador in Baghdad seelegitam to the Foreign Office
and made some evaluations regarding the Generah#syg discussion. He stated
that:

It would be particularly unfortunate if the reswiére that all Arab States

voted with Russia while we ourselves, the Amerscand the Turks voted

on the other side. The Iragi Minister in Damaseusy is here, is apparently

taking the line that the Russians have succeedewiking the Syrians up

into a state of nerves, and that the latter nowuely feel the need to be
assured against Turkish attack. There is conditiefaeling here that Syria

Is entitled to receive such an assurance. It eamsBumed that the Iraq

Government will be most anxious to avoid havinghoose between a vote

for Syria or Turkey. | fear that if it came to lacece the Iraq government, or
their delegation in New York, might, despite thaislike of lining up with

%41 Telegram from the British Embassy in Washingtofaoeign Office. October 19, 1957.
FO 371. 128242. VY 10344-37.

%42 Telegram from the Department of State to the EsyasTurkey. October 20, 1957.
FRUS 1955-57. v.24. i.13., pp.738-739.
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the Russians, vote with Syria unless they coulohtai that Syria had

received the necessary assurances against ataeklanger of this would

be increased if the Saudi representative, Shukamg supporting the

demand for a Commission of enquiify.

The need of the Arab states for assurances abbwtkésh attack on Syria
can be seen in the message of the Iragi Prime dirtis the United Kingdom
Foreign Office:

Iraq which has cordial and neighborly bonds wighfiiend and

neighbor, Turkey, is sure that Turkey has no l@sitentions or

designs against sister Syria in whose continuedrgg and stability

Iraq is interested as well as in the safeguardfrtger integrity and

independenc&*

While these diplomatic maneuvers and contacts thghArab states were
taking place, the Saudi King came up with the itthed he should mediate between
Turkey and Syria. The United States took this ¢fsrencouraging. The Turkish
government accepted the offer of the Saudi KingevByria remained uncertain.
The United States evaluated the Syrian calmnesstate that if Syria refused the
offer, its position with the Arab delegations woblel problematic. If it accepted,
there would remain no ground for their insistenndh®e General Assembly to take a
drastic action regarding the crisis. Upon this digweent, the United States expected
that Turkey would insist on the postponement ofdéleate until the General
Elections in Turkey took place. The timing of theu8i initiative was appreciated by
the United States and it was very helpful to desedhe tension between the two
state*®

Upon the initiative of the Saudi King, the Turkistinister of foreign affairs,

Zorlu, went to Riyadh to meet the King. The assissecretary general of the

%43 Telegram from the British Embassy in Baghdad trefem Office. October 20, 1957. FO
371.128242. VY 10344-39.

%44 Telegram from the British Embassy in Baghdad tcefgpr Office. October 21, 1957. FO
371. 128242. VY 10344-35.

%45 Telegram from the British Embassy in WashingtoRaeeign Office. October 21, 1957.
FO 371. 128242. VY 10344-41.
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Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs stated that tBaudi King’s mediation offer had
not been acceptable for the Turkish governmentusecaf the Syrian attitude.
However, the government wanted to hear the offéh@fSaudi King, and the
initiative was well timed before the General Assgntheeting®*®

King Saud met with Zorlu on 24 October 1957 arelthad a long
conversation on Turkish-Syrian relations and Kisgi®s offer to mediate. Zorlu
reiterated that Turkey was in favor of the protctf the independence, territorial
integrity, and freedom of Syria as the Turkish griminister stated in his declaration
on the same day. More importantly, he added thétélyuhad no interest in pursuing
an aggressive policy towards its neighbors. Acewiyi Turkey showed its good
intention by accepting the mediation offer of theu@i King, who recognized this
gesture of good will. The King and the Turkish rster of foreign affairs agreed on
the collaboration of Turkey and the Saudi Arabiadame up with a solution to the
crisis. The King also stated that he would be oselcontact with the Turkish
president and the prime minister. In addition, keressed his hope that his efforts
would bring a solution to the problem and calm ddhatension between the two
state*’ Nevertheless, the mediation efforts of the SatidgKailed.

The Turkish government intensified its contacttwine United Kingdom
and the United States before the General Asseniftyssion. The Turkish
government declared to the United Kingdom that €yréxpected that the former
would stand loyally to its obligations to Turkeytiin NATO. The United Kingdom
government assured Turkey to act accordingly. Nbetss, although the United

Kingdom as well as the United States were commtittets NATO obligations, they

®4¢ Telegram from the British Embassy in Ankara toefgm Office. October 21, 1957. FO
371.128242. VY 10344-42.
%47 Telegram from the British Embassy in Ankara togfgm Office. October 26, 1957. FO
371.128243. VY 10344-70.
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would not ask the NATO to make a public declaratiegarding the Turkish-Syrian
Crisis 248049
The Turkish government was also in close contditt the United States. For
the Turkish government, the threat in Syria wasignethan ever before and it
needed to be watched carefully. The Turkish govemtrdeclared to the United
States that Turkey would not move without consgltime United States. Moreover,
it requested that the United States consult wittk@&yidecide on the tactics for
handling the Syrian-Soviet attacks in the Genesslemnbly?*°

The United States’ ambassador commented that ¥y irgeved that Syria
was acting under the guidance and the influend¢keoSoviet Union. He stated that
in his conversation with Menderes and Zorlu, heanstbod that the Turkish
government had realized that the Turkish-Syriasi€was of great concern for the
Arab States. More importantly, he expected thak@&wymould not act in a way that
the “enemies of Turkey” could exploit in the Genekasembly. He added that, for

Menderes, Turkey was interested in the positiorth@fArab states, and for

Menderes, the visit of Zorlu to Riyadh was a gawdigator of getting closer to

®48 Telegram from Foreign Office to the British Embassynkara. October 22, 1957. FO
371. 128243. VY 10344-60.

®49|n those days, the forthcoming General ElectioriBurkey was also a matter of
discussion between the officials of the Unitedd€lom. The United Kingdom's ambassador
in Ankara reported to the Foreign Office that heuljht that it was very likely that the
Democrat Party would win the elections. Even if Republican People’s Party had won the
elections, it would not have been likely that itulbadopt a pro-Israel policy. On the other
hand, if the Freedom Party had won the majoritheparliament or enough seats to
influence the Republican People’s Party, thingshinitave been different because, as the
ambassador argued, the Freedom Party was sligitlispael. However, such a possibility
was the “most unlikely” regarding the results of #lections. Telegram from the British
Embassy in Ankara to Foreign Office. October 257190 371. 128243. VY 10344-43B.
0 Telegram from the Embassy in Ankara to the DepartrogState. October 23, 1957.
FRUS 1955-57. v.24.i.13., pp.739-741.
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Arabs. The Saudi offer of mediation was important &urkey would try to use it in
the General Assembly on Syrian charfs.

The General Assembly discussion began on 22 Octd@%. The Turkish
government sent Sarper, the former head of theiJludelegation in the United
Nations General Assembly, to assist ambassador, Esehead of the delegation at
that time. In a conversation with the US assissactetary of state, Rountree, the
Turkish ambassador in Washington, Urgliplu, statatithere had been a confusion
and lack of coordination among the supporters oké&win the first day of the
General Assembly discussion while the neutralistbsupporters of Syria were close
to the Soviet delegation. More importantly, theagedf the discussion had resulted
in meetings between the Syrians and Saudis, thu&ey lost “the advantage of
King Saud’s embarrassment over Syria’s refusalediate.®>?

Urgupli said that the delegations of Turkey arelAHlies needed to work
more closely. Rountree explained Urgiipli why thétdééhStates had focused on the
Saudi offer of mediation in the first day of thealissions. There were two reasons
of the United States action:

In the first place, it was consonant with the $tamy’s position that this

was a regional problem; this had prompted himetieidhis plan to put

in a resolution that would refer the matter to Sezurity Council and

call for an investigation that would be broad egioto include the

activities of the USSR. Within this context it wlagical to accept the

Saudi offer... The second general consideratias tive forthcoming

Turkish elections. Because of the preoccupatidopfTurkish officials

with the election, it was felt that it would bettee to defer any debate
on this subject until they were oV&F:%>*

%51 Telegram from the Embassy in Ankara to the Depamtrof State. October 23, 1957.
FRUS 1955-57. v.24.i.13., pp.739-741.
%52 Memorandum of a Conversation between the Turkistbdssador (Urgiiplil) and the
Assistant Secretary of State for Near Eastern,ISasian and African Affairs (Rountree),
6I?_)gapartment of State. October 23, 1957. FRUS 1955-24. i.13., pp.741-743.

ibid.
%54 While the diplomatic efforts were taking placetlie United Nations, the military power
of Turkey and Syria were also taken into considenaby the Allies. The United Kingdom
Ambassador in Amman informed his government regarttie deployment of Turkish and
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During the discussions in the General Assembby Uhited States and the
United Kingdom delegations were in close consutgtas had happened before the
discussions. The Allies agreed on a resolutionwatld call the Secretary General
to investigate the Turkish-Syrian Crisis. Howeubg timing of this action in the
United Nations needed to be calculated well. Moegpthe positions and the
attitudes of the Arab states needed to be takercomnsideration. The United States
was not in favor of acting prematurely by prepa@ngsolution to make King
Saud'’s offer of mediation null-and-void. On theeathand, the mediation offer
should not be counted heavily if the Arabs had mivp their support of it. Syria
needed to be prevented from preparing a resolutiioh would be unacceptabi&

In this conversation, the United States was infadry the United Kingdom
that the Arab delegations had met on 24 October 1&ad agreed, except for Egypt,
that Syria should accept the mediation offer ofg<Baud. Regarding the solution of
the crisis in the General Assembly, the Unitedestaind the United Kingdom jointly
decided that the Saudi King’'s mediation was acd#ptand there needed to be an
alternative solution. Regarding this alternativesre was a difference between the
Allies. The United Kingdom was in favor of a “fairstrong resolution, and then
under pressure yield to modifications.” Thus, adkafi a Commission of

Investigation might be acceptéd.

Syrian troops as the following: The Turkish troopsrtyol (one armoured division),
Iskenderun (one infantry division), Gaziantep (awfaritry division), East of Gaziantep (one
infantry division) deployed near frontier. Syriandps: Homs (one infantry brigade),
Deirezzor (one infantry brigade), North and WesAl#ppo (estimated one battalion plus
some artillery probably from Deirezzor brigade) logpd near frontier. Telegram from the
British Embassy in Amman to Foreign Office. OctoB8r 1957. FO 371. 128243. VY
10344-73.

%% Memorandum of a Conversation, Department of S@t¢ober 25, 1957. FRUS 1955-57.
v.13.i.13., pp.730-731.

%% ibid.
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On the other hand, the United States was oppasadCommission which
could investigate Turkey alone. The US secretarstate said:

We have sensitive installations in Turkey in castime with our NATO

commitments, and it would be impossible to pearébmmittee of

neutralist to inspect those installations unlégscommittee was also

permitted to visit military installations in Rua$p’

During the discussions in the General Assembby bilateral conversations
between the officials of Turkey and Syria continuglde Turkish minister in
Damascus met with the secretary general of theB®wiinistry of Foreign Affairs
on 23 October 1957. The Secretary General stateditbre had not been any serious
issue between Turkey and Syria. The only problem tiva concentration of the
Turkish troops near the frontier of which the Sgrgovernment had been naturally
afraid. However, the Secretary General added thaiga heard that some of these
troops had been withdrawn to the north. The Segyr&aneral kept on saying that
Turkey and Syria could not solve their problem tigio an international forum such
as the United Nations’ General Assembly or throtighmediation of King Saud as
happened in Riyadh. Accordingly, the discussiothenGeneral Assembly could be
stopped>®

After the conversation, the Turkish Minister conmtesl that “the Syrian
government seemed to be alarmed at the positiamich they now found
themselves, and would like to find a way out; tixye under strong Russian
pressure to continue the attempt to create an @tmeos of crisi§>®

Despite the efforts to reduce the tension betwegkey and Syria through

bilateral talks between the two states and thaudsons in the United Nations

%57 Memorandum of a Conversation, Department of S@téober 25, 1957. FRUS 1955-57.
v.13.1.13., pp.730-731.

%8 Telegram from the British Embassy in Ankara toefgm Office. October 24, 1957. FO
371.128243. VY 10344-64A.
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General Assembly, rumors continued to circulatee €uch rumor was interesting
enough to mention here. The United Kingdom ambassadeirut sent a telegram
to the Foreign Office and mentioned a “story” oemf his Egyptian friends.
According to this story:

The proposal was for Syria to suddenly retakealdgcent territory including

Alexandretta from Turkey. Russia was then to weae to stop the fighting

and put it before UN. UN would be induced to a¢dbp fait-accompli and

agree to re-transfer to Syria. Syria, however, sfaw to act and Turkey got
wise to the intention and took the necessary pitemas, so Russia lost the
opportunity of again showing herself as friendha Arabs and resorted to

the accusation that the Turks were preparingwade Syria in the hope of

gaining something from the Schermozzle... Nasseeiy disturbed about the
increasing Russian influence in Syria for it wélke the lead out of Nasser’s
hands — hence his sending of troops to create@@ent and at the same time
to re-inflate himself in the eyes of the Arafs.

The United Kingdom’s ambassador commented orcthisn and only said:
“Interesting — If true.” This claim did not seengioal or possible, whereas it is a
very good indicator of the extent of the suspicimmors, claims and propaganda
tools that were used during the Turkish-Syriani€@s well as throughout the 1950s.

Another interesting development during the Genasslembly discussions
was the Greek representative’s speech on 29 Ocl@at. The United Kingdom’s
delegation reported that the Greek representdfitraios, made a speech in the
plenary session and stated that: “The Syrian caomiplas being drowned and he
would vote for a Commission of Investigation or anlyer proposal which was
acceptable to Syri®

It can be argued that the speech of the Greekseptative was

understandable when the tension in Turkish-Grekgtioas, which stemmed

especially from the Cyprus issue, is considere@rdiore, this speech disturbed the

%0 Telegram from the British Embassy in Beirut todign Office. October 27, 1957. FO
371. 128244. VY 10344-90.

%1 Telegram from New York to Foreign Office. Octob&; 2957. FO 371. 128244. VY
10344-79.
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Turkish delegation and they, with the Italian deliégn, spoke to the United
Kingdom’s delegation to take action with the Grgekernment. However, the
permanent representative of Greece in the GenessdrAbly acted in a way that he
was opposed to the action that Stratos had waateke®®?

After the Turkish-Syrian crisis peaked and themeetbpments happened, the

United Nations’ General Assembly made its decisind the crisis entered into the

process of settlement.

The Settlement of the Crisis

By the end of October, the Turkish-Syrian Crisasl flvegun to calm down.
The statements of Nikita Khrushchev at a receptidhe Turkish Embassy in
Moscow on 29 October 1957 had given the signset#itlement of the crisis.
Khrushchev stated that: “He who wants war, let fight alone. But anyway, why
talk about war? There will be no war.” This stateingas taken by the Allies as a
significant step towards the settlement. In otherds, like the United States and the
United Kingdom, the Soviet Union rejected the ided possibility of a war between
Turkey and Syrig®®

On 30 October 1957, the discussion ended abruftly.appeal of the
Indonesian representative, who suggested “neidsaiution should be pressed,” was
accepted even by the Syrians. The Indonesian &s/e praised the mediation
efforts of the Saudi King. The Syrian representatigreed “not to press the Syrian
resolution at this stage and pointed out thattéra would remain on the agenda.”

The Turkish delegation accepted the Indonesiaresgmtative’s suggestion. The

%52 Telegram from New York to Foreign Office. Octol@®, 1957. FO 371. 128244. VY
10344-79.

%3 Telegram from New York to Foreign Office. Octob@; 3957. FO 371. 128244. VY
10344-85B.
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Turkish delegate, Sarper, reminded that Turkeydrad/n the attention of the
Assembly to the situation in Syria. He added thatdituation still existed, and the
General Assembly discussions had informed the waistwlit the reasons for the
tension in the area. Lastly, he said, Turkey waslygo cooperate with King Saud,
whose mediation offer was still valfg*

The General Assembly discussions ended withoesalution regarding the
Turkish-Syrian Crisis. However, after these distuss the crisis entered into a
process of gradual settlement.

The Syrian government, however, continued to bisetisis with Turkey in
its domestic politics. The United Kingdom’s ambalsan Beirut reported that:
“The Syrian government have done nothing to rednee@atmosphere of crisis in the
country and it has been made clear that Syria’sptaint to the United Nations is
merely in suspense.” The ambassador also repdreedelvelopments in Syria
following the General Assembly discussions:

The Syrian press has continued to report incidenthe Syro-Turkish

frontier involving troops unidentified aircraftA. Syrian spokesman said:

world public opinion had been made aware that @yiskattitude constituted

a danger to world peace. Turkey had been obligeddffirm its peaceful

intentions before the General Assembly of the éthNlations. Syria had

been supported by a large number of the membetredinited Nations,
which indicated that she would not be alone inebent of aggression.

The arab countries were unanimous in support aaS8yria was able

to prevent a vote on the Western resolution bpueaning its own

resolution... The Syrian complaint remains in sunse and the subject

could be re-opened if necess&f).

As the Syrian spokesman, the Syrian ministenfarmation, Akil, continued

statements regarding Turkey. Akil said that “Turkey had aggressive intentions

towards Syria. Though the United States had suetedranging a majority of

%% Telegram from New York to Foreign Office. Novemi2erl957. FO 371. 128244. VY
10344-85D.

%% Telegram from the British Embassy in Beirut to FgneOffice. November 7, 1957. FO
371.128232. VY 1015-352.
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United Nations members against Syria, Turkey hashlm®mpelled to back
down.®%°

As AKkil, the acting minister of foreign affairs aas, spoke in the same vein.
He argued that there was still a threat of Turkiggression against Syria and until
the Turkish forces withdrew from the Turkish-Syriaorder and until the Turkish
government gave up declarations against the Sgoaarnment, the tension would
not totally disappear. More importantly, the miarssaid that the rejection of the
Commission of Investigation by Turkey and the Almonfirmed that the accusations
of Syria towards Turkey were “well-founded.” Syn@uld take all the necessary
measures against a possible threat from Tut®ey.

The United Kingdom’s ambassador also reportedabdhe press reports and
the declarations of the Syrian officials, the DacuasDefense Week contributed to
the crisis atmosphere. The Syrian president Quadtiressed the Syrian people and
stated that “he was convinced that no usurper wewdst conquer the Syrian people
and that Syria had no aggressive intentions towangene; but, if Syria were
attacked, she would not be alone, her frontieetatied to all the Arab countrie®®

Like the Syrian president, the Syrian chief-of-get-staff made a
provocative speech to the Syrian people in the BammDefense Week and he said:

Danger is imminent, the situation is critical @hd enemy is at our gates.

Let us prepare to crush him and strengthen owrselg much as possible.

Our motto must be “They shall not pass.” Deatth®invaders whom we

shall never fear, even if we see the devil figiiim their rank$?°

Despite the settlement efforts in the General Addyg, the Syrian

government continued to exploit the Turkish-Syraisis in domestic politics.

%% Telegram from the British Embassy in Beirut todign Office. November 7, 1957. FO
371.128232. VY 1015-352.

7 ibid.

8 ipid.

*9ibid.

326



After the General Assembly discussions, the Syai#empts to
internationalize the Turkish-Syrian crisis contiduwes well as their efforts to use this
matter in their domestic politics. The Syrian gowveent asked the United Nations’
Secretary General, Hammarsjkold, “to circulate & hegter of complaint about
violations of the Syrian air space, raids by thekigh soldiers into Syrian territory
and the abduction of the Syrian civilians by thekiah authorities®”

The Secretary General replied saying that theylshwot try to bring the
crisis to the United Nations. More importantly, Bwetforts might have been in vain
because the Soviet Union, which had been the mgipaster of Syria, had lost its
interest in the Turkish-Syrian crisis. Rather, 8yghould contact directly with
Turkey to find a solution to the problem betwees tio state§’*

In the meantime, the United States’ ambassadankara suggested to the
Turkish prime minister that it was the approprittee to withdraw the forces near
the Syrian frontier as soon as possible and toiteti® the maneuvers there. The
Turkish prime minister agre€d?

In the meantime, a telegram, which was sent byhieed Kingdom'’s
ambassador in Ankara to Foreign Office, statedtti@ilurkish government was
acting as if the troop movements near the Syriaddschad been done with the
approval of the United States and United Kingdomwegoments. The ambassador
said that:

This of course is not true, so far as | am coregsince the Turks have

never given me any really detailed informationw#ttbeir troop dispositions

and | certainly have not been instructed to tedht that Her Majesty’s

Government’s approve of them. | suppose howe\adrkier Majesty’s
Government’s approval, if it was ever given, coluiéve been conveyed

670 Telegram from New York to Foreign Office. NovemBerl957. FO 371. 128244. VY
10344-85H.
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672 Telegram from the British Embassy in Ankara togfgm Office. November 14, 1957. FO
371.128233. VY 1015-355.
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to the Turks by some other means than througEthieassy her&’

In the following period, both sides continued thedforts to increase the
tension although there were some efforts to devedtgtions. While the Turkish
government was in favor of terminating the militanpvements near the border, the
Syrian government decided to contact its countéieectly. It can be argued that
the United Nations’ secretary general’s advicelmissue to the Syrian government
played a role in this decision. The Syrian goveminaecepted to enter into informal
contacts with the Turkish government if Turkey ieagorable to that. They gave up
their insistence on a Commission of Investigatiodar any circumstances. In
addition, they gave up demanding the Secretary @eteevisit the area to find a
solution. The Secretary General commented tha$iiean government was seeking
to get the issue out off the agenda because thehdmome aware that the General
Assembly had already lost its interest regardirgThrkish-Syrian crisi&’*

Although the parties involved in the issue begawark to decrease the
tension, the Syrian press continued to reportribelents on the border from time to
time. Saut-el Araba prestigious and widespread newspaper in the vaald,
reported fighting between Turkish and Syrian sokli#he Damascus correspondent
of a Beirut newspaper stated that “the Syrian aitibe were aware that the Turkish
government had been constructing underground laisfidong the whole length of
the Syrian border.” In some Syrian newspapersAtiiara visit of the Iragi Prime
Minister Nuri Said was evaluated as a new and sggmt step against Syria. More

importantly, the newspap@i-rai-Al-Aam argued that the Turkish threat against

673 November 15, 1957. FO 371. 128244. VY 10344-89.
674 Telegram from New York to Foreign Office. Novemiér, 1957. FO 371. 128244. VY
10344-85L.
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Syria had postponed the union of Syria and Egyptvéver, the threat had
disappeared so that there was no reason to watidarnior®”

Despite the continuation of bilateral declaratibesveen Turkey and Syria,
as the Turkish Prime Minister’'s speech in the NAT@eting and the Syrian
response to it, the Allies were not in favor ofatwement in the issue. The United
States government instructed the chargé d’affair&amascus to send a note to the
Syrian government on 26 December 1957 which sthiztdl

Although the Syrian note contains a number of gbaregarding Turkey

which we consider to be entirely unfounded, wandbwish to engage in a

detailed discussion with the Syrian Governmera ofatter which concerns

a third sovereign state. Prime Minister Mendesesnititled to express

himself freely in Paris or elsewhere. We recadttByrian charges against

Turkey were discussed and found to be withoutfjoation in the United

Nations General Assembly, and we continue to Inéident that the

Government of Turkey does not harbor aggressitniions against

Syria. We have noted the affirmation of the Sykameign Ministry

that there is no foreign base in Syria and thatuah base will be

permitted to be establishéd®

Such a reply could be regarded as the United Staddicy to avoid
dignifying the accusations of the Syrian governneet their efforts to keep the
issue alive, which might have served the Sovierasts.

Upon the aforementioned speech of the Turkish @ Mmister in the NATO
meeting on 16 December 1957, in which he was atit€ Syria, the Syrian
government released a declaration on 19 Decemiaat, ¥hich was worth
mentioning here. In the declaration, the Syrianegpment stated that:

The government of Syria hoped, following discussibits complaint in

the UN General Assembly over Turkish troop masdimat Turkey would

alter its aggressive intentions and plans ag&pst and work for the

elimination of the atmosphere of tension whichvpried in the Middle

East as a result of the policy which Turkey pudsaed which aimed at
interference in Syria’s internal affairs... Thesph of Turkish Prime

67> Telegram from the British Embassy in Beirut todign Office. December 12, 1957. FO
371. 128233. VY 1015-367.

676 Telegram from the United States Delegation. De@erls, 1957. FO 371. 134392. VY
10344-2.

329



Minister Menderes at the NATO meeting on Deceniléein Paris
constituted a new indication of the continuatiémh@ Turkish government’s
campaign of aggressive distortion against Syriandkres used the meeting
as a stage for the reiteration of falsehoods dadations which the Turkish
government uses to mislead opinion... He consitldexelopments in Syria
very serious, menacing Turkey and the statusaof, Wordan, Lebanon and
Saudi Arabia. Menderes added that the Russiaruggito build bases and
to establish positions in Syria, which makes tigge® problem of direct
concern to NATO... the contents of the Menderegsp on this matter
constitute mere fabrication and are unfoundediayoved this during the
deliberations on its last complaint to the UN Gahé&ssembly. The draft
resolution which Syria advanced requesting thegiglon of an international
commission to investigate the situation alongfheko-Syrian border was
tacit evidence of Syria’s good intentions... Tiyei& Ministry of Foreign
Affairs affirms to the Mission that there is not$yria any foreign base and
it will not permit the existence of such a basestreager to pursue a policy
of positive neutrality in compliance with the priples embraced at the
Bandung Conference... The allegation of the Thrkiame Minister,
Menderes, that the situation in Syria constitatesnger to Iraq, Jordan,
Saudi Arabia and Lebanon is inconsistent withflogs and with the
statement released by these countries... The tiiro$ Foreign Affairs
hoped that its government would realize the rggt@ssive and exploitative
motives behind this Turkish policy and rest asdudhat Syria is concerned
over its independence and freedom and over thetemnce of peace and
security in the Middle Ea&f’

These mutual accusations and declarations toale ethe following period.
Upon the claims in the Syrian press, which saitl sb&en Turkish airplanes had
flown over Syrian on 27 February 1958 and large lmens of Turkish troops, tanks
and motorized vehicles were massed near the Akeakation on the Turkish-Syrian
frontier, the Turkish government denied all theseuaations and clain?$®

In addition, as the United Kingdom’s ambassadpord, the Turkish press
continued to release reports, most of which werddunded.” The press releases
argued that the Turkish-Syrian frontier had beesell. However, the ambassador

said that the Turkish frontier authorities had tegted control of the traffic across the

®"" Telegram from the United States Delegation. De@ar@ls, 1957. FO 371. 134392. VY
10344-2.
® March 10, 1958. FO 371. 134392. VY 10344-5.
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frontier in order to prevent smuggling which ha@ibehronic on the border. The
decision had been taken without consulting the gowent®”®

Besides the press reports which were issued tease the tension between
the two states, the claims and rumors continuegbtead abroad. The United
Kingdom’s ambassador in Beirut reported to the igor©ffice that the Lebanese
president Chamoun said that he had had no offi@als about the intentions of the
Turkish government. However, the ambassador sthtgdhe president’s behavior
had given him the impression that Turkey intendeihtervene in Syri&°

Upon this report, the United Kingdom’s Foreign i€éfasked the United
Kingdom’s ambassador in Washington to contact thigedd States officials and to
report on the views of the United Kingdom’s ambdssan Beirut:

You will have seen from Beirut telegram to Fore@ffice that there

are further rumors that the Turks are contempjatitervening in

Syria. You may like to mention this in the couddeyour talks with the

Americans with a view to finding out what are th@nsidered views

about the desirability or otherwise of Turkisheirvention and whether

or not they feel that anything should be saich®Turkish government

on the subject at the present tiffie.

Despite all these rumors, claims and declaratithesTurkish-Syrian crisis
did not turn into an armed struggle and the tenbetween the two states ultimately
decreased. An analysis of the events has been.defore concluding all these

events, the position of the domestic actors, pagrty the opposition in the

parliament, should be discussed.

®79 Telegram from the British Embassy in Ankara todigm Office. July 10, 1958. FO 371.
134392. VY 10344-7.

%80 Telegram from the British Embassy in Beirut todign Office. July 18, 1958. FO 371.
134392. VY 10344-8.

%81 Telegram from Foreign Office to the British EmbassWashington. July 18, 1958. FO
371.134392. VY 10344-8.
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The Turkish-Syrian Crisis in the Turkish Parliamant Press

The policy of the Turkish government in the TulkiSyrian Crisis was
strongly criticized by RPP representative, Nelltar, during the discussions of the
1958 budgetilter stated that:

As will be remembered, Turkey pursued a militamidup and maneuvers
in the previous autumn. The Prime Minister talkddut the threats. In the
atmosphere of the general elections, such a thrigdit have been useful.
However, we did not know the source of the threater on, the Russian
threats began. These threats enabled the Russigas Syrian sympathy. In
the West, the opinion is as follows: Moscow sudegeat convincing the
Arabs that the Turkish attack on Syria had beengmted with the efforts of
Kremlin. It would be easy to persuade the Ardlag the withdrawal of the
Turkish troops was a result of the threats ofdWiat Bulganin. The
government regretted the military concentratioms laegan to wait for a
mediator. Upon the offer of King Saud, the goveentrwanted to benefit
from this. However, the efforts of Egypt and Ragsievented these

efforts and the Minister of Foreign Affairs wentRiyadh meaninglessly.

It was certain that these saddene@®@s.

In addition,Ilter heavily criticized the Middle East policy dfe Democrat
Party in generaHe stated that the government had argued thatsitameare of the
developments in the Middle East. However, it hatlanted accordingly because the
Middle East was an area of the rivalry and strupgieveen the great powers.
Therefore, the smaller states could not pursuepi@cident policiedlter also

criticized Turkey’s aggressive policy towards Sytraaddition, Turkey had pursued

®82«Hatirlanacasi gibi Sonbaharda manevra adi ile Suriye hududutatigidat yaptik.
Basbakan secimler sirasinda tehlikelerden bahsediyoBdusecim havasi icin bu tehlikenin
belki yardimi olurdu. Ama tehlike nereden ve ngsliyor; onu anlamiyorduk. Sonra Rus
tehditleri bgladi. Bu tehditler Suriye’de Ruslara ¢cok sempatideadirdi. Bati'daki mitalaa
sudur: “Moskova Ekim ayinda Turkiye tarafindan Sefige yapilacak taarruzun, ancak
Kremlin’in Tarkiye'ye yapgi ihtarlarla 6nlendgine Arap efkarini inandirmaya muvaffak
olmustur. Simdi de Turk kitalarinin huduttan geri cekilmesiMaresal Bulganin'in son
tehditleri neticesinde elde edifilihe inandirmak kolay olacaktir.” Biz de tgHatin ve
tehdidin ardindan gman olmytuk. Dort gozle bir araci bekliyorduk. Kral Suudfriet

teklif edince, hemen istifadeyiéabettik. Fakat bu da Misir ve Rusya’nin tesirigleya
dusmis ve Hariciye Vekilimiz Suudi Arabistan’a beyhudedayahat yapngtir. Bundan aci
duyd@gumuzasiiphe yoktur...”

Republic of TurkeyTBMM Tutanak Dergisiterm 11, session 46, vol.2, 25 February 1958.,
pp.630-631.
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a policy that might have sacrificed Israel for éxtension of the scope of the
Baghdad Pact.

In the light of all these developments, he statteel Middle East policy of the
DP could not be regarded as successful. The Baghaeidshould not be extended in
scope and function, and the solution of the proklenthe region should be left to
the United Nations rather than the Baghdad Pa&.Bdghdad Pact should not be
forced because the conflicts in the Middle Eastewssyond its scope and power. On
the other hand, the Arabs had supported Nassbeaddader and Turkey’s
leadership mission had failed. Therefore, the gowent should abandon its

expectations and “dreams” in the region and shputdue more realistic policie§?

®83«Bjz zaman zaman Ortago’yu iyi tanidgimizi, orada uzun hayatimiz ofinu séyleriz.
Ama Ortad@u’yu taniyanlar bu tarll bir siyaset takip etmenmnidiler. Ortadqzu strateji
bakimindan blyuk devlerin micadele sahasidir. Bagakicuk ve orta devletlerin miessir
bir politika takip etmelerine maddeten imkan yok&on NATO toplantisinda daha da ileri
gittik. Sovyet Rusya’nin Suriye'yi ele gegdidi ve Suriye’nin komunist olgunu ileri
surduk. Fakasimdi Misir ve Suriye Birlgk Arap Devleti'ni kurduktan sonra, komunist
denilen Suriye’de komunist partisiggedilmis ve komunistlik kanun disayilmstir. Yine
NATO’da Nuri Said Pga plani diye mghur olan bir planin midafii olduk ve Bdat Pakti
naminalsrail'in kurban edilmesini NATO’dan istedik. Fakétbris meselesinin BM'de
miizakereleri sirasindslam ve Arap devletleri arasinda Misir ve Irak'akindgi tavri
gorduk....Simdi bu migahadelerin Demokrat Parti'nin Ortadi politikasini tasvibe imkan
vermedgi tabiidir. Ortadosu’da gorulen iki Arap Birlgi arasindaki micadele geni
ihtimallere kapi agnstir; durum nezaket kesbettii. Bu sebeple Bedat Pakti'nin
maksadindan dari tasmamaskimdi daha da ehemmiyet kazagtm Ortadgsu
meselelerinin halli ve bu bdlgenin korunmasi BMdyeakilmali ve Bgdat pakti
zorlanmamalhdir...Bg&nelim ya da hgenmeyelim Arap alemi kendine bir lider segmi
Oyle ki Nasir'in portreleri Nuri Said Irak’inda l@lher tarafi istila etngtir. Menderes
hikumetleri ise bu durumdan ve igdfiardan habersiz gibi birtakim hayaller pede
kasmustur: Bagdat pakti’ni kurmak icin Arap Bii'nde bulunan Irak’i ikna etmiolmakla
ovinmig ve babakan Bgdat Pakti'nin TBMM’de kabull sirasinda, Arap Halkin
hikumetlerinde ayri diincede oldgunu iddia ederek ger Arap devletlerinin de pakta
iltihaklarinin beklendini sdylemjti... Fakat bu kanaat gercekimedi. Clnki yanti,
gercekleemezdi. Ama Menderes hukiumetleri gergékieek icin cok ¢irpindi. Tehditlere,
baskilara kadar gitti. Bu maksada Hukimet kendidecece kaptirdi ki, yayayavg Bagdat
Paktinin hedefi unutuldu.... Sonra tehdit ve baskiktice vermeyince, Arap biglinin
hadimi tavrini da bunlara ekliyorduk... Halbuki @dasu meselelerigiiphesiz Bgdat Pakti
potansiyeli ile hallolunacak meselelergildi. ”

Republic of TurkeyTBMM Tutanak Dergisiterm 11, session 46, vol.2, 25 February 1958,
pp.620-621, 629.
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In the pressZafersupported the policy of the government during thekish-
Syrian Crisisln Son PostaSelim Ragip Emec criticized the Syrian governnaart
supported Turkey’s reaction to Syria. He stated tthedevelopments in Syria had
caused uneasiness in its neighbors because Syriaelea systematically rendered a
communist base. The communists in Syria had kegtesfic positions in Syria
during the presidency of Quwatli. The communistad would enable the
communists to influence the other neighboring staf@erefore, the reaction that the
other states in the region should do as Turkeydom@®®* It can be argued that
during the crisesSon Postdad a stance which was supportive of the goverhmen
policies and critical of the states which were pared as the reason of the conflicts
and crises. Regarding the Middle East, these staes mainly Egypt and Syria.

In Cumhuriyet the policy of the government during the Syriaisisrwas
evaluated by Omer Sami €u as passive and disinterested. He criticize®tman
complaints about and accusations against Turkeyten8yrian application to the
United Nations. He argued that Turkey had not lsesponsible for the crisis, but
the policy of the government had resulted in thetiooiation of Syrian accusations
before the United Nations. He felt the Turkish goweent should have taken the

necessary measures against Syria diplomati€&lly.

884« Syriye’nin durumu, bu memleketin karsu ve Ortgark’in kaderi ile yakindan alakali
bulunan bitiin memleketleri ciddi surette tasalamdikta devam etmektedir. Bu
memleketleri kgkulandiran ve endeye salan hadise, Suriyede perde arkasinda rol alip
vaziyeti 6teden beri bu 6rtllt mevziden idare dderselerin birdenbire ylzlerindeki
maskeyi atip meydana c¢ikmalaridir... Filv8lkkri Elkuvvetlinin Bgkanligi zamanindadir
ki komunistler Suriye’deki batin kilit noktalariwe ordunun biinyesine nifuz etwe butin
bunlara hi¢bir kanun g1 hareket yapiimiyormugibi tamamen normal bigekil verilerek
icra olunmuytur... Bu demektir ki gier Arap memleketlerine hulul etmek igin Suriye'fzial
bir komunist Ussu haline getirilmesi zamaninin gatee karar verilmgtir.... Mukabil
reaksiyonun da butugniddetiyle bizzat Arap memleketlerinden gelmesi ieder..!

Son Posta28 August 1957.

%85« Ortadgzu ve bilhassa Suriye ile alakali son geieler,Sam idarecilerinin hududda bazi
hadiseler ¢ikarmak niyetinde bulunduklarini gostgtimOnlar bu niyetle sessizce
hazirlanirken 6te yandan da bizi ikide bir miteeadiye damgalamaya yelteniyor, Moskova
da bu propagandayi elinden geldkadar desteklemeye calrordu. ste bu tahrikler
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In an article inJlus on the crisis, Ahme§ukri Esmer stated that the main
threat against Syria did not stem from Turkey, fotn inside. The support of the
Soviet Union to Syria aimed to protect the pro-8b@yrians rather than the Syrian
territory against Turkey. Therefore, the Syrianlagpion to the United Nations and
the accusations against Turkey were groundlesstenctisis was artificiai®
During these crises, the positionldiis, which was expressed by Esmer, can be
regarded as an analysis of the events rather tiegpalicies of the government. In
addition, the articles aimed to support the goveminagainst outside threats.

The anti-Communist and anti-Nasserist positiothefjournalAkisbecame
explicit during the crisis between Syria and Turkelye Soviet policy and warnings
against Turkey were criticized. However, the rgatit the Arab nationalism was
emphasized and the developments were called “izaecause of the sudden

eruption and the settlement of the crisis betwkertwo state$®’

karsisinda gostergimiz gecikmeler ve ggekliktir ki, tahrikcileri cesaretlendirmiveSam
hiakumeti bizi Birlemis Milletler 6ntinde suclu olarak ¢ikarmaya katkig, resmen
miracaatta bulunmuur. Unutmayalim! Gunlerden beri diinya, TurkiyeSyiriye
hududunda kasden hadise c¢ikagtir memleket olarak biliyorSimdi de BM éniinde bu
iftiralara devam edeceklerdir’..

Cumbhuriyet 10 October 1957.

886« suriye Tirkiye'den korkar gériiniiyor. Bighais Milletlere basvuruyor. Arap
Devletlerinesikayet ediyor. Suudi Arabistan yardim vaadediyohata Amerika’dan
yardim almaya kalkiyor. Moskova tehditler savuruyicgcaviiz karsinda kayitsiz
kalamayacgini ve cikacak harbin mevzii olmaygoa ilan ediyor. Hakikagudur ki

desil, kendisine taraftar olan Suriye politikacilariimresidir. Rusya bu politika ziimresinin
iktidarini sglamlagtirmak digtincesiyledir ki Suriye'’yi silahlamaktadir. Tehlikedlan
Suriye dgil Suriye’deki Rusya taraftari politikacilardir. kat bunlar icin tehlike
Turkiye'den veya b&a di kaynaktan dél Suriye’nin icinden geliyor.”.

Ulus, 16 October 1957.

887« 30n zamanlarda batili Devigéflerinesahsi mektuplar géndermeyi pek seven Rusya’nin
M.Bulganin’inden gecen hafta sonundasBakan Menderes de bir ikaz mektubu aliyordu.
Amerikalilar Suriye hiktimetini devirmeyi kafalarik@ymuylardi. Bu arzuya alet olan
Turkiye Suriye hududuna askegmyordu. Rusya boyle bir duruma seyirci kalamazdi...
Gecen hafta Suriye meseleleri etrafinda Bati mestietinde yaratilan firtina birdenbire
son buluyordu... Turkiye'de ayni yolu tutu. Bu hafh bainda Suriye Diisleri Bakani
Salah Bittar Turk hikiimetinin Suriye’ye hiicum etueli konusunda teminat verni
acikliyordu. Turk silahli kuvvetleri Suriye hududwioplanmy bile olsa, bu teminattan sonra
Suriye’nin buna aldigi etmedgini séylUyordu... Suriye etrafinda kopan firtinayleie teskin
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During and after the Syrian crisis, two articldsielh were written by Hamdi
Avcioglu and Dgan Avciglu were published in the journal, which criticizég
Middle East policy of the government and analyzexidevelopments in the region.

Hamdi Avciglu, in “The New Climate in the Middle EastO(tadgzu’da
Yeni Hava stated that the government should take somerisssom the Syrian
crisis. The Baghdad Pact was not a means for flné@o of crises in the Middle
East and the government should have realized théHhat Turkey was outside the
Arab world. Even Turkey'’s closest ally in the ragidrag, was much closer to Syria
than Turkey and its position in support of Syriayad the Iraqgi policy. On the other
hand, Saudi Arabia, the closest ally of the Uni¢akes in the region, was against
military pacts in the region. Therefore, Turkeytgempts for leadership in the
Middle East would be in vain under these circumstanThe Arabs could solve their
conflicts and problems only themselves and onfyuifkey did not intervene in the

internal affairs of the Arab world, would its priggtincreas&®®

edilmis oluyordu. Son derece zayif sanilan Arap memleka@tidesanid hissgimdilik
Suriye'yi kurtariyordu... Arap Milliyetcifii bir gercekti. Zorla dgil ancak anlaygla yola
getirilebilirdi. Amerika yava yavg bu hakikati gérmeye khyordu. Fakat hala gerceklere
gOzlerini kapamakta israr eden hikiumetler eksgkldie”

Akis 21 September 1957.

®%8«Ortadozu’yu kurtaracak hal caresinin Balat Pakt'ndan gegine hala iman eden
Cumbhuriyet hikimetinin Suriye hadiselerinden agackersler vardir: Arap Krallari ve
Devlet adamlari Bgazici sahillerini doldursalar bile Turkiye Arap dyasinin dginda
kalmaktadir. En yakin dostumuz Irak bile aralarikdauazzam gecgimsigé ragmen
Suriye'ye Turkiye'den daha ¢ok yakindir... Amernikai halen Ortadgu’da fikirlerine en
cok kiymet vergdi dostu Kral Suud, Arap dinyasinin meselelerint&ixendilerinin
halletmelerine taraftardir. Turkiye'nin ve gir herhangi Arap olmayan bir memleketin
katilidigl askeri paktlarin aleyhindedir. Byartlar altinda Turkiye'nin Arap diinyasi icinde
aktif bir rol oynamaya ¢cajmasi musbet bir netice vermeyecektir... O haldgapenali?
Askeri paktlar sayesinde bu bélgede bir rol oynaaneglismak beyhudedir. Balat Pakti'ni
genkletmek yolunddngiltere ve Tiirkiye’nin yapfi tesebbusler hicbir netice vermegtir.
Arap dunyasi Batinin anlagn davranmasi sayesinde kendi ic meselelerini Ibizza
halledecektir. Amerika bile yaygavag bu gercgi anlayarak notralizme kg bir Arap
birli gi fikrini hog karsilamaktadir. Turkiye'nin kraldan ¢ok kralci olmasin hicbir sebep
mevcut dgildir. Ortadogu’'nun i¢ siyaset meselelerine akttrlerden biri alakarymayan
Tarkiye'nin prestiji cabucak artacaktir...

Akis 21 September 1957.
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Dogan Avciglu, in an article titled “Us and the ArabsAr@aplar ve Biz took
a similar position and criticized the governmeng. &tgued that despite the
compliments to the Arab leaders, Turkey’s effootb¢ involved in the Middle East
politics had not borne fruit. On the contrary, Hustility toward Turkey in the region
had increased. Even the only ally in the regioag,lhad supported Syria during the
crisis with Turkey and had not supported the transf the Middle Eastern oil to
Europe across Turkey. The policy and devotion eflemocrat Party did not reach
its goals. In this way, the friendship of Israetitieeen sacrificed. Consequently,
Turkey had to rearrange its Middle East policy amwdas expected that the Allies
would support Turkey?

During the Syrian Crisis, the reactionrdrumwas moderate. It criticized
the policy of the government. It stated that theegoment should not have prepared

military maneuvers near the Syrian border becaysa %as sensitive regarding

889« Cumhuriyet hiikiimeti Ortaga meseleleriyle alti yildir aktif birekilde ilgilenmektedir.
Gizli diplomasiye siki sikiya pla kalmamiza rgmen ikide bir memleketimize gelip giden
Arap sultanlari ve Devlet adamlari sayesinde binilgmisahhas delillerine sik siyahit
olmaktayiz... Cok glzel... Fakat acaba alti ydigiyretin semeresi ne oldu? 1951
sonbaharinda Misir'a verilen notayla fdayan bu Ortadgu siyaseti acaba ne netice verdi?
Bu sualin cevabi hi¢ de parlak glielir. Arap Devlet adamlarina ve krallarina gostksm

asiri iltifata ragmen Arap dunyasinda Turk ghianlgi gittikce gelgmektedir... Haydi

diyelim bu memleketlerle (Urdiin, Misir, vb.) aradabir dostluk anlgmasi yoktur. Fakat
Ortadosu’daki yegane resmi dostumuz Iraka ne buyurulurgdaa Pakti Gyesi Irak’in
Turkiye'ye kagi Suriyenin himayesini tGzerine almasina ne maneneé? TUrkiye'nin
Suriye'ye hiicum edegiededikodulari ortalikta dolagrken, resmi dostun Suriye'nin yaninda
carpisacagini ilan etmesine ne demeli? Muttefik olmayan entreketi korumak igin
mttefikiyle cargimaya hazir oldgunu séyleyen nevsahsina minhasir bir mittefik acaba
nerede gorilmgitr? Petrol borularinin Turkiye'’den gecmesine al@ymemleketlerin
basinda Irak gelmektedir. Musul petroliinii Tirkiye yatenaksoyle dursuniran petroliinin
bir kisminin/skenderuna sevki hususunda Tiirkiyéraa'in vardigi prensip anlamasini

bile baltalamaya cajmaktadir.. /ste alti yillik gayretten sonra Ortaga’'da elde edilen tek
dostluk boyle acayip bir dostluktur. Ve bu acaygstilga nail olmak icin Cumhuriyet
Hukumetisimdiye kadar hicbir fedakarliktan kaginmaim... Irak’in hatiri olsun diye
Ortadggu’da hakikaten dost oldwmuz tek memlekégrail’den ortada hicbir sebep yokken
sefirimiz geri cekilngitir. /ktisadi bakimdan da bizim igin son derece avantagin Turk-
Israil dostlgu sirf Irak’t memnun etmek icin feda editiri.. Arap memleketleriyle olan
minasebetlerimizi yeniden tanzim etmenin zamamigel Batili dostlarimiz da bu zarureti
herhalde anlayacaklardit.

Akis 23 November 1957.
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such developments and the leaders in Syria feltliesy had been betrayed by the
West as a result of the establishment of the lisstagle. More importantlysorum
argued that the Syrian Crisis, which had eruptstpefore the 1957 elections could
be evaluated as a tool to consolidate the supebitt the governmeft’

During the Turkish-Syrian Crisis the press clogeliowed and evaluated the
developments and the government’s policy. The napesgs closer to the
government supported the government’s policy aititized the Syria and its
supporters. The newspapers and journals closetogposition criticized both the

government’s policy and other actors of the crisis.

Concluding Remarks

Before the tension in Turkish-Syrian relationsha summer of 1957, several
incidents, i.e., smuggling and fighting near thanfrer, had happened. Moreover, the

regime in Syria, which was neutralist and closeh®Soviet Union, and the

90 “Hiiktimetin bir hafta evvel Suriye olaylarina dainvie dy amme efkarina hitaben
yayinladgl beyanat, hudutlarimiz civarinda bazi 6nemli cdayl cereyan etmekte olglunu
hatirlatan bir vesile tgkil etti... HikUmetin bu ikazi higiphesiz yerinde bir hareket idi.
Fakat bu ikaz yaninda amme efkarimiz béphe ve endelere kapiima temayuli
gOsteriyordu. Madem en evvel bizi ve ayni zamaidatinyay tehdit eden bazi hadiseler
yakinlarimizda cereyan ediyor, hiikimet hangi midakala silahli kuvvetlerimizin en
mes’ul mevkilerde bulunan komutanlarini namzetegasek icin istifa ettiriyordu?...
Mamafih bir ihtiyat tedbiri olarak askeri sahadazidikh bulunma ile 19. asirda blytk
devletler tarafindan kullanilan hududa askegmr, askeri birlik hareketleri ile kagalar
Uzerinde baski yapmaya kalkma arasinda blyuk favidedir. Sonuncu usuller 20. asrin
ortasinda hemen herkes tarafindan terkedilmiSuriye’'nin dger bitiin Arap alemi ile
birlikte derin bir binye huzursuzju gecirdgi, bunun dg alemle miinasebetlerine esasli bir
sekilde tesir et@fi malumdur. Korpularimizla ve bilhassa Araplarla minasebetlerimijzde
muhataplarimizin dertlerini, engilerini, tasavvur ve Umitlerini iyice anlamadantaikim
tesebbiislere giimemiz milli menfaatlerimiz icin zararli neticelezrir. Suriye/srail
meselesi dolayisiyle kendini Bati tarafindan ihangtamis bir milletin ctiz’'t olarak
gbremekte ve bunun neticesinde daha ¢ok fevri igakar gostermektedir... Hikimetin
secim hazirliklari esnasinda; Suriye olaylarinidgin ortaya atmasi bazi spekilasyonlarin
dogmasina da sebep olgtur. Baska memleketlerde diktatorlerin yaptigibi dig tehlikenin
mevcudiyetinin 6ne surilmesi, icerideki baskiyirara ve devam ettirmenin bir bahanesi
olarak kullaniimgtir. Diger taraftan dy tehlikenin mevcudiyetinin hatirlatilmasi, halkin
hikimet etrafinda mitesanit bulunmasini temin yiabir tegebbis olarak da mitalaa
edilebilir...”

Forum 1 October 1957.
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perception of the Democrat Party government ofibggme as a threat both for the
Middle East and Turkey, exaggerated the developsreamd deteriorated the relations
between the two states. The troop concentratiodghenmilitary maneuvers near the
Syrian frontier in the spring and summer of 195@ #re declarations of the Turkish
officials, which were critical of the Syrian regime&ged the Syrian government and
the relations between Turkey and Syria enteredamimocess of crisis that continued
until mid-1958.

The Allies and the Soviet Union became parts efissue, but they all were
against an armed struggle between the two countjjgsn the Syrian request of the
United Nations General Assembly discussion, allgaeies regarding the debate
acquired the tools to make propaganda againstaheh. The General Assembly
discussions did not come up with concrete resuitsre resolution was passed
regarding the Turkish-Syrian crisis and the incidarear the frontier. In the
following period, the Allies and the Soviet Uniarst their interests in the issue and
Turkey and Syria remained alone. The tension bémdecrease, whereas the
rumors, claims and declarations not only in Turag Syria, especially the press
reports and comments, but also in the region coadrio exist. Despite all these, the
intervention that was expected from Turkey did taée place. It is not easy to argue
that Turkey had really such an intention. Accordyngd is not easy to answer the
following question: “What if the United States alled Turkey to take such an
action?”

Consequently, the crisis between the two statksal go beyond the threat
of armed struggle and deterrence. On the other,Hhadnly concrete result that can
be derived from the debate was that all the parigsecially Turkey and Syria,

exploited the issue to reach their goals in themdstic politics. The crisis coincided

339



with the General Elections of 1957 in Turkey. Ihdze argued that the Democrat
Party, as a representative of the Republican Padpéety stated later on, used the
threat of war to solidify the support behind italtigh the results of the elections
would not be satisfactory for the Democrat Party.tke Syrian side, the crisis
enabled the Syrian government to control the irlgoolitics and solidify the
support of the Syrian people as well as the supgddhe Arab World. The Syrian
government used the issue as a propaganda tool.

The Turkish-Syrian crisis withessed the competitietween the superpowers
to show their good intentions towards the Arab @oflhe United States tried hard to
calm down the issue as a mediator. On the conttlaeySoviet Union increased
pressure and tension in the Arab world throughguthe crisis as a propaganda tool.

All in all, the crisis ended without serious outees, but remained a
conflictual event that happened in the years &esrin the Middle East in the 1950s.
As the Turkish-Syrian crisis, the United Arab Reljputvas one of the developments

that had an impact in the Middle East politicsha tate 1950s.

The United Arab Republic (UAR) and Turkey (1958)

The unification of Syria and Egypt was one of significant developments in
the late 1950s. The unification was realized in8L%ut the idea of such a union
went back to the conclusion of a military pact bew the two states in October
1955. Syria declared its enthusiasm for such aruibe Syrian parliament and the
press took the issue seriously. On the other Haggptian president Nasser sought
to consolidate his power and the support for hirBynia and did not hurry to

establish the union. On 17 November 1957, a j@sotlution by the Syrian and

%91 Selected literature on the United Arab RepublicNdmara, pp.115-128; Lenczowski,
pp.344-345, 537-549; Smolansky, pp.76-82; Gold¥;pGoldschmidt, p.305; Gonlubol and
Ulman, p.300; Firat and Kiirkcglol, p.631.
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Egyptian parliaments was adopted which paved thefarathe United Arab
Republic. The political struggle accelerated thgueaice of events because the
Socialist and anti-Communist wing of the Syrian ggoment wanted to take the
support of Nasser in order to eliminate the Comsigrin the government.
Therefore, the unification of Syria and Egypt wapposed to enable them to this
end. In January 1958, the pro-Communist Syrian f@fi€eneral-Staff Bizri and
the Socialist Syrian Minister of Foreign Affairst8i visited Cairo separately to meet
with the Egyptian president to discuss the domemitiitics of Syria and the Syrian-
Egyptian Union. The United States’ sources of infation indicated that Nasser
behaved rudely to Bizri, whereas he agreed witarRit the principles and process
of the Syrian-Egyptian unification in the near fetfr?

According to United States’ sources, the Egyppieesident had agreed with
Bitar and the socialists on the fact that the gatibn would take place within six
months following January 1957. The unified stateilldonclude: “one President
(Nasser) residing in Cairo; one parliament; ongyR@#nus eliminating overt
Communist Party activity); one army; and one dipiimservice.*%®

The unification of the economies of the two states much more difficult,
thus, it would be delayed to be discussed moredbyollasser insisted to provide his
terms not only in theory, but also in practice. Blanportantly, he sought to take the
control of the Syrian Army and to decrease the pafi¢he Communist Party and
pro-Soviet politician§>*

The durability of such a union was consideredrattain because these

states were “non-contiguous” for the United Sthiesause of their different

%92 Memorandum from the Acting Assistant Secretar@iaite for Near Eastern, South Asian
and African Affairs to the Acting Secretary of $talanuary 25, 1958. FRUS 1958-60.
v.13.i.9., pp.409-411.

%93 jbid.

% ibid.
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traditions and cultures. More importantly, the \@ditStates’ officials stated that the
implementation of such a union would be much mdffecdlt than it had been
estimated by the leaders of these stétes.

The United States made an analysis of a possitia ibetween Syria and
Egypt. The short and long term interests of theté¢hStates regarding the union
were not identical. In the short run, the union imigave served the interests of the
United States because the consolidation of the t&yyPresident’s position in Syria
might have curbed the influence of the CommunistyPand the Communists.
However, in the long run, the union might have éediasser to distort the
direction of Syria and remove the chance of Syramprochement with Irag. This
might have resulted in the domination of NasséheArab world. Furthermore, the
Egyptian-Syrian Union might have deteriorated #lations of these states with
Israel and the other Arab states, especially Joi@arthe other hand, the Saudi
Arabia, which had traditionally been in effortsinfluence Syria, was opposed to the
extension of Nasser’'s hegemony. Iraqg might havemedtomed the union, either.
The union would enable Nasser’s sphere of influgages frontier and, more
importantly, Iraq would lose the opportunity to éaByria into his own sphere of
influence. According to the United States’ official urkey might have not looked
the unification favorably®® Shortly, despite the benefits of the Syrian-Egympti
union in the short run, it was expected to come&vitp problems not only for the
interests of the United States, but also of theesta the Middle East.

Despite the relatively negative stance, the Untades refrained from taking

action against the union. Moreover, it worked tawince the Baghdad Pact Powers

%9 Memorandum from the Acting Assistant Secretarg@tatte for Near Eastern, South Asian
and African Affairs to the Acting Secretary of $talanuary 25, 1958. FRUS 1958-60.
v.13.i.9., pp.409-411.

*%Cibid.
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not to publicly condemn the union. The United $tatas in favor of waiting for the
decisions and actions of the Arab states to ad.|fidgi government should contact
the other Arab governments and the United Statesdaxt accordingly®’

The idea of the United Arab Republic was declamed February 1958. The
union came into existence after plebiscites in &tha and Egypt on 21 February
1958. The Egyptian President Nasser was electesiderda of the United Arab
Republic. After his election as the president, &wmnd Egypt ceased to exist as
separate international entities. Later on, Yemdrn¢clvhad closer relations with the
Soviet Union, joined the United Arab Republic omM8&rch 1958. However, Yemen
did not lose its international status as a sovarsigte. The relation between the
UAR and Yemen can be regarded as a confederatihich both entities mainly
cooperated militarily®

While these developments were happening, the tidtates was in close
contact with Iraqg, Jordan, Lebanon, and Saudi Aralhich were deeply concerned
with the creation of the union. The United Stateslared to these governments that
it would be ready to cooperate with them to taleirt action®® However, the
Arab states could not afford to take such an adimhthese governments recognized
the United Arab Republic in a short time.

In the meantime, the Federal Arab Union betweaq &nd Jordan was
established on 14 February 1958, which could begpezd as a reaction to the

United Arab Republic between Egypt and Syria. Teddfal Arab Union was open

%97 Telegram from the Delegation at the Baghdad Paan€il Meeting to the Department of
State. January 29, 1958. FRUS 1958-60. v.13.i.812%

%% Background Paper from the Assistant SecretaryateSor Near Eastern, South Asian,
and African Affairs (Rountree) to the Under Seanetaf State (Herter). March 4, 1958.
FRUS 1958-60. v.12.i.13., pp.798-799. See @lsmhuriyet9 March 1958.

%99 Memorandum from the Secretary of State to theitReas February 8, 1958. FRUS 1958-
60. v.13.i.9., pp.421-422. See also Lenczowsk34ip.537-538; Smolansky, p.79;
Goldschmidt, p.305.
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to the participation of the other Arab states. Kimgy of Irag became the head of the
Union and the capital of the Union shifted betwBaghdad and Amman every six
months. A common parliament and cabinet were tedtablished in addition to the
individual parliaments and cabinets of the twoest&t’ Turkey welcomed the Iragi-
Jordanian Union because Iraq did not leave the @adjPact. The union between
Iraq and Jordan endured until the coup d’étatan in July 1958

After the positions and policies of the Arab Staded the Baghdad Pact
members had become explicit, the United Statesrgowent decided to recognize
the United Arab Republic. According to the Unitedi8s’ officials, refraining from
recognition would be “politically disadvantageowasid the United States had to
establish “correct relations with UAR from outsét”

After the establishment and recognition of thetehiArab Republic by the
states including Turkey, the Turkish ambassad@amo met with president Nasser
in May 1958. In this meeting, the Turkish ambassa&old that the Turkish
government was willing to establish friendly redais between Turkey and the
United Arab Republic as Nasser had mentioned iimi@nview that he also had been
willing to do so. Moreover, the Turkish governmaras satisfied with the
president’s intentions and efforts to eliminate @wmism in Syria. In return, the
Turkish government instructed the media to endatigressive broadcasts about the

United Arab Republic. The Turkish ambassador th&gresident that the Turkish

"9 enczowski, p.288.

1 zafer, 15-19 February 19580n Postal5-18 February 195&umhuriyet 15-18

February 1958Jlus, 15 February 1958.

92 Telegram from the Department of State to the Esyaslraq. February 21, 1958. FRUS
1958-60. v.13.1.9., pp.430-431.
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government had been concerned about smuggling #hengurkish-Syrian
border!*®

In reply to these statements, the president Naispeated his willingness for
friendly relations between Turkey and the Unite@#\Republic. He also stated that
problematic relations between 1955 and 1958 hadrstal from
“misunderstandings.” Therefore, he promised to gimenecessary orders to prevent
smuggling on the Turkish-Syrian border and he waryldhard to develop trade
relations between Turkey and the United Arab Reipuifit

Consequently, the rapprochement between Syrid&gggt bore fruits in
1958 and the United Arab Republic was establismettuNasser. The establishment
of the union was a development that had impacherMiddle East politics. Initially,
the United States and the Arab States, like Turkegmed opposed to the union,
whereas, later on, they all recognized the neve sfairkey conducted close relations
with the union. However, the union remained inghadow of internal crises in the
Middle East, i.e., the coup d’état in Iraq, the &rbn and Jordan Crises in 1958.

Ultimately, the United Arab Republic ceased to £ixisL961.

The United Arab Republic in the Turkish Parliamantl Press

The establishment of the United Arab Republic tredFederal Arab Union
were closely followed and evaluated by the oppwosiin the Parliament and the
press.

The representative of the RPP, Nedi#r, evaluated the developments
regarding these two unions. He stated that theaatibn of Egypt and Syria could

be regarded as a response to the Baghdad Paetredgion and it would be a source

"®Telegram from the British Embassy in Ankara to FgneOffice. May 2, 1958. FO 371.
131338. JE 10344-1. See also Gonlubol and UIm&00p Firat and Kurkciiu, p.631.
7041

ibid.
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of uneasiness. The communists in Syria would blwet in the United Arab
Republic because communism had been outlawed iptEgjore. On the other
hand, the establishment of the Federal Arab Unioulevcause sympathy in Turkey.
However, the two unions might have caused diffeoetitomes. Therefore, the
situation in the region would be more sensitive aAgsult, the Baghdad Pact should
not extend its scope, and the conflicts and problenthe region should be solved by
the United Nation$” In brief, ilter suggested that Turkey should approach and act
cautiously towards the establishment of the newonsin the Middle East. It can be
argued that the recognition of both newly estaklisstates by the government was
consistent with the position of the oppositionhe Parliament.

ZaferandSon Postgublished news on the United Arab Republic and the
Federal Arab Union rather than taking positiongtese development£®

In Cumhuriyet Omer Sami Cgar wrote articles on the United Arab Republic
and the Federal Arab Union. His position was max®fable to the Federal Arab
Union because he saw the unification of Iraq andalvas bringing an element of
stability to the region. The United Arab Repubhowever, bolstered the split in the

Arab world, in which the ties had already been wdakkey should support the

"% «Muhterem arkadalar, Misir'la Suriye’nin Birlesik Arap Cumhuriyetini kurmalar
Bagdad Paktina tesirli bir cevap ve Orta-B@da yeni bir heyecan unsuru olgtur.

Bilhassa Suriye bakimindan, boyle bir kararin sakiciddiyetle mitalaa olunmak lazimdir.
Suriye siyaset adamlarinin bu bigteeye riza ve muvafakatleri kolay bir karagdeir.

Simdi ne olacak? Misir'da komunist Partisi kanugidir. Suriye’de bdyle bir parti vardir.
Ve bizim “komunist oldu” dedimiz Suriye’'de bu parti, gerleriyle beraber

lagvolunmuytur. Komunist faaliyeti, Misir'da oldfu gibi, kanun du edilecektir. Ttrkiye’nin
miittefiki Irak’la Urdiin arasinda kurulan federasyosempati ile kanlamasi pek tabiidir.
Ancak iki Arap birlgi arasindaki micadelenin gerihtimallere kapi acffinda dasliphe
yoktur. Bu sebeple durum diine nazaran bugiin daheedaket kesbetstir. Durumun bu
inkisafi, Bagdat Paktinin maksadi icinde kalmasi lizumunu dahartdrmitir. Bu sebeple
Ortadaosu’daki derin ihtilaflarin hallini Birlesmis Milletlere ve korunmasini onun giiciine
birakmakta isabet oldiu fikrindeyiz.”

Republic of TurkeyTBMM Tutanak Dergisiterm 11, session 46, vol.2, 25 February 1958,
pp.632-633.

"% Son Postal8 November 1957-22 March 1958
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Federal Arab Union. However, the Union might catieedisintegration of the only
Arab member of the Baghdad Pact, Iraq, from the iabe long run’®’

In Ulus, AhmetSukri Esmer’s position towards the United Arab Rejgub
can be regarded as cautious. He argued that tbe wduld lead to the “annexation”
of Syria by Egypt. The regime would be dictatorshiyg Nasser would be the
president and the prime minister of the newly uhgtate. Although the new state
was open to the participation of other statesrélgane of the new state as a republic
would set an impediment on the joining of othetesawhich were Kingdoms rather
than republics, and this would cause a split in&reb Union.”°® It can be argued
that the article of Esmer implied criticism of Nasand the establishment of the
United Arab Republic like that of Gar in Cumhuriyet

About the United Arab Republic, an article wasImiied onAkisin which it
was stated that the United Arab Republic had teebegnized and it should be given

a chance because it was a reflection of Arab naliem and the will of the Arab

"974|rak ve Urdiin’iin birlesmesi uzun zamandanberi isteniliyordigimdi ise, Kahire ile
Sam arasinda bgdayan ishirli gi, Amman ile Bgdadi kendi aralarinda bu bigi tahakkuk
ettirme yoluna sokngtur. Misir-Suriye Birlgi, goruldigl gibi, Arap memleketleri
arasindaki tesanudu geamaksoyle dursun, esasen az olargtaai da koparmgtir. Bugln
Irak ile Urdiiniin tek bir devlet haline gelmek husugaki arzulari, KahireSam mihverinin
kurulmasindan duyduklari endiden dgmustur...Diger taraftan bu yeni (Arap federasyonu)
tasarisi kagisinda Suudi Arabistan nasil bir tavir takinacaRtkral Suud, Misir-Suriye
birli ginden oldgu kadar, Haimi tahtlarinin ve memleketlerinin de bistgilmelerinden
memnun kalmayacaktir... Turkiye'nin Irak-Urdiin i memnuniyetle karayacasindan
suphe yoktur. Boyle bir birlik muhakkak ki Orta@lnda bir istikrar unsure olabilecektir.
Yalniz bu birlgin, Bagdat Paktini tek Arap azasindan etmesi pahasinat\iidmasi,
mispet bir gefimenin hizini keser.”

Cumbhuriyet 13 February 1958.

%8« sartlar heniiz bilinmemekle beraber, bislee hakikatte Suriye’nin Misir tarafindan
ilhaki demektir. Suriye Misir'in rejimine uyacaknyaiyasi partiler ilga edilerek diktatorlik
kabul edilecektir. Abdulnasir yeni devletinsRani ve Bgbakani oluyor... Birlgik Arap
Cumbhuriyeti, dier Arap devletlerine de bige katilmalari icin kapiy! acik birakmaktadir....
Fakat birligin Cumhuriyet olan kendi adi Arap devletlerindegwgou buna katilmaktan
alikoymaktadir... Bgartlar altinda tam veamil bir Arap Birligi'ni bu yeni gelyme
kolaylastirmamy hatta zorlatirmisa benziyor. Eer rejimleri mutlaka Cumhuriyet olmasini
icabettiren bir birlik yerine bir federasyonun kdmasina gidilseydi belki de birlik daha
kolay gerceklgebilirdi...”

Ulus, 4 February 1958.
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people. It was emphasized that the older methods@juraging the old Kingdoms
with arms and money had to be abandoned and theh&esealized thaf®®
Therefore, the position &kisto the United Arab Republic was positive and
supportive as opposed thus andCumhuriyet.

Like Akis, the United Arab Republic was welcomedHnyrumand the union
was perceived as a reflection of Arab nationaliSorum proposed that the
government should change its policy and cooperéteAvab nationalists rather than
“Nuri Said Pashas” and should try to persuade ieséfn Allies to do the same

regarding Arab nationalist movemefif:"**

"9 “Demokratik veya antidemokratik yeni birlik hakika#grap kitlelerinin arzularina

cevap veriyordu. Birlgk cumhuriyetin batinin aleyhine dénmesine maniaétazimdi.
Kuvvete ve dolara dayanan eski metodlar bir netisenemiti. Birli gin simdiden Ruslarin
oyuncal oldugunu ilan etmek, herhalde batinin menfaatlerini konamin en iysekli dezildi.
Sallanan tahtlari, silah ve dollar yardimiyla kumtaak kisa vadeli engiler icin istikbalin
tehlikeye atilmasi demekti. Ne sdylenirse soyldmsiyiin tek bir Arap millet f&il etmek
arzusu son derece kuvvetliydi. Bunu, Kahire radgasiweseri saymak hafiflik olacakti. Bu
ideali hasa gitsin gitmesin Kahire temsil ediyordu. O hald#iBgin takip edilecek yol
aciktl: Yeni birlik anlayla karsilanmaliydi. Arap birlgini Rusya’nin bir oyunca olmaktan
kurtarmak ve hayati petrol kaynaklarini kaybetmeigakbaska ¢care yoktu. Tahtlarini
kurtarmak telal icinde birlegmeye cakan sultanlari cesaretlendirmek @&ak harbi
siddetlendirmekten Iz&a netice vermeyecekti... Yeni Bidigelsmesansi verilmeliydi.”.
Akis, 13 February 1958.

0“Misirla Suriye’nin Birlgsik Arap Cumhuriyeti nami altinda ittihad etmeléFijrkiye’'de
gerek iktidar gerek muhalefet tarafindan prensipaitiyle misait kagilanmistir. Gergekten,
kendi varlgini milliyetci bir cereyandan alan Tirkiye Cumhutiynin Arap Milliyetciliginin
batin Arap memleketlerinde biyik ve samimi bir yap&andirdgini sandgimiz bir
hareketini esasinda kotu kalamasi mimkin olamazdi... Yeni BikeCumhuriyetin
kurulmasini Misir idarecilerinin eski kanaatlerindayrilarak desteklemelerinin bir
sebebinin de bu suretle Suriye’dgratelakki ettikleri Sovyet sizmalarini 6nleyebé&lerini
ummy olmalari zikredilmektedir... Bu haberler gloysa, Turkiye’'nin milliyetcilik
davalarini halleden Arap dinyasinisrail bahsinde bile daha gakkanli olmaya
baslayabileceini distinerek, bu diunya icerisinde hakiki muhatap ve dastl Nuri Sait
Pasa’lardan gayri kimselerde aramaya koyulmasi ve Batittefiklerini de aynseyi
yapmaya iknaya cagimasi elzem olmaktadir.

Forum, 15 February 1958.

"LMisir-Suriye Birlgi'nden sonra iki Haimi Kralinin idaresindeki Urdiin ile Irak da
birlestiler. Bugin butiin dinyanirgtastigi en mihim mesele bu birliklerden hangisinin
istikbalde yaamaya muvaffak olagadir. Bizim bu soruya veregeniz cevap gayet kesindir.
Misir-Suriye birlginin temsil etigi cereyan Arap kitleleri icinde hakiki ve samimi
duygularla kagilanmis digeri ise hakiki bir milliyetcilik cereyaninin meyvedmaktan
ziyadegahsi birtakim menfaatlerin korunma tedbiri olaradrgimuistir. Bu itibarla Irak ve
Urdiin buguinki idarecilerinin elinde kaldikca Arapifederasyonunun yama kudretini
haiz olabilecgini biz sanmiyoruz’..Forum 1 March 1958.
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The positions of the newspapers and journals eaied¢arded as supportive of
the government, except some reservations of themsinCumhuriyetandUlus
towards the United Arab Republic, when DP’s rectgniof the two newly

established states is taken into consideration.

The Iragi Coup d'état and Turkey (1958)

In Irag, he complexity of the population, which was discdssedetail in
Chapter 2, as well as the socio-economic dispariti¢he country, caused domestic
tensions. However, Nuri Said did not aim to reatimeial and economic reforms in
the country; but rather, continued to base his p@mehe minority of landowners
and other such loyalist groups. Ultimately, the 1$ resentment and hostility,
instigated by Nasserist reform-minded nationalisig] the repressive measures of
the Iraqgi government brought an end to the Iragime when military officers,
consisting of a group of colonels and brigadiedsdecoupon 14 July 1958The
military junta controlled the capital city of Baghaiiand the military installations,
and formed a new governméent.

Upon the developments in Iraq, the United Statesigent, Eisenhower, met
with his foreign policy and national security adwis on the same day. In this

meeting, the director of the CIA, Allen Dulles, tetéh that “according to reports

"2 Selected literature on the coup d’état in Iragdés, p.175; Lenczowski, pp.286-290;
Smolansky, pp.102-108; Golan, p.54; Robins, pp.26Shlaim, pp.32-33,; Little, pp.200-
202; SandefTurk-Amerikanliskileri 1947-1964 pp.165-166; Bgci, pp.99-101; Firat and
Kirkgiicglu, pp.632-633; Gonliibol and Ulman, pp.300-303; iMepp.192-195; SeveThe
Compliant Ally? Turkey and the West in the MidddstEL954-58pp.83-85; SeveSquk
Sava Kusatmasinda Turkiye, Bati ve Ortag@lo1945-1958pp.209-216; Karpafllrk Dis
Politikasi Tarihi,pp.208-209; Uslu, pp.131-133.

"8 FRUS 1958-60. v.12.i.9., p.307. See also Clevelpi18; Lenczowski, pp.277-283;
Friedman, pp.302-303; Sorenson, p.214; Mesut Oztak; Ortad@u’nun Etnik ve
Kilturel Minyatirii” inDegisen Toplumlar Dgismeyen Siyasgéd.Fulya Atacanigtanbul:
Baglam Yayincilik, 2004), pp.157-180.
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received thus far, the crown prince has been kibd perhaps Nuri also. The
King’s situation is unknown. A Leftist governmergshtaken over’™*

The secretary of state, John F. Dulles commeihizicthe situation of the
Iragi forces outside of Baghdad was uncertain. &irgly, he mentioned possibility
of a Turkish intervention in Iraq. However, therasano concrete indication of this
action and the meeting continued with the discussan the United States’ policy in
the following period. The secretary of state shat he was not certain about the
United States policy regarding Iraq and the cordfdtag was United Kingdom’s
responsibility. Eisenhower stated that “we must acget out of the Middle East
entirely.”’*°

The military coup shocked the world, but espegitie Baghdad Pact powers
that had been waiting for the Iragi King and thiengr minister in Istanbul for a
Baghdad Pact meeting. In the following period, Itiagi coup d’état had serious
impacts on domestic politics in Turké&.

The Muslim Baghdad Pact members were to meetanbsil on 14 July

1958, to discuss the events in Lebanon, whichbeiltliscussed below, and other

related problems. The Iranian Shah, the Pakistasigent, and the Iragi and Turkish

"4 FRUS 1958-60. v.12.i.9., pp.307-308.

" ibid.

% n the literature on the Democrat Party periods tommonly argued that the coup d’état
in Irag had serious impacts on the Democrat Parginment and the relations between the
government and the opposition, especially RPP.dBatarations of the opposition after the
coup d’état in Iraq, mainly RPP, which repeatediinped out the possibility of a revolution
(intilal) in Turkey disturbed the Democrat Party governnaent it began to approach all
possible sources of a revolution with suspicion enidnplement tougher policies towards
the opposition in the parliament and in the soaetyto face the same fate with those in
Irag. However, the Democrat Party period ended withilitary coup on 27 May 1960. For
the details of the impacts of the Iragi coup d'@atDemocrat Party and its relations with the
opposition se@evket Siireyya AydemiiMenderes’in Dram(istanbul: Remzi Kitabeuvi,
2007), pp.271-279; Cem Etal, Demokrat Parti: Tarihi vedeolojisi(Ankara:imge

Kitabevi, 1998), pp.222-22Berif Demir, Diiello: Menderes vénonii(istanbul: Tima
Yayinlari, 2011), pp.167-174; Sev@heCompliant Ally? Turkey and the West in the
Middle East 1954-580.83. See alsomit Ozda, Menderes Doneminde Ordu-Siyaset
Niskileri ve 27 Mayightilali (istanbul: Boyut Kitaplari, 2004) for the detailstioé
developments in the army regarding the coup digtaturkey in 1960.
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prime ministers were supposed to attend. The ngeetas moved to Ankara. Upon
the developments in Iraq, the United States andthieed Kingdom began to wait

for an appeal from the Baghdad Pact members toth@keecessary measures to save
the Baghdad Pact and to prevent the possible ttmi@ah indicated in the events in
Lebanon and Irag. More importantly, Turkey was exge to take action. However,
the major impediment was seen as the possibletrasahthat such an action might
have caused in the region and, as the DirectdreoA Dulles commented, “they

are unlikely to move without guarantees from theAUS"’

The United Kingdom’s ambassador in Washingtorofeédd a similar line. In
a later telegram, he stated that “the Americangwe&tremely reluctant to use any
argument with the Turks suggesting that fear ofsRursintervention was the reason
for refraining from action in Iraq.” According tarh, there were two reasons for the
United States policy: “it would be contrary to thbole deterrent policy to admit
this, and also that anything of this kind saidhie Turks would, owing to Turkish
insecurity, certainly leak back to the Russiansdr&importantly, he stated that “the
Americans are confident that Turkey will not takey action in Iraq on their own
without promises of United States suppdft”

Despite this confidence, however, the United Statanted to know the
Turkish plans and estimates regarding the situatidraq. It was aware that there
was no organized opposition against the new reginh@g. Therefore, if Turkey had
intervened in Iraq, it would have been likely thiatould be opposed and resisted by
the Iragi population and the military forces. Fertinore, the nature of the Turkish-

Iragi frontier was another impediment on such aioacUltimately, the United

"I Briefing Notes by Director of Central IntelligenBailles. July 14, 1958. FRUS 1958-60.
v.12.i.9., pp.308-311. See also Firat and Kiirklii.632; Sandefl tirk-Amerikan/li skileri
1947-1964p.166.

"8 Telegram from the British Embassy in Washingtofdeeign Office. July 19, 1958. FO
371.134212.VQ10344-2.
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States government decided that until they had ézhtine plans of Turkey and the
absence of the opposition in Iraq, it would be paame to encourage Turkey to take
any action in Irad*®

Not only the United States and the United Kingdbumt,also the Shah of Iran
and the president of Pakistan, were preoccupigul thvé Turkish intervention in Irag.
According to the United States ambassador in e Shah and the president argued
that Turkey should not intervene in Iraq. The siggtof the Shah was as follows:

Iran could work with the local tribes, includingetKurds, to try to win

them over to our side, at same time Jordan ankieljashould simultaneously
be carrying out similar psychological offensiveoier parts Irag. If and
when situation was ripe, Jordan, having been bpiltnilitarily in interim,

should make military attack without Western paptition.?°

While these estimations and plans were being nthdesecretary of state,
Dulles, urged president Eisenhower to recognizendve Iraqi government as
quickly as possible:

Although the United States deplored the brutalftthe coup, the new
regime had quickly restored order, was in full ttohof the country, and
apparently faced no opposition. The new Iragicidfs had privately
asserted that they wished to continue close flyeradations as well as
economic cooperation, particularly in oil mattesigh the West... officials

of Iran, Pakistan, and Turkey indicated their ustinding of the advisability
of US recognition, without delay so as to be i liest position to protect
United States interests in Iraq and exert consu@ianfluence upon the new
regime. Lebanon and Jordan expressed similar ajption privately. Other
Arab states, such as Saudi Arabia and Tunisiaghraddy extended

recognition’*

Upon the statements of the secretary of statenBmwver approved the

United States’ recognition of the new Iraqi regifffe.

"9 Telegram from the British Embassy in WashingtoRdeeign Office. July 19, 1958. FO
371.134212.VQ10344-2.

20 Telegram from the Embassy in Iran to the DepartroéBtate. July 20, 1958. FRUS
1958-60. v.12.i.10., pp.576-578.

"L FRUS 1958-60. v.12.i.9., p.334. See also Firatiitticiigzlu, p.632, Ulman and
Gonlibol, pp.301-303.

"22ibid.
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Although the new Iraqgi regime was recognized ley\West and the states in
the Middle East, including Turkey, the rumors atadnas about a possible Turkish
intervention in Iraq continued. The report of theitdd Kingdom High
Commissioner in Karachi is worth mentioning heree TCommissioner stated that in
his talk with the Pakistani President, the lattguad that the Turkish prime minister
had come up with the suggestion that “Turkey shawdde Iraq with four divisions
which could be made available at short notice.” Jgos suggestion, as the
Pakistani president argued, he was horrified atdr bn, he had been to persuade
Menderes that such an action would be foolféfThis story seems exaggerated
when the sequence of events is considered. Howgveimportant to understand
the scope of scenarios about a Turkish interventidraqg, as had happened in the
Turkish-Syrian crisis.

The United Kingdom’s ambassador in Ankara evatli#ite possibility of a
Turkish intervention from a different point of vieWe stated that:

If there appeared to be a real danger of the eeneggof a Kurdish satellite
state or if Iraq were to join the UAR, a new sitoa might arise. The idea

of an independent Kurdistan, whatever its politedegnment, is of course
anathema to the Turks and equally they would Ii&ely to allow the
predominantly Turkish provinces of Northern Iradpecome part of the
UAR without reacting in some way. In these circtamses, | think it
possible that the Turks would revert to the idedict intervention in

Irag, perhaps in conjunction with the Iranianst By would still be very
unlikely to act without assurances of Americanpsrp It is possible that
they might consider partitioning what it is nowrdern Iraq between Turkey
and Iran, taking the (Turkish and oil bearing)yinges of Mosul and Kirkuk
for themselves and leaving the (Kurdish) provincesan. Incidentally, M.
Zorlu said to the Prime Minister on August 10 tfeatTurkey one of the main
problems in Iraq was the big Turkish communityhia North. Complaints
had been made by the Turkish government aboubotweo incidents
involving this Turkish community, to which a friehy reply had been
received, but the situation was still disquietift.

2 Telegram from the UK High Commission in KarachFareign Office. August 5, 1958.
FO 371. 134212. VQ10344-4.

24 Telegram from the British Embassy in Ankara toefgm Office. August 13, 1958. FO
371.134212. VQ 10344-3.
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These developments and the statements kept tleetakipn of a Turkish
intervention in Iraq alive, but such an action dat take place. In the following
period, the Turkish government focused on two nelated developments regarding
Iraqg: the status of the communists and communishragnand the Kurdish problem,
which was part of the relations between Turkey laag. At the same time, both the
Turkish and Iragi governments sought to develop tieéations.

The ambassador of the new Iragi regime in Ankai@med the press on 12
November 1958 that the talks between the two gowemnts would take place in
order to reach an agreement and to develop theoredebetween the two states. To
this end, the Iraqi government would visit Ankasasaon as possible. Moreover, he
stated that “his government is to discuss with &yrkran and Pakistan its attitude
towards the Baghdad Pact and the role Iraq isap ipl the problems of the Middle
East.”?>"?®However, such a visit did not take place.

On the other hand, the Turkish government had-fomulate its policy
towards Irag. In a conversation with the Uniteddtlom’s ambassador in Ankara on
2 December 1958, the secretary general of the Sluidinistry of Foreign Affairs,
Esenbel, informed the ambassador that the Turlaskrgment had decided to close
the Turkish consulate in Kirkuk and had begun ageaments to do that as soon as
possible. However, the consulate would be reopen#te following period.
Moreover, the Secretary General mentioned that tlkish ambassador in Baghdad
had reported that the Soviet Union had delivereasao the Iraqis at Basra and there

had been secret talks between the Soviet Unioritenttagis in Baghdaff’

2% Extract from a news in “Al-Hayat”. November 12,58 FO 371. 133085. EQ 10344-8.
28|t should be reminded that the Iragi governmentilvavithdraw from the Baghdad Pact
in the following period as it was discussed in dletader the title “the Baghdad Pact and
Irag” in this study.

2 Telegram from the British Embassy in Ankara togigm Office. December 5, 1958. FO
371.133085. EQ 10344-7.
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More importantly, the secretary general and hputle Kuneralp, mentioned
the talks between the Turkish president and th@dmaShah. In these talks, the Shah
stated the difficulties with the new Iraqgi regimehereas he seemed to accept that the
alternatives would be worse, although the Qasirmrednad not been satisfactory.
The ambassador asked the secretary general thibdike of a visit of the Iraqi
government to Ankara. In reply, the Secretary Galrdenied this possibility,
although he said he believed that the new Iragmegought to establish friendly
relations with Turkey?®

Like Turkey, the other states in the Middle East, Israel and Jordan in
particular and Iran to a lesser degree, and theediingdom, did not consider the
situation in Iraq as serious as the United Stdtkes.Middle Eastern neighbors of Iraq
believed that the Qasim regime would protect Irgajrast the Communists despite
the efforts of Nasser to undermine this possibiitgcording to a report prepared in
the United States’ Department of State, Turkey Inigtve gone to assist Iraqg in case
of an intervention from Nassé&t

In addition, according to an estimate by the GtAst governments in the
area as well as some circles in the United Kingdahmot take the developments in
Irag seriously and they believed that Qasim woutiige “a useful counterpoise” to
Nasser. However, in time, these beliefs begandapgiear with the rise of the
“Communist threat” in Iraq. Most of these governtsdmegan to reconsider their
policies towards Irag except Israel and Jordan.ifitieidual Arab states could not
have an impact on the Iraqgi regime except the dmieb Republic. It was difficult

to provide a joint action among the Arab statesaalgh it was necessary. More

2 Telegram from the British Embassy in Ankara todigm Office. December 5, 1958. FO
371.133085. EQ 10344-7.

29 paper Prepared in the Department of State. ABrill959. FRUS 1958-60. v.12.i.9.,
pp.414-422.
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importantly, Turkey and Iran had limited capalegtj especially militarily, to
influence the situatiof’

The hopes on the Iragi government to provide sgcaind order in the
country and to control the communists failed inghert run. As a memorandum of
the discussion at the meeting of the National SgcGouncil shows, the unrest and
disorder continued, especially on the Iranian ayrib8 borders as well as the
Turkish one. The Iragi government believed thattthes along the borders were
being supported by Turkey and Syria. On the oth@dhcommunists kept up
consolidating their strength especially in the ecoit field. Upon the rise of the
Communists and the events on the Turkish-Iraqi éoithe attitude of Turkey
toward Iraqg changed and Turkey sought to consaltthited States regarding the
issue’®

Besides the regime problem and the communist datigeincidents near the
Turkish-Iragi frontier and the situation of thedra urks in the Northern Irag were
the problems which negatively influenced the reladi between the two states. The
Qasim regime’s policy towards the Iraqi Turks anel invitation of Qasim of Mullah
Mustafa to Irag, which was regarded as an indicatttne establishment of an
independent Kurdistan, caused resentment and unréatkey. After Barzani’'s
coming to Iraq, several clashes between Turks amd$<occurred. An article was
published inCumhuriyetby a correspondent, Nizamettin Neft¢i, who hadmed
from Iraq in December 1958. He gave details aboeictashes between Turks and

Kurds in Kirkuk and stated that:

% Special National Intelligence Estimate. April 2859. FRUS 1958-60. v.12.i.9., pp.442-
443,

31 Memorandum of Conversation at the 404th MeetinthefNational Security Council.
April 30, 1959. FRUS 1958-60. v.12.i.9.,pp.443-445.
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Until recent years, there has not been news aheudtaqi Turks in the
Turkish press. The Turks, who have been left ¢éir thate in the last
forty years, survived despite the pressure oniradifference to them.
As the result of the Kirkuk events between 24 28@ctober, they drew
the attention of the press in Turkey. The clagtiess Barzani’s visit to
the Kurdish provinces in 24 October are the rexaflthe policies of the
last twenty years. This date can be regardecbagianing because
today the Iraqgi Turks might well now be in a velgngerous position. In
the political structure of today’s Iraq, the fugwof the Iraqi Turks does
not seem bright. In a possible turmoil which mighipt in the future,
they might be the target. The danger of massdmreld never be
underestimated. But we hope and wait for thatridg authorities

will take the necessary measures to protect tHém.

The extent of the threat against the Iragi Tudkgla not be known, however,
as the events in the following period showed, thvegee several clashes and
incidents between the Turks and Kurds in the region

Articles of the Turkish papers on 13 January 1988ch were based on the
news on Cairo and Beirut radios, reported thabssrclashes had taken place
between Turks and Kurds in Kirkuk. The violence badun and spread. Some
people had been killed and curfew had been impdseas claimed that the Army
Commander in the region had assured the Turksiatha that the necessary
measures would be taken to prevent the communistskivpom carrying out further

incidents’*3

"824son yillara kadar Irak Turklerinden bahseden yaral Tirk basininda pek az
rastlanirdi...Kirk yildan beri kendi hallerine texlilen Irak Turkleri, gérdukleri gtli
baskilara ve kanlastiklari ilgisizliklere rggmen, varliklarini korumglar, nihayet 24-28
Ekim Kerkuk olaylari dolayisiyle butin Tirk basinigereken ilgisini ilk defa olarak
Uzerlerine toplanglardir. Barzaninin Kirt mintikalarini ziyaretindedoniya tarihi olan 24
ekimde gecen olaylar, son yirmi sene i¢cinde Kuead/th takip edilmj olan politikanin bir
sonucudur. Bu tarihi bir bdangic olarak da kabul edebiliriz. Clinkl bugindenra
Kerkukliler bata olmak tzere bitin Irak Turkleri yeni ve ¢okitedl bir devrenin gigine
basmy oluyorlar... Irak’in bugtink( siyasi yapisi icinderKigrin istikbali, nereden bakilirsa
bakilsin, parlak bir manzara arzetmiyor. Yarin cgesnmuhtemel herhangi bir kargalikta,
¢esitli Turk digmani cereyanlarin ilk hedefi Irakurkleri olacaktir. Soyleng dilim
varmiyor ama, topluca bir katliam ihtimali hichiaman gézden uzak tutulmamaldir...
Batin bu hakikatlere gamen, buglnkd Irak idarecilerinin on bir asirdan her vatanin
sahibi olan Irak Turklerini, koruyacak tedbirlerlacagini gene de umuyor ve bekliyoruz.”
Cumbhuriyet 20 December 1958.

33 Telegram from the British Embassy in Ankara toggm Office. January 16, 1959. FO
371. 140682. EB 1821-4.
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Upon these incidents and struggles, hundred tribesrom Iraq had entered
into Hakkari in Turkey from the frontier. This dédspment was reported by the BBC
European Service. The deputy secretary generbakoftirkish Ministry of Foreign
Affairs justified the report. The Deputy Secret@gneral also stated that “there were
at present between 200 and 300 males accompaniedriogn and children, but that
the immigration across the frontier continuétf The Turkish Minister of Foreign
Affairs made “off-the-record statements to forearespondents” and confirmed
the developments. More importantly, the Ministarified that the Kurdish refugees
were opponents of Mullah Mustafa Barzani’s trib&eveas it could not be justified
that to which tribe they belongétf.

While these developments were happening, the teegrgeneral of the
Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs stated that teguggles among the Kurds in Iraq
were largely inter-tribal matters. The right couad@ction for Turkey and Iran was
to prevent its turning into an international issde.recommended to the Turkish
Ministers discuss the question with the Iranianttharing their visit and warned
him to be cautious and keep on his efforts to @etsuhe Iragi government that there
had been no “Iranian intrigues” regarding the depelents along the frontiét®

The problems and struggles that were happenirnvgeaet the Kurdish tribes
and between the Turks and the Kurds in Kirkuk wBseussed at a meeting of the
Baghdad Pact ambassadors in June 1959. It wasdatpae‘unrest in Kurdistan was

against all interests, and would only benefit Comisitis.” The Turkish and Iranian

734 Telegram from the British Embassy in Ankara toefgm Office. April 29, 1959. FO 371.
140682. EB 1821-26.

*ibid.

73 Telegram from the British Embassy in Ankara toefgm Office. June 3, 1959. FO 371.
140682. EB 1821-30A.
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ambassadors stated that the policy of their goventsnwas “to restrict refugees to
smallest number, subject to humanitarian consiierst”>’

The issue was also discussed at the RestrictesioBdsr Political Discussion
of the CENTO deputies Meeting on 3 September 1966.Turkish representative
informed his counterparts that there was a countarement of the Iragi Kurds, who
had crossed into Turkey before, to their provinBasthe second half of August
1959, 830 people had returned and the processhcewti The Turkish representative
also mentioned the status of Turkish-Iraqi relagidrde stated that:

There were at present two Iragi delegations inakakfirst, the Commercial

Group, led by Kasim’s brother negotiating for thechase of 20,000 tons of

wheat seed; and secondly a Cultural Delegatioryiogr on conversations

under the Cultural Agreement negotiated beforedhielution and still in
force. At the same time Kasim appeared to hakentaerious action with
those responsible for the Kirkuk Rebellion. Alistipointed out to the
conclusion that the Iragi government was stilltomnng its efforts to
normalize relations with Turkey and the Turkislivgament regarded this

as a factor justifying their lenient polié}

Despite these efforts to develop relations betwesnand Turkey, in a
special national intelligence estimate, it wasestdhat “Turkey’s attitude toward the
Qasim regime, heretofore rather tolerant and hopefuld almost certainly change
rapidly if Turkish leaders came to believe that @mmist ascendancy were
imminent.”3°

To sum up, the coup d’état in Iraq had an impadviaddle East politics: the
Iragi regime friendly to the West was toppled. Arlish intervention was expected

by some circles in the West and the Middle Eaghipalgh this did not take place.

However, the new Iraqi regime was recognized anchabzed the relations with the

3" Telegram from the British Embassy in Baghdad trefgm Office. June 11, 1959. FO
371. 140683. EB 1821-36.

7% Telegram from the British Embassy in Ankara todgm Office. September 5, 1959. FO
371. 140683. B1821-49.

739 Special National Intelligence Estimate. DecemierlD59. FRUS 1958-60. v.12.i.9.,
pp.496-500.
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new regime were sought. The basic concerns of tinkiSh government regarding
Irag were the status of the Communists in the remimie and the status of Kurds
and the Turks in northern Iraq. Several incident$ elashes happened not only
between the Iraqgi Turks and the Kurds, but alsaveeh Kurdish tribes. As a result,
hundreds of refugees fled to Turkey as well as #nach Syria. However, in time, the
clashes and problems calmed down and the reldbeigeen the two states

normalized despite the claims and rumors of a Bhrkitervention in this process.

The Lebanon and Jordan Crises and Turkey (7458)

In 1958, crises broke out in Lebanon and Jordaistwimainly stemmed from
the political unrest and civil war in those couestin Lebanon, the domestic unrest
between the Muslims and Maronites deterioratedth@elections in 1957, in which
Chamoun and the Maronites won a two-thirds majanithe parliament, were
believed to have been manipulated and this ingtijtite crisis. Demands for by the
Muslims of Lebanon began to arise. The Muslims deded more authority in the
government on the basis that they were the majoritige country. The Lebanese
Muslims were pro-Nasser, while the supporters adr@bun, the Maronites, were
pro-Western. Therefore, Chamoun had to satisfyeth@se communities to keep
them together. However, the unrest in society, Wwhias been analyzed in Chapter 2,

resulted in his fall in 1958*

0 Selected literature on the Lebanon and Jordar€rizaddis, p.175; Lenczowski, pp.366-
372, 487-488; Goldschmidt, pp.305-306; Robins, pStfaim, p.33; Sanderirk-Amerikan
Niskileri 1947-1964 pp.166-167; Sevefquk Sava Kusatmasinda Turkiye, Bati ve
Ortadosu 19451958, pp.217-244; Bai, pp.99-101; Merih, pp.195-199; Firat and
Kirkgiicglu, pp.633-635; Gonliibol and Ulman, pp.303-305.

"I Cleveland, pp.326-327. See also Lenczowski, pp388 Sorenson, pp.293-294;
Mansfield, p.259; Fulya Atacan, “Kuigiik Ulke Biyikr8nlar: Libnan” irDegisen

Toplumlar Dgismeyen Siyaset: Ortaga, ed.Fulya Atacanigtanbul: Bglam Yayincilik,
2004), pp.285-310.
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Before the eruption of the events in the summerR&B, the United States’
Joint-Chiefs-of-Staff sent a memorandum to theedacy of defense on 8 January
1958 in which he drew attention to the role ofigftpro-Egyptian and radical
nationalists who had been supported probably bypEgyd Syria in this domestic
political and social unrest between the Muslims gr@dMaronite Christians in
Lebanon. In the same memorandum, he recommendeprtévade military
equipment, i.e., armored cars, anti-aircraft guntanks, to be provided to the
Lebanese Army??

In addition to the military support to Lebanore fhossibility of intervention
by the United States and the United Kingdom was edsisidered. It was argued that
Jordan and Iraq were willing to support Lebanathé Allies decided to intervene
militarily. Moreover, it was obvious that the Urdté&rab Republic had been
providing arms to the partisans who were agairestéigime in Lebanon especially
since the defeat of the Druzes by the Lebanese Afimy United States’ ambassador
in Cairo was instructed to tell Nasser that thetéthiStates was aware the
involvement of the United Arab Republic into theerts in Lebanon and the United
States would have supported Lebanon militarilpme€essary. Furthermore, it was
stated that the United States assumed that thesupfthe United Arab Republic
was not from the government, and Nasser shouldte®mvolvement of the United
Arab Republic in the Lebanese crisis. In the sagpent, the position of Turkey was
also discussed and it was stated that “Turkey babeen cut in any way because
they are very leaky in security matters but théeesti@partment feels that they will

help Lebanese if fighting begif®®

"2 Telegram from the Embassy in Lebanon to the Depnt of State. January 9, 1958.
FRUS 1958-60. v.11.i.8. Footnote 4., p.2. See latswzowski, p.368.

43 Memorandum for the Record of the State-Joint GhiéfStaff Meeting, Pentagon. May
16, 1958. FRUS 1958-60. v.11.i.8., pp.58-59.
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In line with the possibility of an Allied intervéon to Lebanon, the plans and
strategies regarding such an intervention were@ispared. On 16 May, Admiral
James Holloway, the commander in chief of the Wh&eates’ Specified Command
for the Middle East, sent the chief of naval operat, Admiral Burke, an outline
plan for a joint Allied military operation to Leban in support of the Lebanese
government. Holloway emphasized that the intereengilan was prepared in
coordination with the United Kingdom'’s Joint-Chiafs Staff and they approved.
The plan was named “Blue Bat.” The main aim ofpten was “to support or if
necessary to reestablish the authority of the LeSaigovernment.” The secondary
aim was:

To protect US and British nationals and the natiamerests. The concept

of operation was limited to Lebanon and the usta@iminimum force

necessary to reestablish effective control overctbuntry by the Lebanese
government. The initial objective of the operatioas the Beirut are4?

While these preparations were being made at thdduarters of the United
States and the United Kingdom military forces, plosition of the Lebanese
government and the president Chamoun worsened,elva@hon entered a state of
civil war in June 1958. The Christian half of theuatry also had withdrawn its
support from the President. The Commander-in-Géfithe Lebanese Army,
General Chebab, did not call on the army to supbperPresident. For the United
States’ officials there were two reasons for tfpsirtly because he fears a split
between Christian and Moslem elements of the Apaytly because he probably has
ambitious of his own for the Presidency>

The reports of a possible military coup to rem@mamoun and substitute

Chebab proved the second possibility. It was stttatthe president could not resist

" FRUS 1958-60. v.11.i.8., p.60.
745 Special National Intelligence Estimate. June D581 FRUS 1958-60. v.11.i.8., pp.120-
122. See also Lenczowski, p.369, Goldschmidt, p.306
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much longer without the support of the army andhewih its support. Under these
circumstances, the Lebanese president might hdles ¢ar the intervention of the
Allies in the short run with the approval of théboeet to do so. However, the
Parliamentary support was hard to secure. The stquoest probably would not have
had political or popular support, whether or noel@db supported it. However, he
did not seem to support such a request from theAlRegarding the Middle East
states, Irag and Jordan was supposed to approwniter! States’ intervention in
Lebanon despite the possibility of a popular opjmsiat home. The positions of the
governments of Turkey, Pakistan, and Iran were asgqto be favorable and, more
importantly, Turkey was supposed to offer assisgahthe Cyprus situation, which
preoccupied the agenda of the Turkish foreign gohahe late 1950s, had
permitted’*°

The developments in Lebanon were evaluated in 1868 by the United
States and it was stated that:

Lebanon was now the main target of this “infernadirk. It was not so

strong as to be beyond the possibility of beirgintiegrated under the

combined fury of Nasserism and Communism. It waalk relatively

isolated, weak militarily, divided in itself, anshprotected by treaties

except for the Charter of the United Nations. Tdrees opposing Lebanon

could easily destroy it. It was a wonder, Dr.Mal&d, that Lebanon

already had resisted for thirty-five days... Hoee\vf they were not to

lose the battle, they needed psychological, medtand military help

beyond their own means. If it should become necgdsr Lebanon

to ask for the introduction of foreign forces 8sit it, this would be a

decision with implications in the Arab world ofegit and lasting

importance... Dr.Malik emphasized the importanickan and Jordan

joining in assistance to Lebanon... There shoelddreful synchronization

of efforts between Lebanon, the United States{thigeed Kingdom and

Turkey to persuade Irag and Jordan to confé’in.

In the meantime, Chamoun commented on the deveofmand a possible

intervention of the Allies. He stated that he wontd request the United States’

#® Special National Intelligence Estimate. June B&8L FRUS 1958-60. v.11.i.8., pp.120-
122. See also Lenczowski, p.369, Goldschmidt, p.306
4" Memorandum of a Conversation. June 15, 1958. FRa58-60. v.11.i.8., pp.130-132.
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intervention “unless the knife is at my throat.” diém these circumstances, the United
States’ intervention would be “logical and respwadp a truly emergency need.”
Chamoun added that his position was “paradoxicataise he resisted calling for
help from the United States to intervene despiteptiessure of the other Arab
leaders to persuade him to do so. The governméiaqy Jordan, Turkey and Iran
had advised him to request the Allies, especialéylnited States, for immediate
military assistancé’®

Although the plans of a military intervention ielanon had already been
prepared and there was a demand for such an atttehnited States hesitated to
implement its plan. In a memorandum of conversaiionas stated that he basic
reason for that was not to “give rise to an inteedianti-Western feeling on which
Nasser later could capitalize”. Moreover, it mightise an unfortunate situation for
Lebanon because a government which could survieaigi foreign military
assistance could not resist and survive once th&rngitroops withdrew. If Lebanon,
however, “the most independent and pro-Westerheftrab states” had requested
help and had been refused, the impact of this ecwgould be “great not only in the
neighboring Arab area but also in peripheral state as Libya, Sudan, Turkey,
Irag and Iran.” The last three states insistedlaary intervention in Lebanon. It was
added that if Nasser and his “Soviet backers” raadegl a victory in Lebanon, the
countries, which were the neighbors of the Soviebd and Egypt, would be shaken
and the long term impact would be. More importanilyrkey and Irag might launch
fighting, if it were necessary, by their own actierhich would drive the United

States to come iff?

48 Telegram from the Embassy in Lebanon to the Depeant of State. June 20, 195RUS
1958-60. v.11.i.8., pp.160-162.

49 Memorandum of Conversation, Department of Staflg. 7, 1958. FRUS 1958-60.
v.11.i.8., pp.200-201.
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Shortly, an initiative by Turkey or Iraq was dewg as a tool to legitimize
the intervention of the Allies in Lebanon. Howeviaiere was no indication that
Turkey had any intention to launch a military inemtion in Lebanon.

Nevertheless, in the same vein, the reports ragatte possibility of a
Turkish or Iragi intervention in Lebanon continud@the United States’ ambassador
in Beirut, McClintock, reported that the Commandainthe Lebanese Gendarmerie,
Colonel Zouein, had told him that “Chamoun intenttedse the possibility of
intervention by Turkey and Iraq as his last cageid Colonel Zouein said that
Chamoun was the “man of Nuri Pasha.” McClintockedlaihat he had justified from
other sources that for the Turkish Government, Ghanwas an “indispensable
man” in Lebanon. He also stated that “he wouldb®surprised if Chamoun asked
for military support from the Moslem powers of thaghdad Pact’®°

Despite these rumors, it was not easy to argueTinkey intended to
intervene in Lebanon, as it had been discussedglthie Syrian and Iraqi Crises.
Ultimately the Allies had to take action and intemed in Lebanon.

Before the intervention of the United States,eh&ere divergences between
the requests of Chamoun from the Allies. He demdmaiditary intervention from
the United Kingdom’s chargé d’affaires and Frengtbassador in Beirut within a
twenty-four hour on 14 July 1958. He requested ftbenUnited States’ ambassador
that the military intervention should take placeéhm forty-eight hours. More
importantly, to the United Kingdom’s chargé d’afés, he stated that if the allied

intervention did not take place, he would reque$p from the Soviet Union and the

%0 Telegram from the Embassy in Lebanon to the Depent of State. July 10, 1958. FRUS
1958-60. v.11.i.8.Footnote 2., pp.204-205.
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United Arab Republic. The United Kingdom’s chargdled this an “ultimatum,”
while the United States’ Ambassador took this &soatemptuous statement®

In the meantime, while the Lebanese request fbtamyi intervention
continued to be discussed, the heads of the Baghdetdnember states, i.e., the
Turkish president, the Iranian shah and the Pakistsident, who were present in
Turkey for the meeting of the Baghdad Pact memlsers, a message to United
States president Eisenhower on 15 July 1958. Imigssage they jointly stated that:

Bloody events which have taken place in Baghdag hao doubt, greatly
distressed the free world. The legitimate heastate and the Government
of Iraq, our ally within BP, have been overthroasiresult of revolt of
some army elements working for foreign powers, elgrigypt and
Communist world... Bloody and inhuman acts pegiett in Baghdad
following annexation of Syria and rebellion intgd in Lebanon are clear
indication of extent of the aggressive policy e by Nasserism acting

in unison with Communism... It is again for sareason that, following

the Canal incident, US has proclaimed Eisenhovastiihe which has
been gratefully welcomed. Following Syrian eveats] uprisings in
Lebanon, bloody incidents in Baghdad are now tkiace in our region
which we believe is being defended against Sonfétration and subversive
activities by BP on one hand and Eisenhower Doeton other. Turkey,
Iran and Pakistan, allies of US and aligned wige fworld, are following
events and are intently watching whether Eisenin@eetrine will operate
in this instance or not. For, action taken by bW®rder to preserve AU and
Lebanon’s independence and territorial integritycl are at present
jeopardized because of above-mentioned subveasingties, will not only
indicate a measure of the guarantee of our owengef in event it should
become necessary, but also to such proportionétatevould cause either
increase or decrease of audacity of Soviet Unmzhis partner Nasser. For
this reason, Turkey, Iran and Pakistan deem iesgary to state that,
following gratifying decision taken by their fridrand ally US of the United
States, in order safeguard independence andtéatiintegrity of Lebanon,
the implementation of the Eisenhower Doctrineasecof the Iragi-Jordanian
Union’s situation is of vital importance for theAt the same time, all three
states stand ready to support with all meanseat disposal decisions to be
taken by the US for preservation of independemckterritorial integrity
of...Lebanor{>?

1 Telegram from the Embassy in Lebanon to the Depnt of State. July 14, 1958. FRUS
1958-60. v.11.i.8., pp.215-216.

52 Telegram from the Embassy in Turkey to the Depantrof State. July 16, 1958. FRUS
1958-60. v.11.i.8., pp.306-308. See also Sartdek-Amerikanigskileri 1947-1964p.167;
Bagcl, p.100; Firat and Kirkcighu, p.633; Gonlubol and Ulman, pp.303-304.
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Before the United States’ intervention in Lebaritwe, conditions were ripe. It
had already prepared its plans and strategiesassdied above, and upon
Chamoun’s request, the operation was launched @uly51958 to restore order and
the save the post of the Lebanese Presidéithe US military forces remained in
Lebanon until 25 October 1958. Chamoun kept higs@fiintil September 1958, but
he was removed by Fuad Chebab, the former Leb&taséof-General-Staff, in the
elections of September 1958. The Lebanese Crigig ¢ta an end after these
developments.

While these developments were taking place in hebathe situation in
Jordan was also criticdh the late 1950s, the King faced the domestic sjijpm
from the Nasserites, Baathists, and Communist;iwémded its collaboration with
Egypt and the Nasserites. Therefore, King Hussathth leave his anti-Western
position and get into closer cooperation with thestVAfter the domestic unrest in
the late 1950s, King Hussein suppressed the opposy the suspension of the
constitution and the declaration of Martial Law. idover, he provided economic
and military support of the United States.

However, the political and social situation deieated in July 1958 and King
Hussein was attacked on 17 July 1958, but he sedvivm addition, there was an oil
crisis in the country because Jordan could noitgsupplies from Irag and, as a
result, oil shortage appeared. In a conversatidhn thie president, the secretary of
state, Dulles, asked whether the United Statesldipvess King Hussein to call the
United Kingdom to intervene. However, the direabthe CIA, Allen Dulles, stated
that the United States should not do so. The sagref state was in the opinion that

the United States should provide air logisticalmupin case of United Kingdom'’s

%3 GaddisWe Now Know: Rethinking Cold War Histppy175. See also Lenczowski,
pp.371-372.
> Mansfield, p.259.
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intervention in Jordan. On the other hand, theiBeas$ Eisenhower thought that
Turkey and Iran should be strengthened, but théedr$tates should not send troops
further than Lebanoft?

Upon the deterioration of the situation in Jordae, United Kingdom
intervened militarily in this state in mid-July 1®%o restore order and to support the
Hashemite King Hussein, who had strong ties withiimnited Kingdom.

After this, the United States’ ambassador in Jordat with the Jordanian
King and the prime minister. Before the King’s jpapation in the conversation, the
prime minister, Rifai, stated that “more than amyghelse King disappointed his
request additional United States-British troopsiatsbeen given favorable
consideration.”®

The ambassador replied to him as follows:

| could not accept as valid any inference thatgoyernment had not

fulfilled its commitments... seven and a half il dollars turned over

to HKJ during last two days, five and a half noilliof which will be

used to meet army payroll July 25. Plus additidival million dollars

to finance emergency POL import and wheat anddodtipments

totalling 20,000 ton&>’

The ambassador added that, Rifai agreed, butiteeated that “Hussein had
asked for United States troops and he had notved¢hem.” The ambassador
replied that the United Kingdom had already progitteops to Jordan.
Nevertheless, the prime minister stated that pdgdally it would be much better
to have US troops as well as the UK troops in Jufdfa

However, the UK support enabled the Jordanian kengpntrol and calm

down the situation in his country.

%> Memorandum of a Conference with the Presidentt&Wouse. July 16, 1958. FRUS
1958-60. v.11.i.8., pp.308-310. See also Lenczaws4kB7.
% Telegram from the Embassy in Jordan to the Departof State. July 22, 1958. FRUS
1958-60. v.11.i.8., pp.363-364.
757 #1n;

ibid.
8ibid.
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The Turkish position during the crisis in Jordaasvsupportive of the
Jordanian King. As the United Kingdom’s ambassad@mman reported, the
Turkish ambassador in Amman, Dikerdem, had bedruicted by the Turkish
President to inform the Jordanian King of Turkestgport of him and his
government. Turkey was not in favor of a governnarange, but the ambassador
did not talk about this. The Turkish ambassadat k¢ United Kingdom colleague
that what Turkish government strongly supported stggposed to be the view of the
United Kingdom: “Jordan’s independence could arslithbe protected’®®

Consequently, the Lebanon and Jordan crises caareend with the
intervention of the United States and United Kingdo these countries. Both
interventions took place upon the requests of timg¥of these two states and it can
be argued that the Iragi coup d’état and the kjltafi the Iragi crown prince and the
prime minister accelerated this process. In ordewbid such a fate, the two Kings
did pursue such a course of action. Turkey, howde#owed the two processes
closely and supported the interventions, but itrditiget involved actively despite
rumors of a Turkish intervention, particularly iethanon, was discussed and
circulated in foreign diplomatic circles. The magamtribution of Turkey to these
interventions was to give permission to the Uniates’forces to utilize théncirlik

base at Adana during the intervention in Lebaf?0n.

9 Telegram from the British Embassy in Amman to kpreéffice. November 3, 1958. FO
371. 134020. VJ 10344-1. See also Gonlibol and h'J,Irpa304.

"% Son Postal7 July 1958Cumhuriyet 17 July 1958. See also Robins, p.27; Sarklik-
Amerikanfliskileri 1947-1964 pp.166-168; Bgcl, p.100; Firat and Kurkggtu, p.633-634;
Gonlubol and Ulman, pp.303-304.
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The Iragi Coup d’état, Lebanon and Jordan Crises
in the Turkish Parliament and Press

The coup d’état in Iraq and the crises in Lebaawe Jordan in 1958 were
followed closely and discussed in the parliamert e press.

The policy of the Turkish government during theigal’état in Iraq was
criticized strongly by the main opposition partye tRPP, in the Parliament. In a
session on 21 August 1958, the leader of the phndyi, stated that the successive
news about the possibility of a Turkish interventioto Iraq had been very harmful.
In all countries, it was stated that such an irgatin would invite more serious
military actions. In addition, it had been statedttTurkey would cause such a
serious action. In additiodnoni stated, the Turkish Minister of Foreign Af§air
continued to challenge. It was claimed by the WhBgates’ press that the United
States was trying hard to convince Turkey to gigesuch an intervention. Such
news began on 20 July 1958 and continued durinéptimaving three days. A
similar report was made on 27 July 1958 even #fiediscussion of the issue in the
Grand National Assembly. According to this news, gineat powers were seeking to
dissuade Turkey from the intervention. During thsis, the declarations of the
Minister of Foreign Affairs about sending volunteéo Iraq were also disturbing.
The explanation of the Minister upon these dedlamnat in which he stated that these
declarations were not official but a part of disias regarding the issue, was also

harmful /6t

"6 Simdi Irak meselesi tizerinde fikirlerimi séyleygice. Basdat ihtilalinin artik gecmy

olan kendi i¢cindeki safhasina dokunmay@aoa Yalniz belirtmeye mecburuz ki, bizim askeri
midahalemiz intimali Gzerinde ardi arkasi kesilnmelgaberler cok zararli olnydur. Irak’a

bir askeri midahalenin mutlaka daha buyik askerekatleri davet edegeéher memlekette
soyleniyordu. Buna da Turkiye’nin sebebolabifgoe yine de her memleket gorglini
soyliyordu. Bizim Hariciye Vekilimiz bu esnada nagydkumakta devam ediyordu. Amerika
hariciyesinin Tarkleri seferden alikoymak icin sterece caltigi Amerika’nin en blyuk
gazeteleri tarafindan israrla ve gunlerce soylettimi20 Temmuzda geyata bglandi...
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It can be argued that although such an interverdid not take place, the
news in the foreign papers and the declarationstatdments of the decision makers
disturbed the leader of the main opposition partthe parliament.

The policy of the Turkish government after the galgtat in Iraq became a
matter of discussion during the budget discussiof®bruary 1959. The
representative of the RPP, Kasim Gllek, evaludtediévelopments in Iraq,
including the status of the Iragi Turks, and shat it was not suitable to call the
developments in Iraq “bloody events supported fedimoad”. The aggressive stance
of the Turkish government towards the new regimieaq at the very beginning had
been criticized throughout the world. The governhfer not foreseen the fact that
the rulers of Iraq had already lost the suppoririethem. Gulek added that the
importance of Iraq lay not only in its geographileation, but also oil. There were
many states around which aspired to the oil in.IKgre importantly, there were
many Turks in Iraq. It was obvious that these peoytre not protected by the new
regime as they had not been by the old one. Gidekladed his statements saying

that he requested the Minister of Foreign Affairsake care of the Turks in Irdf

Hatta Blyuk Millet Meclisi'nde bu mesele keulduktan sonra 27 Temmuzda dahjngat
olmustur. Nesriyata gore Turkiye'nin yalniz ana Irak’a karsi bir askeri harekata
girismesinin dgru olmadgini Tirklere anlatmak icin biyik devletler mutemgalretler
sarf etmjlerdir. Buhranlar esnasinda Hariciye Vekilimizinmdll gondermek hususunda
son derece zararli beyani olgtur. Bunun daha garibi Hariciye Vekilimiz bu beyana
tashih etmek i¢in yeni bir beyan yapme bunun resmi beyanatdgebir hasbihalden ibaret
oldugunu ve fikirlerinin , hakikatin ankalmasi i¢in falan ictimada, falan tarihte sdylegmi
olan sozlerinin tetkik edilmesi lazim gélidii ileri sUrmUstlr... Eger tekzibedilmek
isteniyorsa yalniz gontlli gondermek hususundayagtiur demek, bitigupheleri izaleye
kafi idi.”

Republic of TurkeyTBMM Tutanak Dergisiterm 11, session 87, vol.4, 21 August 1958.,
pp.843-844.

%2 |rak’taki ihtilali zamaninda gérememek bir istihkzarhatasi midir, d&l midir, bunun
Uizerinde muitalaa yurttecekglem. Irak ihtilali Ortadogu’da ¢ok mihim bir hadisedir. Hig
desismez zannedilen, oranin en mihim unsurlari zanneditakim insanlarin halkin
muhabbetini kaybetmbldusunu dnceden gérmek belki yerinde olurdu. Bu, batirar
Orta-Sark memleketleri icin takibedilmekte olan bir had@mytur. /k giinde Irak
hadiseleri olurolmaz ne olgu anlasiimadan bunlari; “Disaridan ilham almy vatyet
hareketleri” diye hatta gir cimlelerle suclandirmak yerinde olmatm 7k giinlerde Irak
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Statements binoni and the representatives of the RPP show éfiadeof
disturbance with Turkey’s involvement in the Middastern conflicts. After the
coup d’état in Iraq and crises in Lebanon and Jgrda 25 February 196Monii
stated that the Arabs were internally and exteynalconflict. Turkey had welcomed
the independence of the Arab states and had nmteadions toward them. He
stated that he and his party desired the developaiealations with the neighboring
Arab states. Moreover, Turkey should not interfeith the conflicts between the
Arab states. In return, the Arab states shoulde@dpe rights and interests of
Turkey. In case of the avoidance of the confli@saeen the Arabs, Turkey could
lead the beginning of a new era in the Middle E&38hortly, it can be argued that
Inonii was against the efforts of the Democrat Rarbe actively involved in the
developments in the Middle East in 1958 becausstdied that Turkey had nothing

to gain from being part of the developments ansesriwithin or among the states in

hadiselerinin heniiz ne olgu anlasilmadan Turkiye’'nin Irak’a kan biraz sinirli davranmg
olmasi diinya basininda ¢ok tefsirlere yol a¢mi. Irak’in 6nemi, cgrafi mevkii kadar,
petrol durumundandir. Irak’'taki petrole gézini dikroivarda birgok memleketler vardir...
Irak’'ta hayli sayida irkdgiamiz vardir. Bu irkdgarimizin eski Irak rejiminde de layik
olduklari derecede himaye gdrmediklerine ittifakgizdir. Bunun birgok akislerini
oralardan duymaktayiz. @kleri Bakanimizdan rica ediyorum, Irak’taki bu irkdiarimizia
yakindan ilgilensinlet.

Republic of TurkeyTBMM Tutanak Dergisiterm 11, session 48, vol.7, 28 February 1959.,
pp.1362-1363.

83« Arap alemi siyasi ve ictimai hayatinda igéd ve miinakga halindedir. Yeniden bazi
memleketlerin istiklallerine kaymalarini ancak sevingle katadik. Arap aleminin hicbir
kasesinde dostluktan bka bir arzumuzun bulunmagdikirk seneden beri cereyan eden
hadiselerle sabit olmak lazimgelir. Kendi kadenhétayin devresinde bulunan Arap
memleketlerinin bizim iyi yUrekli dileklerimizdemim olmalarini isteriz. Dgrudan d@ruya
konmyumuz olan Arap memleketleri ile miinasebetlerimenmmiyet havasi tamasini ciddi
sekilde arzuluyoruz. Bizim Arap aleminden belgadiz isesudur: Kendi aralarindaki
minakaalara biz elimizden geldi kadar karsmamaya calacagiz. Bizim bu halimizi
onlarin anlaysla karsilamalari lazimdir. Biz, CHP olarak Araplar arasiaki miinakaalara
Tirkiye'nin karsmamasini daima iltizam etgirdir. Arap alemi de Turkiye'nin diinya ile
minasebetlerini Turkiye'nin haklari ve menfaatiggicevesi icinde gérmeye ghalidir.
Bircok luzumsuz anaazliklardan milletlerimizi bu suretle korumalur, Ortadgu’da yeni
bir devre acabiliriz...”

Republic of TurkeyTBMM Tutanak Dergisiterm 11, session 47, vol.12, 25 February 1960,
p.498.
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the region’® Therefore, Turkey had to reformulate its foreigiiqy according to its
own interest$®

In the press, the successive crises in 1958 weally discussed. I18on
Posta,the successive developments that followed the caiptdn Iraq in July
1958, i.e., the United States’ intervention in Leda and the United Kingdom'’s
intervention in Jordan also were analyzed by S&agip Emec. He stated that the
bloody events in Iraq had caused grievance inithikzed world. The aim of these
developments was to cause unrest and instabilittysrMiddle East and they were
directed from outside. As a result, the United &tatnd the United Kingdom had
intervened in Lebanon and Jordan to prevent tharesipn of instability and unrest.
Moreover, the declaration of the Turkish, Iraniawl #akistani presidents had
clarified the views of these staté& The position ofSon Postaan be regarded
supportive of the interventions of the Allies ahd government’s support to them.

Like Son Postathe position ofCumhuriyetwas critical of the elements which
caused “unrest” in the Middle East and supportivihe intervention of the Allies

and Turkey’s support to therdpon the coup d’état in Irag, Omer Samis@ostated

%4 Metin Toker,Demokrasimizidsmet Paali Yillari 1954-1957Ankara: Bilgi Yayinevi,
1990), p.220.

"% Republic of TurkeyTBMM Tutanak Dergisiterm 11, session 87, vol.4, 21 August 1958,
p.844 and Republic of TurkeyBMM Tutanak Dergisiterm 11, session 47, vol.12, 25
February1960, p.498.

%6 «Basdat Pakti mensubu devletlerin en yiiksek seviyedalolizere memleketimizde
yapmaya karar verdikleri toplanti arifesinde, pakénsubu devletlerden Irak’ta patlayan ve
ilham ve talimatini garidan aldgi asikar olan kanl hareket bitiin medeni alemi derin bi
teessiire bdmustur. Hedefi OrtaSarki karistirmak ve bu suretle bu mintikadaki Irak, Urdiin,
Labnan gibi bgimsizliklarini muhafaza etmekte i1srar eden Arapedevini kendisine
rametmek olan hareketin elegoarinin vicdanlari titreten kanh davraglarndir ki basta
Amerika olmak Gizere NATO devletlerini ve uek&ulin icinde mevki almbulunan Bgdat
pakti Uyelerini sarih bir surette vaziyet almayalsetmjtir. Bu cimleden olarak Amerika,
Libnan'in istgiyle bu memlekete asker sevketrbi vaziyete miivazi olarak, Urdiin’iin
talebi izerine déngiltere eski muttefikine yardim elini uzagtm Bu arada/stanbul ve
Ankara’da devamli toplantilar yapan Baat Pakti Uyesi Cumhuriyet Turkiyesiskaniyla

Iran ve Pakistan Devlet reisleri nazik vaziyetinaleirdigi hassasiyetle durumu gozden
gecirmis ve yayinladiklari tebgle gorislerini hicbir iltibasa mahal birakmayacak bir vuzuh
ile ortaya koymglardir...”

Son Postal9 July 1958.
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that the events in that country would bring sigr@fit consequences related to
Turkey. The coup d’état was against the Baghdat aratthe West and to the
advantage of Nasser. The new regime in Irag stelegram to Cairo and recognized
the United Arab Republic. Therefore, the new regimight have cut its ties with the
Baghdad Pact’

Similarly, he approved of the intervention of theited States in Lebanon
and stated that upon the demand of the “legitimgée’ernment of Lebanon to the
United States for military help, the United Stétesl sent troops to that country. He
argued that as the Korean War had brought an etigttSoviet threat in the Far
East. He wished that the intervention in Lebanonldidave the same effect in the
Middle East'®®

Although Caar supported the policies of the government andJthieed
States, which had been harmonious during thesescitie was against the possibility
of Turkish intervention in Iraq and suggested #wognition of the new Iraqgi regime

by Turkey because of the public support behinchihe regime in Irad®®

67« Bagdat Paktinin tek Arab azasi Irak’ta diin vukua geiékiimet darbesinin, Tiirkiye’'nin
hemen giineyinde ¢cok mihim gmikelere yol acaga muhakkaktir. Evvelguna isaret
edelim ki, bu hikimet darbesi tam manasiylgdda Pakti ve Bati aleyhinde, Nasir
lehindedir. Kral Faysali, Prens Abddlillah’t ve NuBaidi tasfiye edip Cumhuriyet rejimini
tesis edenlerin ilk icraati, Kahire'ye bir telgrgbllamak ve BAC'ni tanidiklarini ilan etmek
olmustur. Bundan anlahyor ki, Bagdat Pakti'nin tek Arab azasi bu paktla alakasirarke
yolundadir..”

Cumhuriyet 15 July 1958.

%8« Birlesik Amerika Cumhurbgani nihayet diin Ortada hadiselerine dgrudan dgruya
muidahalede bulunmak lizumunu hissgtrmi5000 silahendazini Libnan sahillerine
cikarmstir. Haftalardan beri Yabanci tahriklerle kamis bulunan Libnan’in idarecileri
bilhassa Irak’ta patlak veren isyan kasinda hemen Washington’agvarmular ve boyle
bir silahl yardima ihtiyaclari oldgunu bildirmislerdi. Zste Lilbnan’in mgu hikiimetinin bu
talebine kayi Bagkan Eisenhower bir askeri bigi oraya sevk etrgiir....Kore harbi
Sovyetlerin sistemli mevzii tecaviiz politikalarbiamuddet igcin son verti.... Kore'deki
midahalenin Uzakdw boélgesinde oynagli roll, simdi de Libnan’a yapilan midahale
Ortadasu boélgesinde oynayabilecek midir? Bunun bdyle oimasmenni ederiz’..
Cumhuriyet 16 July 1958.

%9« Son giinlerde ¢ok ciddi giinlergzamis olan Ortad@u bolgesinde durum yaygava
tavazzuh etmektedir. Evvela Irak’taki yeni rejimik,ginlerde tahmin edilgdi gibi hemen
yikilacak kadar zayif olmagii anlagiimistir. Bagdad’ daki yeni hiikimet kendisine geni
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On the contrary, the press close to the oppositi@inly the RPP, strongly
criticized the Democrat Party’s Middle East polinygeneral and its policy during
the crises in particular.

After the coup d’état in Iraq, Ecevit wrote an @diin Ulus titled “The
Bankrupt Policy” {flas Eden Politikhand argued that the developments in Iraq were
not surprising. The West and Turkey had pursuedgvpmlicies in the Middle East
and the government had not considered the warmingse developments in the
Middle East. Ecevit stated that it became cleartti@Baghdad Pact would continue
without Iraq. The new regime in Iraq approachedudnéed Arab Republic and it
should be expected that there would be a federbgbmeen Iraq and the United
Arab Republic/°Ecevit's expectations were not realized, whereasrtportance of
the article was that the Middle East policy of §oernment began to be explicitly
and harshly criticized.

Similarly, the United States’ intervention in Lelma was criticized.
According to Ecevit, the United States’ interventitid not ameliorate the situation
rather it would deepen the resentment and hostifithe Arabs against the West.

The possibility of establishing a “mandate” typeadininistrations in these Arab

taraftar bulmuytur. Bu vaziyette memleketin yne hikimeti sifatini da algtir. Bu durum
karsisinda Irak’a dsaridan kuvvet sevketmek veya gonalli yollamak isikdrr. Diine
kadar takip edilen hatali siyaset 8#at’'taki ihtilale sebep olny) yeni bir idare ortaya
cikmgytir. Diplomasi kaidelerine uygun olarak, bundan etkv hadiseler ne olursa olsun,
bu yeni rejimin taninmasina gau gidilecektir..”

Cumbhuriyet 23 July 1958.

“|rak’ta olan olmasi beklenenden i@ birsey deildir. Ancak bazi Batili hilkkiimetler, o
arada Turkiye'deki Demokrat Parti iktidar yillardeendilerini aldatmy, gerceklere
gOzlerini kapatnglardir. Irak’taki durumu ve genel olarak Arap dirsyadaki gelimeleri
tarafsiz bir gozle inceleyenlerin uyglarina 6nem vermerylerdir. Bu uyarylar ya saflga
ya kot niyete yormglardir. Simdi Irak’taki rejim desisikliginden sonra Bgdat Pakti’'nin
artik Bazdat'siz kalacgl anlagiimaktadir. Yeni kurulan Irak Cumhuriyeti’nin, BA®
yaklasacagl, hikimet darbesi yapilir yapilmaz ggvurulmytur. Bu yanamanin ol¢isu
elbettesimdiden kestirilemez. Ama Irak Cumhuriyeti’nin gg@g¢cmeden Nasir idaresindeki
BAC’ne katilmasini ya da iki devletin federal birlik kurmalarini beklemek gerekir'..
Ulus, 16 July 1958.
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states might have caused the Arabs to make a cheteeen the West and the East.
Most probably the Arabs would choose the East utidese circumstancés:

Like Ulus, the journalAkiswas critical of the developments and the
government’s policy. The main criticisms of the ggyment’'s Middle East policy
came from Metin Toker in early 1958 and right aftex Iragi and Lebanese Crises.
In his article “The Baghdad Pact without Baghddgdgdatsiz Bgdat Pakt), Toker
stated that Iraq was about to leave the Pact andiurkish government should be
prepared for such a development. The governmenidiie much more “realistic”
than before and should recognize the reality obArationalism. He argued that the
Soviet Union had been more successful than theedi8tates and its Allies to
conceive the realities of the Arab world. Therefahe Middle East had become
open to the influence of the Soviet Union much nibes before. The Turkish
government needed to consider the possibilityad’s abandonment of the Pact
because there had been no common interest of tigp®aers which might have

prevented it from doing s6'?

"L«Diyelim ki Liibnan’a ¢ikarilan ve belki daha da qikacak Amerikan kuvvetleri bu
memlekette duruma hakim oldu ve Lubnan Halkinemstgi bir idareye zorla ¢ baginda
kalma imkanini sgdadi... Sonra ne olacak?... Elbette Amerikan kdeviein Libnan
kiyillarina ayak basmasindan itibaren AraplardakiiBhismanlgl artmaya balamistir.

Hele boyle tedbirler daha gegtetilip, bu tedbirlerin sglayabilecgi gecici sonuglari idame
edebilmek, kokigrebilmek umuduyla Arap topraklarinda sémurge ielarini andirir
idareler ya da himaye veya vesayet altinda yehtlta ve hikimetler kurulursa, Ortagio
Araplari arasinda Bati d¢inanlgi bir daha kolay kolay silinemeyecek kadar
derinlesecektir... Ve bu durumda Arap milliyetcileri higphe yok ki Bati ile Dgu arasinda
bir secme yapma zorunl@unu her zamankinden daha buyukfiitdetle duyacak ve elbette
daguyu yani Komunist blokunu sececeklerdirUlus, 17 July 1958.

""2«Basdat PaktI'nin Bgdatsiz kalmak tizere bulunglubir devreye giriyoruz. ger
diplomasi hadiselere dou teshis koymak ve istikbal icin ona gore hazirlik yagreanati
ise gittikce kuvvetlenen bdyle bir ihtimali acilgizler 6nline sermek lazimdir. Sayin
basbakanin Irak’in Bgdat Pakti'ndan ayrilacg yolundaki ngriyati bu pakti zayif
disirmek ve zayif gostermek maksadina atfetmesi ipskfaz gar. Aksine, Bgdat
Paktini kuvvetlendirmek ve kuvvetli gostermek arzgikar cevreler bu paktin bir gin
Bagdatsiz kalabilec& ihtimalini cesaretle dergietmilerdir... Dig politika tedvir edilirken
aruzlari hakikat yerine almak, insani evvela hatadhislere, oradan da hatali hikiimlere
g6tardr. Ortad@u’da cereyan eden son hadiselere realist bir gbakmaya ihtiyacimiz
vardir... Ortad@u’da bir Arapliksuurunun mevcudiyetini kabul etmek mutlaka lazingirr.
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In another article, Toker analyzed the developsmanthe Middle East and
Turkey'’s policy. He stated that the Middle Eastippbf the government had failed
because the government had not considered th&éesgati the region. The leaders in
the region had been competing with each other lagyglhad been seeking allies with
which to reach their goals. The Turkish governnstauld be aware of this and
should not become involved in the struggles inAre world. Nobody in the Arab
world would be preoccupied with the problems ofKay. As a result, Turkey should
be more objective regarding the developments imegimn.’”>

It can be argued that the positionAkisand Metin Toker were deeply
influenced by the opinions ®hon, his father-in-law: “to act realistically andt to
be engaged in and not to be a part of strugglesantlicts in the region” which was
discussed above.

Toker’s article on the United States’ interventinoriebanon was another
indicator of his position towards the Middle Eastigy of the government. Toker

argued that the intervention was not legitimaterddwer, the United States’

zamanlar Bati icin bir nevi kapali av sahasi sayitau bolgede Sovyetlerin gaiyla kus
vurmalari, Kremlin'in realiteleri kavramakta bilhaa Washington’a nazaran daha usta
olmasi neticesidir. Araplikuurunun tezahdurlerini targmakta mana yoktur... Bu Araplik
suuru, Ortadgu memleketlerinin bir ggunu bir noktada batil memleketlerlg geviyeye
getirmektedir: Umumi efkarin rold...Bu pakt, fidlarin tam ortasindadir. Partnerlerin
arasinda paktlarin elzegarti olan menfaat birii zaten bulunmagindan Bgdat Pakti
hicbir zaman ayaklari Gzerinde gam duramamti. Fakatsimdi, Bggdatsiz kalmak
tehlikesiyle kag karsiya bulundgunu teslime etmek zarureti vardit...

Akis, 22 February 1958.

"3 «Tiirkiye’'nin Arap Politikasi hayli zaman var ki biesar1 sazlayamiyor... Arap
politikamizin biyuk kusuru bir takim Orta@lorealitelerini gormezlikten gelmemizdir. Bu
realitelerin bgrinda Arap liderlerinin kendi aralarinda bir mucadste girgmis olduklari
vakiasi vardir. Micadele eden liderler, tamamil&lhgekilde, kendilerine yardimi
dokunacak dostlar aramakta, onlari kullanmaya gahktadirlar. Mesele, gozl acik tutup
bu oyuna gelmemektir. Yoksa Cumhuriyet hikiimdidirdgaptan Arap meselelerinden ¢ok
Turkiye’nin meseleleriyle alakalanmasini bekleyerB&@m menfaatimiz Ortago’daki bu
ici cekismelerin haricinde kalmaktir... Yapilaca&y basittir: Ortadgu’daki ic micadeleye
karismayalim, taraf tutmayalim, muvazeneyi hi¢ olmazserika kadar muhafaza
edebilelim. Turkiye’nin menfaati éyle bir politikadir... Dikkatli, ayni zamanda alaka
duyarak takip edilen bir tarafsizlik, hadiselerehdaepeden bakabilmek! Turkiye icin en
faydali Arap PolitikasI boyle bir politikadir’..

Akis, 10 July 1958.
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intervention was in conflict with the principles joktice that the United States had
pioneered. Such a move would decrease the UnisdsSprestige in the eyes of the
Arab world and it would be a “fiasco.” More impantdy, the Turkish government
should have warned the United States, as an albylkmbw the Arab world, rather
than having supported its intervention immediaféfy.

In addition toUlus andAkis, the necessity of the policy change of the
government continued to be emphasized and theisntiof the government’s
Middle East policy was continued Bprum after the coup d’état in Iraq and the
United States’ military intervention in Lebandforum stated that the Middle East
policy of the government had been proven wrong withsuccessive events in Iraq,
Lebanon, and Jordan. The DP should have coopendtiedhe notable figures of
Arab nationalism rather than the kings and pashashvad lost the public support
and should have persuaded the Allies to do the skiatemight have left the
Baghdad Pact. The coup in Iraq would negativelluarice the prestige of the West
in Asia, Africa, and the Middle East. Turkey ané #lies should change their
policies, but the United States’ intervention irbaaon did not imply such a policy

change’.”®

"« Amerikan silahli birlikleri Liibnan’da harekete geigrbulunuyorlar... Amerika’nin
hareketi evvela haksizdir...Amerika’nin hareketi@g; sampiyonu bulundéu adalet ve
hakkaniyet kaidelerine de aykiridir. Bistais Milletler misahitleri Libnan hadiselerinin bir
ic mesele oldgu yolunda rapor verngler ve Amerika bu raporu kabul etnfiatta
desteklemtir. Irak hadiselerinin dgurdugu panik neticesinde Birjenis Milletler
prensiplerini unutmak Ruslara pek ygda bile hir diinyanin liderine, hepimizin samimigetl
inandgimiz fikirlerin mudafii bildgimiz Amerikalillara yalmiyor... Amerikanin hareketi,
bundan baka, Ruslarin bgariyla flort ettikleri yeni uyanan milletler nezdia Bati aleminin
itibarini ziyadesiyle zedeleyecektir... Amerika’hareketi, nihayet, fiyaskoyla neticelenmeye
buglnden mahkum bir fevrisgbbustdr... Eer, miidahale etmeme kararina vafndoiy Uk
memnuniyetle anjglan Cumhuriyet Hiktmeti biyik muttefikimiz Améy&dizumsuz ve
acele tasvip etme yerine Ortagfidda yagsayan insane kutlesini iyi taniyan bir dost olarak b
ikazlari yapm¢ olsaydi daha da basiretli davrangrsayilirdL”

Akis 19 July 1958.

«Bu not yazildji esnada Bgdat'ta vukubulan hiikiimet darbesinin kat'i netidesniiz
alinmamytir. Irak Cumhuriyetini ilan edenler kurduklar! yiemikimeti devam
ettirebilecekler midir? Bu noktayu anda tesbite imkan yoktur. Ancak, halkin, billkass
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The necessity of a policy change was also empbaddiy Mimtaz Soysal. He
stated that, however, the government did not seemake such a change in its
Middle East policy. According to Soysal, lni said, the best policy for Turkey
was to differentiate the internal conflicts of theab world and the problems
between the Arabs and the West from the securitiiefegion against the Soviet
threat. Therefore, Turkey should have implementpdligy which aimed to provide
the security of the region and Turkey against e threat rather than being
preoccupied with the conflicts and problems inrégion’’®

Consequently, the government’s policy which wakamrmony with that of

the Allies during the successive crises was stsoagticized by the main opposition

Bagdat'ta somurgecilerin adami saygipolitikacilara kagi birikmis hiddetini bizce tasvibi
mumkin olmayan biiddetle gostermgiolmasi, Irak Halkinin dnemli bir kisminin asilerle
beraber oldgunu isbat ediyor. Forum, devamli surette, Irak’tpkiis devletinin bati i¢in
guvenilir bir dost olmadiini ve Nuri Sait Pga hiikimetinin halk icinde ciddi temeli
bulunmadgini yazmg ve batiya ve bu arada Turk hikiimetine Arap dumglssevilen ve
sayllansahsiyetlerle anlama politikasinin; Bati'ya kort kortine plafakat milletleri
tarafindan benimsenmiyen insanlari tutma siyasegneh edilmesi gerelgini daima
savunmstur... Simdi ne olacaktir? Irak muhtemelen &t Pakti’'ndan ayrilacaktir...
Irak’in Bagdat PaktI’'ndan c¢ikip gitmek durumundaglandan teessuriimiz biyuktir. Bunun
Bati'nin Asya, Afrika ve Ortago’'daki itibarina buyuk bir darbe vurdiw muhakkaktir...
Bati devletleri bir politika revizyonuna gggcekler midir? Libnan’a yapilan Amerikan
cikartmasi maalesef bu yolda hiaret olmaktan uzaktir. Her ne kadar Libnan’a yapila
¢ikartma devletler hukukuna gore ynebir hikiimetin talebi Gzerine vukubulgsa da bu
talebi yapan hiukimet artik Libnan’da yeterli prigssiahip dgildir. Bu hareketiyle Birlgik
Amerika, maalesef, kendisiyle, sémiirgeci sayiaitere ve Fransa arasinda Arap
dunyasinda yapilan tefrikin mucip sebeplerini Ahgtk oyu nezdinde ortadan kaldirmak
yoluna girmjtir... Cikartmanin Sovyet Rusya’nin Ortgdidya sizmasini hizlandirip
hizlandirmayacgini, olaylarin gelfmesi neticesinde daha iyi galnade etmek imkani
bulacgiz”

Forum 15 July 1958.

""%«Ortadgzu’daki son hadiselerden sonra Tiirkiye’nin Ortgdcsiyasetini yeniden gézden
gecirmesi gerekmektedir. Gergci iktidara hakim @danlasilan zihniyet, bugline kadar
yanlis bir yol izlendgini, alinan tedbirlerin, Ortadguda umuldgundan bambgka sonuclar

olur.... Turkiye icin en makul hareket tarzi CHmgkebagkani /nénii tarafindan 6zlii bir
dille belirtildigi gibi Ortadagu’daki blyuk politika micadelelerine tGglnci bir unslarak
karismaktan kacinmak ve muhtemel bir Sovyet tecaviaigiertadgzu’nun givenkini
sgglamak meselesini, Araplarin kendi ic meselelerindeiBatililarla Araplar arasindaki
bazi meselelerden mumkin gidikkadar tecrit ederek, kendi Ortaglo siyasetini ayarlamak
olsa gerekir...

Forum, 1 August 1958.
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party in the parliament and the press which wasecto it. These actors were critical
of the government’s policy and suggested that thegiment should act more
realistically and reconsider its Middle East polioythe advantage of the Arab

nationalists.

Concluding Remarks

In the second half of the 1950s, the Middle Eastegsed a series of crises,
i.e., the Suez Canal Crisis and the Arab-Israeli,\WWe Turkish-Syrian Crisis, the
establishment of the United Arab Republic and teedfal Arab State, and the Iraq,
Lebanon and Jordan Crisis. Turkey was involvedh@sé crises directly or indirectly.

After the nationalization of the Suez Canal, tieSCrisis erupted. The great
powers and the states in the region were invol@eaferences in London were
convened and diplomatic efforts were made to pelestize Nasser government to
reach an agreement. During these diplomatic effdriskey tried to play a
mediatory role and pursued a balanced and caupolicsy. During the Arab-Israeli
War right after the Suez Canal Crisis, Turkey demed the attack to Egypt by the
Israeli, United Kingdom’s, and French forces.

During the Turkish-Syrian Crisis, the Syrian goveent argued that Turkey
would attack and invade Syria. Reciprocal accusatand diplomatic attempts came
into existence and the crisis ended up with theugisions in the United Nations.

After the establishment of the United Arab Repuiahd the Federal Arab
State, Turkey recognized both states and triedtabésh closer relations with both
of them.

During the Iraq Crisis, Turkey was expected tennene in Iraqg to restore the

old regime although there was no sign of intenanfrom Turkey. These
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expectations were repeated during the Lebanon@nddd Crises, but such an
intervention did not take place. The major supgorén by Turkey to the West was
access to thincirlik base at Adana by the United States duregintervention in
Lebanon.

Consequently, Turkey tried to pursue a cautiouskeatanced policy during
these years of crises and tried to maximize itgipal interests in the region. In
addition, it can be argued that Turkey worked tximé&e its economic and military
interests in the same period.

The economic and military dynamics of Turkey’s Mgl East policy in the

1950s will be analyzed in the following chapter.
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CHAPTER 6

THE POLITICAL ECONOMY OF TURKEY’S MIDDLE EAST POLIF
1950-1960

The basic motives of the Democrat Party’s forgaghcy were shaped with
the aims to provide the security and territoriaégrity of the country and the
development of Turkish economy and the moderninatiche Turkish army.
Therefore, in the 1950s, Turkish foreign policy wéssely interrelated with the
economy. Keeping the developments discussed iprihgous chapters regarding the
Middle East in mind, the political economy of therDocrat Party’s Middle East
policy are analyzed here to provide a compreheremaysis.

In this chapter, it will be argued that Turkey’'sddle East policy was heavily
influenced by the economic and military dynamicgségul Sever writes:

The government’s policies in the Middle East iasiagly seemed

to reflect the state of economic relations betweerkey and the United

States, for the government was desperate to have financial backing.

The more financial aid it needed, the more aciive interfering were the

policies that Turkey pursued. It can thereforesibggested that Turkey’'s

increasingly active fight against the perceivedi®athreat in the area

was in part driven by a desire to improve itsugats an ally, so as to

secure more financial assistance from its Allgsticularly the United

States.’”

The Democrat Party’s Middle East policy becameearamtive in the second
half of the 1950s. It can be argued that this agbielicy had two main objectives: to
play the role of “leadership” in the region, whichd been determined by the United
States in the early 1950s; and to play the rokb@fclosest ally of the United States
in the region in order to obtain more financial @wdnomic assistance to find a

remedy to the economic crisis. Thus, Turkish fangiglicy was more pragmatic

than it has been supposed in the literature sdrfahe same vein, the flexibility that

""" Sever,The Compliant Ally? Turkey and the West in the Nidtast 1954-580.86.
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the Democrat Party leaders showed in the late 1880ghe approach to the Soviet
Union and Nasser’s Egypt were indicators of thagpmatic policy.

Before getting into the details of the analysishaf political economy of
Turkey’'s Middle East policy, the developments irrkish economy in the 1950s will

be elaborated.

The Turkish Economy in the 1950s

After the Second World War, Turkey sought to degnated into the Western
bloc in order to provide its security against tlowigt threat. The Soviet Union
declared that the Treaty of Friendship and Non-&ggion, which had been signed
between the two states in 1925, would not be redeiereover, it demanded
territories in north-eastern Turkey and bases erfStinaits. As a result, Turkey had to
find allies to resist the Soviet pressure.

Although Turkey had not entered the war, the Tsirldconomy had
deteriorated and the Turkish army was insufficitenineet the needs of the country.
Therefore, in order to provide security and ecorwoamd military development,
Turkey decided to be a part of the liberal econcamgl Western democratic system.
Liberalization trend had begun in the late 1940sugh the abandonment of the
statist policies of the 1930s. The Truman Doctend Marshall Aid helped Turkey,
as a medium-sized power in need of economic dewetop, to develop its economy
and to be a part of the liberal economy. The tenbetween the United States and
the Soviet Union in the late 1940s played a rolgnesupport given to Turkey by the
United States. In the 1950 elections, the Demdeaaty came to power and

continued this liberalization trend systematicalfy.

"8 Erogul, pp.133-136.
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As mentioned before, the main goal of the Demdeeaty was to provide the
security and the economic development of the cguiiits this end, the credits,
grants and foreign investments that were obtaiesgecially from the United States,
played an important role in the trend of econorfieralization and search for these
tools to develop the Turkish economy in the 1950s.

President Bayar, prime minister Menderes and teinand the Ministry of
Foreign Affairs aimed to provide the necessaryigprdéinancial and economic aid as
far as possible to provide Turkey’s economic depelent. Turkey’s exports were
approximately $300 million and the imports were ragpmately $600 million at that
time. In this process of economic developmentMirastry of Foreign Affairs
became an influential actor. Thus, the economicfareign policies of Turkey were
harmonized.® Therefore, the maximization eEonomic interests became a vital and
determining factor of foreign policy.

In the early 1950s, particularly after Turkey’smigership in NATO was
achieved in 1952, the United States provided fir@rand military aid to Turkey
which resulted in an economic “boom” in the countnyaddition to foreign financial
support, the suitable conditions provided increasgsoduction in agriculture.
Turkey’'s economy was heavily dependent on agricallforoduction, and the
economy continued to develop until 1954. Nevertgléhe peak of the economic
development was the beginning of the economic aeétion and the development
trend began to slow down in the mid-1950s.

The United Kingdom’s ambassador in Ankara inforrtrezlForeign Office
about the future developments of the Turkish econand he emphasized the

possibility of an economic downturn as early as3t95

% Girgin, pp.31-32.
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While the past year has again witnessed much @ssgn all spheres

of production and the maintenance of a high ratapital investment,

it has been a disappointment to those who hopadbitt give evidence

that Turkey was definitely on the way out of thosany immediate

difficulties or growing pains which have beset ethe last few years.

Moreover, this disappointment must for reasonivknill appear be

ascribed in large measure to faulty governmeritigsl for which there

was little or no excuse. The position is thatcbantry finds itself in

serious balance of payments difficulties from viahikcwill have the

greatest difficulty in extricating itself withostibstantial outside

assistance. Foreign exchange liabilities have bemnred which will

almost certainly require to be settled by a lergtloan... The long

term prospects were never bright®r.

As the ambassador predicted, the Turkish econartgred into a recession
and ultimately a crisis, especially in the secoall of the 1950s. The development
of the economy stopped and the liberal foreignenadjime came to an end. As a
result of the decrease in exports and the forgigastment, the government began to
put restrictions on imports to balance the tradkamneliorate the economic
situation’®* With the recession in the economy and the deti@r of the trade
balance, Turkey’s foreign debts increased. The bd§an to put pressure on the
government to control the economy and to curb gowent spending. The World
Bank was not willing to provide financial assistario Turkey because of the crisis
situation. The Democrat Party could not find thegssary support from the Western
oriented institutions or its main creditor, the téoi States ®?

Although Turkey sought new credits and grants ftbenWestern bloc

countries, especially the United States and theedri{ingdom, these states did not

give support to Turkey to overcome the crisis. Tdm@ort from the United Kingdom

8 Telegram from the British Embassy in Ankara toefgm Office. May 20, 1953. FO 371.
107561. WK 1105-1. See also The Telegram from itesB Embassy in Ankara to Foreign
Office. December 4, 1953. FO 371. 107561. WK 1105-3

81 Korkut Boratav TurkiyeZktisat Tarihi 1908-200%Ankara:imge Kitabevi, 2005), p.107.
See also$evket Siireyya Aydemirkinci Adam 1950-1964stanbul: Remzi Kitabevi,
2010), pp.231-232; Gtar Keyder,Turkiye’de Devlet ve Siniflgistanbul:iletisim

Yayinlari, 2010), p.167.

82 Gunver, pp.51, 74.
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embassy in Ankara to Foreign Office in London ib@%lustrates the reasons of
Turkey’s difficulty in finding support from the Wes

The economic situation at the end of 1956 wasu=ing. Though the

trade deficit had been reduced, mainly by lowegrants, there was little

real improvement compared with 1955. ExternallyrtkBy’s situation

continued seemingly precarious, with a heavy huafandebtedness

and no likelihood for a number of years to cona txports would be

able to pay for all the necessary imports.... &lrlaommercial debts,

which included some £17 million to the United Kdlogn, showed no

sign of decreasing and there were defaults on patsnn respect of

major capital projects undertaken by foreign firffts

In addition to this report, the annual report e by the United Kingdom’s
embassy in Ankara in 1958 and the report prepayeatddoOEEC on Turkish
economy in 1959 emphasized the same facts abouabtittions of the Turkish
economy’*

Under these circumstances, the West forced Turkégke the necessary
measures in the economy in return for new creditsiavestments in Turkey in the
second half of the 1950s. The Democrat Party gowem resisted these policy
impositions, until the stand-by agreement with 1€ in 195872 In the meantime,
Turkey’s investment projects were not financedhsy/\tVest. As Glunver argues, the
basic problem for Menderes and Zorlu was the |la®é Turkey’'s industrialization.
They proposed that the United States provide firhassistance to realize $300
million project, but the Americans were not willibg support it. Fatin Rifii Zorlu,

who was mainly responsible for Turkey’s economiatrens at the time, pushed

hard for it. The Turkish ambassador in Washingtoat$iayri Urguiplii, tried hard,

"8 Telegram from the British Embassy in Ankara todgm Office. January 31, 1957. FO
371.130174. RK1011.

78 January 23, 1958. FO 371. 136471. RK 1111-1. Tatadrom the British Embassy
Residence in Istanbul to Foreign Office. July 1969. FO 371.144755. RK1102-3.

% For the details of the Standby Agreement withIME, seeSevket PamukQsmanli’dan
Cumhuriyete Kureseljene,/ktisat Politikalari ve Biiyiim@stanbul: Turkiyds Bankasi
Kaltdr Yayinlari,2009), p.269. See also Glilten Kazdanzimat'tan 21.YUzyila Turkiye
Ekonomisi(istanbul: Bilgi Universitesi Yayinlari, 2006), pp-9Q.
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too, but failed. As a last resort, prime ministegrMderes visited Washington, but also
was unable to secure the necessary support. Haeedtand he got disappoint&4.

With this failure, the Democrat Party governmeatiticularly, Menderes and
Zorlu sought alternatives in the Eastern block #tnedMiddle East, especially by
signing clearing agreements and increasing foreaypre, particularly with the
countries under Soviet influence.

Before getting into the details of Turkey’'s economnelations with the Middle
East, the rapprochement with the Soviet Union éndbonomic realm is worth
discussing here to reemphasize the flexibility pragmatism of the Democrat Party
government.

Turkey and the Soviet Union began getting closeeeially in the last
quarter of the Democrat Party government. The agwveént of relations cannot be
regarded as having been a change of direction byeydrom the West, particularly
the United States, rather it can be regarded a&sfart to find remedies from any
source to overcome the economic crisis and to geogconomic development.

Turkish-Soviet relations in the economic realmdretp develop from 1957
onwards. A delegation of the Turkish Commercial B@Fiirkiye/s Bankasi)isited
the Soviet Union and it was agreed that a glassassutia factory would be
constructed in Turkey with the help of the Soviaidw. It is understood that this
was basically a technical assistance and the Sowiein provided a loan to Turkey
to construct these two factories. The Turkish adfschad to reassure the West that
Turkey was committed to its alliance with the Wastl that its contacts with the
Soviet Union were not a deviation. The Pakistarbassador in Turkey reported

that:

8 Gunver, p.110.
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The Acting Secretary General of the Foreign Oftibeost repeated

the words which have been appearing in the predgustified the trade
deal on the ground that the Western countries weireg the same and
that Turkey being temporarily short of foreign lkeange had to accept
help from wherever it may be available... He ackiedged that at the
moment unofficial talks are in progress betweenRlussians and certain
state-owned economic organisations in Istanbuloexyy the chances of a
substantial Soviet loafi’

After this agreement, it was rumored that Turkeg the Soviet Union had
discussed a kind of economic assistance to TuiKey.Pakistani ambassador said:

In this connection the fantastic figure of $ 30illion has been
rumoured and there is no doubt that this is aggeaxaggeration.
However, the fact remains that irrespective o$ite and volume,
Soviet loan and assistance is being sought acdsted®®

As the economic crisis deepened and the West<fihancial assistance to
Turkey, the government sought to obtain some dassistance from the Soviet
Union. However, these developments disturbed theedistates. The discussion
between the secretary of state and his speciatassior intelligence shows the
perception of the economic rapprochement betweekeland the Soviet Union by
the United States:

Although some officials of the Turkish governméate privately
professed to see in recent Turkish-Soviet devetpma softer policy
on the part of Premier Menderes toward the Sdaweon, these
developments appear to be superficial tacticdtsstiesigned primarily
to increase Turkey’s bargaining power with thetediStates... Short of
endangering national security, Turkey will congrto follow tactics
which might obtain from its allies a preferenti@atment of its problems
and requests. However, it is significant that eVarkey, which is
historically, ideologically and pragmatically contted to a cold war
against the USSR, is willing to take advantaga wodlaxation in that
conflict in order to increase its manoeuvrabilityts relations with the
United States. Domestic political consideratioresiavolved because the
Menderes administration is committed to an ambgieconomic
development program. Turkey’s need of long-teremkor grants has
forced it to broaden its commercial contacts bseats previous defaults
in payment of credit have limited the availabilif/foreign exchange.
Economic necessity is thus forcing Turkey to ate#post any offer

8" Telegram from the Ambassador of Pakistan in Tutkeyoreign Secretary. August 13,
1957. FO 371. 130181. RK 10316-6.
88 ibid.
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that will provide needed capital and equipm@nt.

The amelioration of the relations between Turkeg #ne Soviet Union,
particularly in the economic realm, disturbed tha@teld States and the rest of the
Western camp. However, during the Cold War, everstiperpowers contacted to
each other several times. More importantly, it Weestactic of the smaller states to
balance their relations between the two superpotearsaximize their economic and
military interests. The Middle East states wereroeption neither was Turkey.
However, the Democrat Party government tried veargltio obtain economic
support and financial assistance from the Westite the economic crisis and to
accomplish economic development until the last n&nAs support was not
provided by the United States, the Turkish decisi@kers, particularly Menderes
and Zorlu, began to prepare for a visit to the 8oMinion in July 1960. This trip,
however, never took place as the coup d’état of 860, ended the Democrat Party
period.

Gunver argues that he insisted on minister ofioraffairs Zorlu developing
relations with the Soviet Union. He told Zorlu tedowing:

We signed an agreement with Czechoslovakia in 195&turn for

their clearing debts to us, we made them finaheeStimerbank and

Canakkale porcelain factories. Although we arebidd to the Western

world, the Socialist states are indebted to us.c@fot make imports

from the Socialist states. This is the case WighSoviet Union, too. Our

great Allies are trading with the Soviet Unioralhspheres. Why don’t

we make Moscow to finance some of our investmelntf?is way, we

can increase our exports and balance our foreagiet We limit economic

cooperation with the Soviet Union and don’t letrthto control our

economy... Therefore, we may urge the Americanstamprovide aid.

Zorlu considered this idea. He discussed the Pkiméster and they

agreed to visit Moscow to make political and ecuimnegotiations.

The Americans were informed. They ostensibly ditreact. The

American ambassador in Ankara informed Zorlu thay were not
opposed to the Moscow visit... However, it waserstbod that the

8 Memorandum from the Secretary’s Special Assid@mintelligence (Cumming) to the
Secretary of State. August 7, 1957. FRUS 1955-24.v13., p.733.
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CIA %%ted immediately. Actually, Washington did ike the Moscow
visit.

Prime minister Menderes and the minister of foreiffairs Zorlu did not go
to Moscow. However, it is important to look at freparations for the Moscow visit
to emphasize the pragmatism and the flexibilityhaf decision makers. Without
disorienting from the Western camp, the decisiokerawere unable to adopt a
more flexible and pragmatic foreign policy. Thissaadso the case for the economic
and military relations with the Middle East statdsch will be discussed in detail.

Before the analysis of Turkey’s economic and @militrelations with the
Middle Eastern states, it will be useful to shoe tbreign trade regime of Turkey

with the capitalist, socialist and Middle East statespectively.

9% 1958'de Cekoslovaklarla bir antena imzaladik. Clearing hesabindan alacakli
oldugumuz meblg ile taksitlerini 6ddemek sureti ile CekoslovakyaSamerbank’in ve
Canakkale'nin porselen fabrikalarini yaptirdik. Bdtinyasina kat ticaret dengemizin acik
oldugu sirada Sosyalist tilkelerden alacakli durumdaifial edilecek faydali mal da
bulamiyoruz. Sovyetler Bigli ile de durum ayni... Buyuk muttefiklerimiz Soleyét her
alanda bizden ¢ok fazla aleris yapiyorlar. Biz de nigin bazi yatirim projelerini
Moskova'ya finanse ettirmiyoruthracatimizi biraz arttirir, Clearing hesabindakaabkli
bakiyemizi ¢galtir, taksitleri bu hesaptan 6deriz. Bgbirli gini sinirli tutar ekonomimizi
Ruslara teslim etmeyiz. Hem bir iki 6nemli projecgélesir. Boylece belki Amerikalilari da
harekete gecirir, yardima geik edebiliriz dedim.” Zorlu dgiindi babakanla gorigmis
meseleyi derinlgirmigler. 1960 Temmuzunda Moskova’ya gitmek hem siyamide iktisadi
goOrismeler yapmak kararini algiar... Bu karardan tabiatiyla Amerikalilara habeenildi.
Goruniste normal kagiladilar. Ankara’daki ABD buyukelcisi Moskova zigéine bir
itirazlari olmadgini bir mektupla Zorlu’ya bildirdi... Fakat CIA’niderhal harekete gegii
ziyareti 6nlemeye c¢ahigi intibal alindi. Aslinda Washington Moskova ziyay@en hi¢ mi
hi¢c hagslanmamjsti.” Ginver, p. 133. See also Yavuzalp, p.86; Girgie4pKuneralp, pp.77-
79.
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Turkey's Foreign Trade Regime

Table 1. Imports and Exports with the Capitalistt& (#000 TL*
STATEIYEAR 1050 | 1951 | 1952 | 19053 | 1054 | 1955 1956] 1957|1958 | 1959
UNITED STATES | 106101 135409 | 131102 | 169094] 201364 _ 311631 240248 _ 341003 50354 | 345027
UNITED KINGDOM | 83144 | 190313 | 277087| 204417 11699p 928D | 93575 | 85749 | 63315 1441d9
FRANCE 40030 | 62621 | 74638 | 00887| 93879 83721 53794 1®57] 25304 | 48285
W.GERMANY 140650 265745 | 388617 | 311069] 232114 244728 2689%7 _ 151200 69383 | 234631
ITALY 37617 | 78400 | 111086 | 105675 64260| 50632 _ 73299 024B9 | 93175 | 93830
NETHERLANDS 23015 | 30370 | 58017 | 53803| 27207] _ 2284] 5258 | 13632 | 14327 | 39722
BELGIUM 21113 | 46566 | 91579 | 68303 | 33714] 14204 _ 10003 9810 | 10570 | 23259
SWEDEN 15213 | 24861 | 49598 | 41016| 17350] _ 1218} 14583 9332 | 3711 | 26673
SWITZERLAND 11164 | 24002 | 32564 | 30725| 24318] 20269 0538 | 11491 | 10205 | 18880
NORWAY 5430 | 4523 | 8444 | 4642 | 4237 | 3240 | 2963 | 7302 88705378
DENMARK 5750 | 6431 | 16075 | 6107 | 4393 | 2063 | 3041 |  4506| 8327|8700
AUSTRIA 18395 | 15164 | 35163 | 34775 | 24133 19883 1852 1558 | 13553 | 43399
GREECE 1580 | 4280 | 7411 | 70403| 85801  2825Q _ 15574 13840968 4 | 5052
TOTAL 500292| 888604 | 1282281 119001 920770 924894 824283 80234B4143 | 103792b
TOTAL IMPORTS _| 799859 1125840 | 1556575 1491008 1339104 1393384 1140553 10511] 882275 | 1315940
% 75 | 789 | 823 798 | 694 | 663 | 722 72.1 718|784
STATEIYEAR 1050 | 1951 | 1952 | 1953 | 1054 | 1955 1956] 1957|1958 | 1959
UNITED STATES | 124550 187021 | 162207 | 224646] 162974  13619p 167831 250008 47683 | 177551
UNITED KINGDOM | 104341 73307 | 66744 | 76718 | 65076 | 65106] 65205 _ 89004 45843 3605
FRANCE 31817 | 57717 | 145955 50488] 28015 _ 62155 _ 45310 9%55| 52684 | 46240
W.GERMANY 155899 234305 | 240686 | 170144] 167379 137584 142092 _ 124955 67082 | 222908
ITALY 40500 | 36644 | 71823 | 146330] 58233 | 70607| 85833 2587 | 40494 | 82353
NETHERLANDS 20496 | 14949 | 11770 | 21895| 9142 | 12084 _ 7576|14265 | 8617 | 19009
BELGIUM 7275 | 10817 | 11025 | 8743 | 8389 | 16213| 9318| 1037411851 | 21084
SWEDEN 21122 | 10324 | 21858 | 14900 11253 _ 5182| _ 17657 0826|3701 | 3243
SWITZERLAND B0GL | 9611 | 11842 | 11810 | 23763| 12583 _ 1011928424 | 11118 | 20735
NORWAY 2608 | 2080 | 3663 | 3833 | 3972 | 2451 | 3470 | 3719| 8094 1291
DENMARK 15603 | 6382 | 11212 | 15894 | 11568| 7055 | 2462| _ 4932| 11355 | 12168
AUSTRIA 20751 | 16940 | 10975 | 17784 | 16313| 33550 2100y 4698 | 15503 | 14886
GREECE 25830 21165 | 14832 | 25698 5940 | _ 6565] 8577 5341 39 30 | 8658
TOTAL 588048] 690271 | 793502 | 788892] 572020 567417 505419 _ 707815 37687 | 725462
TOTAL EXPORTS | 737581879429 | 1016158 110897) 93778] 877370 _ 853972 _ 9664@2358 | 990636
% 797 | 784 | 78 711 | 609 | 646 | 697 732| 684  73p

"1 Devletistatistik EnstitiisiDis Ticaret/statistikleri (Ankara: Babakanlik Devleistatistik
Enstitisi, 1959).
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Table 2. Imports and Exports with the Socialist&tg#000 TL}*?

STATE/YEAR 1950 1951 1952 1953 1954 1955 1956 1957 1958 1959
SOVIET UNION 0 7 0 0 9563 23204 14610, 31381 193598460
E.GERMANY 0 0 1543 4117 14951 41160 39008  4155p 848231249
ROMANIA 425 28 2413 454 10764 22748 13094 4107 35614051
CZECHOSLOVAKIA| 37378 28535 | 26358 | 38323 38402 68227, 55532 67382 3834235108
HUNGARY 15978 21743 20909 20930 19398 35280 16215 3016 | 13930 | 10975
BULGARIA 2079 3417 3763 12248 9425 11233 5748 4439 4043 ] 2048
YUGOSLAVIA 1025 4280 7411 70403 | 85801 28250 15574 382D 4968 5052
POLAND 6935 2005 2729 6389 23431 53895 22218 215380154 | 16839
TOTAL 63820 60015 65126 152864 21173p 283997 18199280467 | 165374123782
TOTAL IMPORTS 799859 | 11258401556579 1491093 1339104| 1393384 11405%3111951f882275| 1315950
% 7,9 5,3 4,2 10,2 15,8 20,3 15,9 18 18,7 9,4
STATE/YEAR 1950 1951 1952 1953 1954 1955 1956 1957 1958 1959
SOVIET UNION 1191 5745 6632 6685 14499 14693 183725410 31759 | 13452
E.GERMANY 7 0 3175 3962 22574 34243 43459  5482B a8qp4472
ROMANIA 948 1249 1883 868 17441 11866 7610 4586 42321516
CZECHOSLOVAKIA | 28329 33635 17085 28483 35769 57868 47519 54487 2539632820
HUNGARY 10557 19500 20145 21081 13551 26429 18747 6833 | 10371 | 18252
BULGARIA 2683 4012 4700 14237 8746 8222 5553 3839 924 3331
YUGOSLAVIA 2751 2601 41445 | 54828 46515 28633 8733 42283 6464 10124
POLAND 6786 4917 3052 6639 41794 39081 26499 310219593 [ 20860
TOTAL 53252 71659 | 98117 136788 20088p 221035 1764382022 | 163143124827
TOTAL EXPORTS 737587 879429 10161pB108971 937787 | 877370 | 853973 96660 69233H0636
% 7,2 8,1 9,6 12,3 21,4 25,1 20,6 19,8 23,9 12,6

2Devletistatistik EnstitiisiDis Ticaret/statistikleri (Ankara: Babakanlik Devleistatistik
Enstitisi, 1959).
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Table 3. Imports and Exports with the Middle Easit& (#000 TLY?
STATE/YEAR | 1050 | 1051 | 1952 | 1953 | 1054 | 1955| 1956 1957 1958 | 1959
IRAQ 1605 | 589 2605 | 1306 | 3034 | 1854 | 98 0 4 0
IRAN 12734 | 13606 | 226 203 81 706 2040 | 3253|  425)  B4s5]
PAKISTAN | 7447 | 4607 | 1449 | 635 761 9 323 355 481 2071
ISRAEL 314 | 2820 | 5338 | 25040 | 40008| 34448 12526 26896 7829 | 24084
EGYPT 2158 | 3522 | 1806 | 329 5788 | 7094| 2201| 5445 883598 5
SYRIA 14130 | 1405 | 657 211 128 4 648 82 0 20
LIBYA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
LEBANON | 746 | 1206 | 1073 | 617 1328 | 2011 | 272 323 130, 151
JORDAN 206 | 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
S.ARABIA | 10410 | 38620 | 51000 | 44874| 33542 42277 24752 9298 | 18391 | 25438
TOTAL 58768 | 66386 | 65153 | 73305| 85570| 88403 42950  4856| 38048 | 60819
WPORTS | 700859 112584b 1556515 149103 1330104 FaBBA140553 1111050 882275 1315950
% 73 | 58 41 4.9 6.3 6.3 37 5.9 43| 46
STATE/YEAR | 1050 | 1951 | 1952 | 1053 | 1954 | 1955| 1956| 10571058 | 1950
IRAQ 1306 | 238 46 7 0 804 1871 | 11 76 7317
IRAN 54 167 58 26 41 28 0 3119 | 30 5
PAKISTAN | 9 30 37687 | 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
ISRAEL 6614 | 6193 | 9306 | 45460 | 34003 37189  2004p 173121076 | 24924
EGYPT 16145 | 22488 | 15075 | 10708] 10059  5072| 7739 00632697 | 4398
SYRIA 18631 | 20175 | 19316 | 6948 | 3261 | 3792| 4944  208p 3271 12216
LIBYA 0 0 0 4 815 888 123 1497 | 633 | 1081
LEBANON | 8282 | 17470 | 7766 | 18461| 7126 | 4373 4967] 4984 2058 | 38515
JORDAN 182 726 4335 | 575 252 99 2223| 1674 2759 4562
S.ARABIA | 79 103 145 351 36 31 23 353 | 123] 8
TOTAL 51302 | 67500 | 93734 | 91549| 55503 52267 42832 9800 38332 | 93026
ExpORTS | 737587| 870424 1016188 1108471 oa7dsy  s77bmmacr2 | oescos| 6ezash oaoe3b
% 6.9 7,6 9,2 8,3 5,9 5,9 5 41 55 | 93

Taking these figures into consideration, it caralgued that 1954 was a

turning point in Turkey’s foreign trade. The amoohimports and exports from the

capitalist states decreased to some extent tadtrengage of the amount of trade

with the socialist states until the Western suppegan to increase after the stand-by

agreement in 1958. Thus, it can be argued thateitsKoreign economic relations

%3 Devletistatistik EnstitiisiDis Ticaret/statistikleri (Ankara: Babakanlik Devleistatistik
Enstitisi, 1959).
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were flexible and there was no ideological commititnparticularly in the economic
realm. Thus, the decision makers did not hesitatbversify their options to
overcome the crisis and accomplish economic deveatop.

In the realm of Middle East politics, it can bgwaed that Turkey’s economic
relations remained relatively stable despite thiesés” after the Baghdad Pact in
1955. More importantly, it should be noted thatn&in economic partners of
Turkey in the region were Israel and Egypt. Iskea$ the state with which Turkey
sought to keep its relations “secret,” and Egyps Wee state with which Turkey was
competing for leadership in the region. On the oti@nd, Turkey'’s allies in the
region, such as Iran, Irag, and Pakistan were @pomeconomic partners. This
indicates how the Turkish decision makers actedredically in their relations with
the Middle East states in the economic realm, too.

In the economic realm, Turkey’s trade with the MelEast states did not
have a significant impact on the Turkish economgabse Turkey’s economic
relations with the West, particularly the Unite@t®s, and the socialist states,
especially after 1954, were the most significamt paTurkey’s foreign trade.
Regarding the Middle East, there were three maorgonents of economic
relations which will be discussed in detail: theasid the relations turning around
oil, the commercial agreements, and the militatgtiens between Turkey and the
smaller states in the region.

First, the oil relations in the region in whichrkay was a part, will be

discussed to understand the position of Turkeylipaditics.
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Turkey's Economic Relations with the Middle Easit8é in the 1950s

Turkish foreign policy in the 1950s was not indegemt of its economic and
military policies. The interaction between polificaconomic, and military policies

can be seen in Turkey’s relations with the Wespenvers and the Soviet Union.

The Middle East Oil and Turkey

The Oil Law (1954)

In order to encourage foreign investments andracatation of foreign capital
in the country, the Democrat Party government ghtse laws: the Law of the
Encouragement of Foreign Capiflabanci Sermayeyi j\wek Kanunu)and the Oill
Law (Petrol Kanunu) The Law of the Encouragement of Foreign Capitas wassed
on 18 January 1954 and had 14 articles. There smne articles that showed how
this law provided the means to the foreign investoract freely in Turkey. For
example, Article 1 stated that the foreign investtaen the country should be
helpful to the economic development of the couatrg the foreign investors would
not be given privileges. According to Article 2etftapital” included foreign
exchange, equipment, license, etc. Articles 3 aadabled foreign investors to
transfer or reinvest their capital and their psoéfter taxation. Article 10 granted all
the freedoms and privileges, from which domestiestors benefitted, to foreign
investors’®

To complement the regulations which would makegtments in Turkey
profitable and attractive, the Oil Law was passed darch 1954. The Oil Law had

135 Articles and regulated the oil exploration @sin Turkey. Article 1 stated that

"4 Republic of TurkeyPustur, 3%series, vol.35.
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the oil resources were under the control and aifyhoirthe state. Article 2 states
that the aim of the law was to explore and manhgei resources in Turkey
through private investors as efficiently as possifthe oil law also included articles
on the criteria to grant oil exploration rightse hrotection of national interests, the
taxation of the investors and the export, impot &ansfer rights of the investofs.

After the passage of the Oil Law, the governmertharized the Turkish Oil
Corporation(Turk Petrolleri Anonim Ortakéi) to geological explorations on 15
April 1954. After the legislation of the Oil Lanwhe Socony Vacuum Oil Company
was the first foreign company authorized for oipkxation. The Royal Dutch Shell
Company was next. Before 6 August 1954 six foreigmpanies were given
permission. The Oil Law was amended on 13 May I65fFrant new privileges not
only to foreign investors, but also to national@n@n 29 May 1957 the Oil Law was
amended once again to the advantage of the ingg&tor

With this law, the Democrat Party government alrteebe an actor in oil-
politics by producing oil and oil products in theuntry. However, despite these
efforts, Turkey remained dependent on foreigniring the Suez Canal Crisis, the
chance to be a part of oil-politics appeared, But @ill be discussed in detail below,
the dynamics of the oil market did not allow Turkeybe a part of oil production as

a producer.

The Suez Canal Crisis, Middle Eastern Oil and Turke

After the nationalization of the Suez Canal onJ@ly 1956 by the Nasser
government, the United States began planning tttad& necessary measures to

provide oil to Europe in the event of the termiaatof the passage of the Middle

%5 Republic of TurkeyDustur, 3%series, vol.35.
"% Mustafa AlbayrakTirk Siyasi Tarihinde Demokrat Parti 1946-19@(hkara: Phoenix
Yayinevi, 2004), pp.325-326.
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Eastern oil to Europe. In August 1956, the direcfosil and gas in the United
States’ Department of the Interior, Hugh Stewatpwas the chairman of the
Foreign Petroleum Supply Committee, met with thresentatives of the oil
industry. They agreed to establish a Middle Easegency Committee which
would be composed of the American oil companiesiriguhe Arab-Israeli War
which was discussed in detail above, the flow ofldé Eastern oil was interrupted
when the Suez Canal was closed on 1 November 118&6 thhe sinking of the
Egyptian ship Akka in the Canal near Lake Timsafterthe sabotage to the three
pumping stations in Syria, the Iraqi pipeline cebefunction on 3 November 1956.
The Middle East Emergency Committee was activaggihaupon these
developments on 30 November 1956 to meet the r@deisrope. In February 1957,
the US Senate met with the government and induspresentatives to plan the flow
of oil before and during the Suez Canal Crigfs.

During the Suez Canal Crisis, the pipeline projeat would start in Iran and
pass through Turkey to Europe preoccupied the agehthe United States and
United Kingdom governments and the oil companieang in the region. At the
time of crisis, there were two major pipeline syssen the Middle East that were
owned by the oil producing companies: the linesyoag oil from Iraq across Syria
to Banias and Tripoli in Libya that belonged to treg Petroleum Company (IPC),
which held the oil producing concessions in nomheend southern Iraq. The pipeline
from Saudi Arabia through Jordan to Sidon on thiedn®n coast belonged to the
Trans-Arabian Pipeline Company. The companieswiea¢ responsible for the
transfer of the Middle Eastern oil had “securechpssion to build the pipelines and

conducted all negotiations about such mattersaasitrpayments and production

" FRUS 1955-57. v.12.i.8., pp.315-316.
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direct with the governments of the transit cousttfe€® As a result, the governments
with which the oil companies were registered hadgtanding to intervene in a
dispute between the transit government and the aopn@ herefore, when Syria cut
off the flow of the IPC pipeline in 1956 the comytg of the flow of oil through
pipelines in the Middle East became cl&4r.

Upon the oil crisis, on 1 August 1956; the Depantirof State informed the
US embassies in Baghdad, Ankara, Tehran, DamasduBeirut to consult with the
governments of the states in which they were latafbe plan of action that was
prepared by the United States was based on a refpii Standard Oil Company of
New Jersey. The company’s report stated that:

In the event the Suez Canal is not brought unternational control

and oil companies are unable to depend upon pagEFation, expansion

of facilities and reasonable tolls, the companysaders it must, in its

own interest, proceed immediately to build a piethrough Iraqg and

Turkey to Iskanderun. The company stated thatesgeat with Shell,

Anglo-Persian, Gulf and Socony was necessaryiatice US government

concurred, it was prepared to consult with thehe Tompany indicated

this project had been under study for some tinteles certain purely

economic attraction€?

Upon the report of the Standard Oil Company of Nevsey, the US
government asked the embassies of the aforemedtgiates to evaluate the reaction

of the states especially Turkey and Iraq. In rettiva embassies sent the following

replies to the Department of State regarding thiee®*

8 Note by the British Ministry of Power. March 6,5@ FO 371.127202.UES 1171-45.
799 i1

ibid.
80 Memorandum from the Assistant Secretary of Stté&lear Eastern, South Asian and
African Affairs (Rountree) to the Acting SecretarfyState. August 20, 1956. FRUS 1955-
57.v.12.i.8., pp.316-318.
8% ibid.
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The United States embassy in Iraq:

The Embassy reports IPC has been thinking alandssilines for some
time. It believes the proposed pipeline would lecamed by the Iraqi
government as a means of increasing oil reverii@sever, some public
protest may be expected from Arab nationalists sthloresent Turkish
annexation of Alexandretta... The Embassy furthiekks that it would be
inadvisable to broach this matter now with thejiigovernment. Until the
Suez matter is settled, such a proposal intendimginimize reliance upon
the Canal would be highly objectionable to Arabaeyally and it could be
hardly expected that the government of Iraq wquiblicly support it.

The United States embassy in Turkey:

The Embassy believes that the Turkish governmenddventhusiastically
welcome the pipeline project. The Turks would Bemeonomically and
would enjoy a considerable enhancement of preslige increased
importance of the Iskenderun area would, in thpinion, make the

US more conscious of the need for stability araiggy in Cyprus.

The Embassy emphasizes the importance of pregethtproject in

a manner which does not link it with Suez Canakttgpoments and
pipeline difficulties in Lebanon and Syria, buthver with expanding
production of Middle East oil fields.

The United States embassy in Iran:

The Embassy reports a conversation between theassalor and

the Shah in which the Shah raised the questicudi a pipeline which
would transverse Iranian and Turkish territoryeThah considers such
a route, while probably more difficult from an emgering standpoint,

a more reliable one than a route passing throngloae of the Arab
countries. It is probable that the Iranian Govezntrwould adopt a
strong position in favor of construction of a gipe by-passing Arab
territory or at least for an appreciable distanoeing through Iranian
territory.

The United States embassy in Syria:

The Embassy doubts that Syria’s attitude towardsgements with

the present pipeline companies would be improwethé early
announcement of plans for the proposed pipelirautih Iraq and Turkey.
The Embassy further states that such an annoumtemeld probably
produce hostile reactions in Syria, where memaféRurkish annexation
of Alexandretta are still fresh and should be posed for the time being.”

The United States embassy in Lebanon:
The Embassy believes the announcement of the fdaasTurkish

pipeline would tend to induce among Lebanese Isaalgreater
realization of the dangers of their present paticgcted against IPC
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and Tapline...

The expected positions of the governments tha¢ wedated to the oil
pipeline project were somewhat positive excepté&yiowever, it should be
underlined that despite the alliance between Tyrkag and Iran as a result of the
Baghdad Pact, which had been signed in 1955, émeastof particularly the Iraqi
government was hesitant because of the possiblegtsdn this country against the
pipeline project. Moreover, the position of the Kish government which welcomed
the project was again shaped by domestic policgidenations: the economic
priorities and the increase of prestige in the tguand abroad. Therefore, it can be
argued once again that the domestic politics aiudifes played a role in the
formulation of foreign policy.

On the other hand, the Syrian position confused.thited States and the oll
companies in the region. The discussion betweebltlited States’ Under Secretary
of State and the Director of Standard Oil Compayew Jersey on 20 December
1956 set forth the position of Syria about the psma pipeline:

The Under Secretary gave Mr.Page a brief revieth@efforts the

US has made to bring about a resumption of the @dboil through

the IPC pipelines passing through Syria. He exgg@some concern

at a report the Department had received from Amkathe effect

that the Syrians were interested in employingrtbein consultants

to survey the IPC pipelines and conjectured theiSyrians might be

thinking of nationalizing the pipelines. Mr.Pagadsthis interpretation

was disturbing, but that it might be possible that Syrians feared that

they will be called upon to pay the cost of reaid wanted an

independent appraisal of the extent of danfige.

The policies of the states that were related egpitoposed pipeline project

were confusing and there was a clash of intereststher words, all the actors

sought to maximize their interests in the pipelssie. By the same token, the oll

892 Memorandum of Conversation, Department of Stageenber 20, 1956. FRUS 1955-
57.v.12.i.8., pp.417-419.
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companies which were operating in the region wekstjoning the feasibility of the
pipeline through Turkey. The discussions and studieong the oil companies
continued at the same time. The American compangtsted upon the approval and
backing of the United States government on theegtdp protect the interests of the
oil companies. The pipeline project was regardetpesctical and easy to
construct.” However, the priority of the oil compesmwas of a “treaty arrangement”
which would provide international protection to f®ject. According to the oil
companies, the company that would construct thelipig should be owned by the
United States and it should be registered in thigedrKingdom. As a “satisfactory
treaty arrangement” was reached, the company waiattito construct the
pipeline®®?

While the feasibility studies were continuing, thiplomatic efforts with the
states in the region related to the pipeline ptajeatinued, too. The Iraq Petroleum
Company was also exploring the pipeline projece pbssible hesitation of the Iraqi
government and the negative position of the Syg@arernment were perceived as
the impediments on the realization of the projstireover, there were some
technical problems:

In addition, there are formidable financial andmamic obstacles to

the large pipeline. If it were to be built befdr@61 it would require

diversion of large pipe from a UK order for Canaaa the diversion

of other pipe from projects with a high prioritythe Middle East.

The smaller pipeline would still encounter po#ticiifficulties, but

could be completed in a much shorter time andawitldrawing on

scarce resourcé8’

While these discussions and studies continued)émeocrat Party

government looked forward to the construction @f pipeline which might cure the

economic problems to some extent and increasepréstige of Turkey in the area.

893 Memorandum of Conversation, Department of Staezenber 20, 1956. FRUS 1955-
57.v.12.i.8., pp.417-419.
804 January 1957. FO 371.127202.UES 1171-26.
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However, the officials and the technicians of thgjgct refrained from encouraging
the Turkish government about the realization ofgimect. By the same token, the
foreign officials did not want to give the impressithat the oil companies had lost
their interest in the pipeline project, either. Wlall, the Turkish government was
exposed to conflicting and discouraging actiongréigg the pipeline project as time
passed. The telegram from the United Kingdom'’s igor©ffice to the embassy in
Ankara shows the ambiguity during the discussidrte@pipeline project and how
the great powers and the oil companies put ofxaocrat Party government:

| understand that the Turkish Ambassador in Badhme told Sir

Gibson that the Turkish PM Menderes would welc@mether visit

by him in connexion with the pipeline. Sir Gibsgewe the Ambassador

a noncommittal answer and has suggested thauldhsk you to

speak to Mr.Menderes in order to ensure that les dot conclude

from this that the Company are losing intereshduld accordingly

like you to take an early opportunity of assuivigMenderes that

the idea of a pipeline is likely to come to lifethe near future. It

may indeed become a matter of extreme urgentyeigituation is

Syria does not improve. The Syrian government hatherto said

that they will not permit oil to flow until the rigelis have withdrawn

from Egyptian territory. But it remains to be sedmether, if the

Israelis do withdraw, the Syrians will even thenfrepared to cooperat®.

The position of the Syrian government was alserakto consideration in
the new pipeline project. Unless the Syrian governintet the flow of oil through
Syria, the pipeline project would be realized. Hfere, the pipeline through Turkey
was supposed to be an “additional, not an alter@atway to transfer the oil of Iraq
to the Mediterranean. However, the Turkish goveminaeas uneasy about the
developments regarding the project because theg marwell-informed and had
heard rumors in the press. For the Turkish govemptiee attitude of the Iraqi

government was important and it was thought thatrdqgi government did not want

a pipeline through Turkey. The Turkish ambassad®&aghdad was instructed by

895 Telegram from Foreign Office to the British EmbassAnkara. February 27, 1957. FO
371.127202.UES 1171-52.
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his government to ask the attitude of the Iragiegoment and the Iragi government
told him that Iraq was not opposed to a pipelirgqut through Turke§®®

In Iraq, there was no unanimity in the cabinetudtibe pipeline project
through Turkey. The Iraqi officials considered gussibility of the Syrian policy of
not allowing the flow of oil indefinitely and in sh case, for the Iraqis, the proposed
oil pipeline through Turkey would be acceptable.t@&other hand, if Syria let the
oil flow, some of the Iragis would be against tlgetine project. The United
Kingdom’s ambassador in Baghdad states that the bascern was “not to
antagonize the Syrians and the other Arabs antbrmogke it difficult for Iraq to
come together with them in the following period whbke conflicts were overcome.”
Last, he added that he thought that “the Iraqi Briviinister Nuri Said and his
supporters will probably be strong to push thegubgnough if the Company find
themselves to be able to finance®t”

Besides the countries that were involved in tloggat, the United States and
the United Kingdom were also involved in these diéstons. They were aware of the
vital importance of the Middle East oil for theengésts of the West and agreed that
greater guarantees for oil pipeline operations Wdndl desirable. Therefore, the two
governments sought to continue to support theamiganies to defend the interests
of the latter in the context of the transit arrangeats. Moreover, the two
governments would provide stability to new pipelprejects and would be in
contact with each other, and the transit compawoiésis end. For the two
governments, the olil crisis following the Suez G&résis and the Arab-Israeli War

had showed that the producers and consumers weod vulnerable to the changing

89 Telegram from the British Embassy in Ankara toefgm Office. March 1, 1957. FO
371.127202.UES 1171-52A.
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conditions and the attitudes of the governmentsvtieae controlling the oil routes
from the oil fields to the markets were significafihe destruction of the IPC
pipeline in Syria and the threat to destroy thagrArabian pipeline by Syria made it
difficult for the oil companies to give large amasiof capital to extend the oll
pipeline if they had not been guaranteed for tloeisy. Consequently, the United
States and the United Kingdom took the responsiididir providing the security of

the oil fields and the pipelines to meet the neddbhe West in the following

period®®®

After the feasibility studies had ended, the pples of the draft pipeline
project were determined as the following:

The pipelines would be a trunk system runnindhanfirst instance
through Irag and Turkey but it is envisaged tvamngually oil from

Iran, Kuwait and Saudi Arabia will be fed intolitmight be desirable

to start building in northern Iraq proceeding harards before tackling
the southern end. The trunk pipeline system shbelduilt and run by a
separate new company to which the oil companmsealvould subscribe
equity capital. The main bulk of the capital reqdishould be in the form
of loans from outside if possible by the Interaatil Bank and other such
agencies. The nationality of the new company bathe moment been
left open. The oil companies considered that thengement to be made
by the proposed new company should be coveredubylaeral or bilateral
treaties between the governments concerned. Thexiéam company
representative had said that they felt the atmargpim Washington in
regard to the conclusion of such a treaty or igsavas now much better
than it had been at the time of the negotiati@tsng up the Iranian
Consortium. The Intergovernmental treaties shpubdide the reference
to the ICJ in event of dispute. The companies idened that the parties
to these treaties should be the producing coutragsit countries and the
parent countries of the oil companies concernethsGming companies as
such should not be includé&%.

There were some technical problems about the artgin of the pipeline
system. The supply of steel was the major probledithe oil companies began to

explore the steel supply. The oil companies agtieada pipeline project of this

898 Telegram from the British Embassy in WashingtoRdeeign Office. March 16, 1957.
PREM 11-950. See also FRUS 1955-57.v.12.i.8., [ip4&.
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kind would need much less steel than the constmictf equivalent transport
capacity in tanker tonnage, if this were possibleerms of ship building
capacity.®°

During these feasibility studies, the expansiothefoil tanker fleet rather
than construction of a new pipeline were not diseds but the solution would be the
extension of the tanker fleet in the following etj as will be showf*

When these negotiations were continuing, an ageaemas signed between
the Turkish government and the oil companies, BE,,Royal Dutch, Shell, Socony
Vacuum and Caltex, for the construction of an efinery on 29 March 1957. The
new oil refinery would be capable of producing @ ®bl a day and would start
operating in 1960. The oil companies preferreduitdithe refinery at Iskenderun
rather than the Gulf of Izmit. The United Kingdonaisibassador in Ankara pointed
out that an amendment was necessary to the Oil This.amendment was made on
29 May 1957. The financial arrangements betweegdvernment and the oll
companies enabled the oil companies to use thd ph the refinery in the
exploration of oil in Turkey*

After the draft pipeline project appeared, thetBashiKingdom’s ambassador
in Baghdad met with the Iragi Prime Minister Nuai& In this conversation, Nuri
Said stated that he was in favor of the projectqgypially, but he abstained from the
possibility of the Syrian interruption of the dilrbugh Syria as a result of the
provocation of the Soviet Union. He proposed thatdonstruction of the pipeline
should begin on Turkish side as soon as possiladdhenpart in Irag should be

constructed some time later. The ambassador dtaethe anxiety of Nuri Said

810 Telegram from Foreign Office to the British EmbassBaghdad. March 30, 1957. FO
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showed that the oil companies would face the rascst of Arab nationalists in Iraq
and in the other Arab states. The ambassador cotethen the pipeline project after
his discussion with the Iragi Prime Minister:

First, it seems essential to establish that tepreject is additional to
existing pipelines which will be worked to capgcit will be obvious that
creation of new route through Turkey will be muwbre expensive than
laying additional lines through Syria and if ithclae shown that there are
any bottlenecks along Syrian route which makeible to choose
another route, this would be useful. Second,datreedesirable to consider
whether there is any parallel action which cowddken to soften the blow
for Syria. Bridgman of BP told me yesterday thdiad occurred to him that
it might be advisable to introduce into the schehgeidea of a link from
Basra to the existing Syrian pipeline which wonrddke it possible to pump
oil by that route initially from the Basra fieldibpossibly later from Kuwait
as a supplement to the flow through Kirkuk andkeyr He thought that
possibly the Irag government might wish to suggiistas a condition to
agreeing to the main project. If this additiorenomically sound | agree
that it might appeal to the Iraqgis and it wouldph® show them to their
neighbors as protectors of Arab interests. Theag oe other ways in
which the oil companies could adjust the proposatgder to avoid
creating a nationalist storm and | hope that thilykeep this political
aspect of the matter very clearly in mfftd.

Despite these anxieties and reservations regatdengew pipeline through
Turkey, the representatives of the oil companiesimeondon on 18-19 March
1957 to discuss the extension of the Middle Eastérny trunk pipeline. During
these discussions, a later meeting of the repratbess was agreed to be held in May
1957. In the light of the principles in the drafobposal which were discussed above,
it has determined that the pipeline project wowddccbnstructed as follows:

The most practical plan would be to build a nevddfe East
pipeline system from the head of the Persian Gudin outlet in
the Mediterranean in Turkey. One of the trunk |pmss would

be completed if possible by 1960 and a secorsdhioped by 1962.
Their combined capacity would be 1,200,000 bbha dhe

total cost would probably be betwe£300-350 million and
something like 900,000 tons of steel would be gl The
gquantities of Middle East crude oil that it isiestted will have

to be moved westwards from the Persian Gulf ayeE9B60 make

813 Telegram from the British Embassy in Baghdad trefgm Office. April 4, 1957. FO 371.
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it clear that additional pipelines such as nowppsed will not be

at the expense of the existing pipeline systenditkzhal pipelines

would improve the reliability and flexibility ohe entire system of

oil transport from the Middle East. The proposegdte from Iraq

and Turkey is one aspect of this aim of flexilifit*

After the agreement on the pipeline project, thée of the project and the
alternatives became matters of discussion in skerctes: Trans-Turkey, Trans-
Israel and Trans-Isthmus of Suez. However, as meedi before, the Trans-Turkey
pipeline had been agreed on the meeting of theseptatives of the oil companies
in London. The United States was in favor of thanB-Turkey pipeline in order to
protect the interests of the American oil compaaied it was supposed the project
would provide an addition and also an alternato/géhe oil routes across Syria and
Egypt. In addition, Americans thought the new gipekystem” would be in a
position to tap the fields of three of the majaurfdiddle East oil producing
countries, i.e., Iraq, Iran, Kuwait as well as avragf-shore field in Saudi Arabig*®

During the discussions on the preparation andethgibility of the pipeline
project through Turkey, there was a split betwéengroups that were working on
the project about the origin of the pipeline. Samaups, such as Allen-Reynolds,
Iranian Oil Syndicate, Constantine-John Brown amdidentified German oil
company, focused on Iran as the starting poinbefgroject. Some others, such as
IPC-Texas-California-Gulf and Fiat-Williams groufscused on Iraq and Kuwait as
the countries of origifi'®

While the discussions of the oil companies comthuhe diplomatic efforts

of the United States and the United Kingdom intiei The United Kingdom
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ambassador in Ankara contacted to the secretasrglenf the Turkish Ministry of
Foreign Affairs, Esenbel, to “allay any suspicighat might have appeared in
Turkey as a result of the fact that the oil companvere continuing the plans
without informing the governments that were invalve the project, especially the
Turkish government. The ambassador added that éeting with Esenbel was
known by the United States’ embassy in Ankaraetaom, Esenbel replied that
“there had been some complaint that Turkey wasgdeapt in the dark on a matter
of great importance to hef*”’

By the same token, the United Kingdom’s ambassedBaghdad met with
the Iragi Crown Prince and the Prime Minister. Trewn Prince stated that he
thought that there was a great degree of suppdradn especially of the elder
statesmen, for the pipeline from Iraq to Turkepiimciple, whereas the proposals
and the presentation of the project were of gregbrtance for the Iraqgis. In the
same vein, prime minister Nuri Said told that Ireql declined to participate to the
Arab Oil Experts’ Conference in Cairo, but Kuwagtchparticipated surprisingly. In
that conference, there was a joint attempt by EgpptSyria to terminate the
pipeline through Turkey and there was a risk thaitaSmight have cut the flow of oll
once again if the pipeline project through Turkey Ipreoccupied it. As a result,
Nuri Said stated that he was in favor of a pipepngect through Turkey as a
supplement to the pipeline through Sytia.

Besides the contacts with Turkey and Iraq, theamhpanies continued their
efforts to develop the projects in order to tramsgoe Middle Eastern oil. The

second meeting of the representatives of the oipamies took place at Shell-Mex
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House in London between 13 and 16 May 1957. Theeseptatives of the following
companies participated in the meeting: Americarepmhdent Oil Company, the
Atlantic Refining Company, Compaigne FrancaisePRletsoles, the Getty Oil
Company, the Gulf Oil Corporation, the Hancock ©dmpany, the Richfield Oil
Corporation, the San Jacinto Petroleum Corporati@Signal Oil and Gas
Company, the Socony Mobil Oil Company, the StandatdCompany of California,
the Standard Oil Company New Jersey, the Stand&i@dinpany Ohio, the Texas
Company, the Tidewater Oil Company, the Royal Di8bkll and the BP*°

During the meeting, the representatives discugsegroblems that were
related to the pipeline project proposals to extiedransportation of the Middle
Eastern oil to Europe. It was decided to estaladistontinuing group” to study the
technical, financial and legal problems. It waseagrthat the representatives would
meet from time to time to discuss the results efdtudie$®

A telegram from the United Kingdom Foreign Officethe Embassy in
Ankara on 16 May 1957 sheds light on the issueswhee discussed in the meeting
by the oil companies’ representatives: the routktarminal of the newly proposed
pipeline had not been decided. The completed projeght have included more than
one route and terminal. The new system would prylsdrve as supplementary to
other transport facilities and would bring flexibyjlto the transportation of the
Middle Eastern oil. Unless the proposed pipelirggat through Turkey had been
practicable, the companies might have carriedlmit £xploration for the alternative

meang?!

819 Telegram from Foreign Office to the British EmbassAnkara. May 16, 1957. PREM
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In the meantime, in a telegram that was sent tteriJnited Kingdom’s
Foreign Office to its embassy in Baghdad, it wasest that:

Apart from this project expanding the pipelinetsys, the individual
companies have under constant study alternatiansef increasing
transportation... No firm decisions have been n@adthe project, nor
can they be made until the question of satisfgdi@aty arrangements
between the countries in which the pipeline systelocated and the
countries of those companies who will providetfog financing of the
pipeline is explored and settled... As there i®perating oil company
in Turkey the method of conveying further inforioatto the Turkish
government is still under consideration by thecoimpanie§??

The companies of the United Kingdom, i.e., BP 8héll, were not in favor
of contacting to the Turkish government beforeuhienate decision was made.

They stressed that the oil companies in Turkey \wearely marketers, which were

different from the ones in Iraq, Iran, Kuwait, 8ddudi Arabia. Therefore, apart from

technical matters, the Turkish government shouldg@oached by the ambassadors

of the United States and the United Kingdom inlésé stagé® The position of the
United Kingdom’s Foreign Office regarding this iesuas as follows:

Our reasons for suggesting that the treaty questiould be mentioned
in general terms in Ankara while we do not wistoibe put forward by
the companies at this stage in other countrieasfellows: We were
concerned that if the companies made the inigpl@ach on the subject,
it might appear as a veiled ultimatum which wolddresented by the
governments concerned. We would have greaterasseiof the point
being made delicately in a diplomatic approacte $hggested approach
to the Turkish government goes further in commgitihe oil companies
to build a line than the approaches to other govents. Largely for that
reason, it is necessary to qualify the commitnibgrgtressing that the final

decision is dependent on the conclusion of satigfg treaty arrangements.

We would not go so far as to say that we consdiérekey already
favorably disposed to a tredy/.

Thus, Turkey was excluded from the process optpeline project although

it was a part of it. As stated, the main reasorthi@ exclusion was based on the fact

822 Telegram from Foreign Office to the British EmbassBaghdad. May 18, 1957. PREM
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that Turkey was not producing oil and the oil comipa in Turkey were only
marketers. As a result, Turkey had to be informdtielast stage when the
preparations for the new pipeline were completdtls Policy caused resentment and
anxiety on the Turkish side. As mentioned beforgk&y welcomed the new

pipeline project for the aforementioned reasonstssexclusion from the process
disturbed it.

Accordingly, the Turkish charge d’affaires in taited Kingdom,

Halefaglu, met with the officials to seek information albdlue pipeline project and
the developments. His main anxiety was that a aecimight have ultimately been
taken to build the line through Syria rather thamkey if a government had attained
power in Syria which would be less hostile to thest\than the present one. To allay
the uneasiness of the chargé d’affaires, the affian the United Kingdom told him
that the oil companies had not ended their planamjthe final decision on the
route of the pipeline had not been made. Howeherekplanations of the officials of
the United Kingdom did not allay the concerns & Turkish chargé and they
decided to suggest that the oil companies contaldféglu to persuade him and
make some explanations about the pipeline préfct.

In the meantime, the United Kingdom decided torapph Turkey, Irag and
the Saudi Arabia simultaneously, Iraq as theirnigi@as the major actor of the
pipeline project. Accordingly, the response of lifagi government was urgent and it
was thought that the possible favorable attitudgneflragi government might pave

the way to cooperation with the Turkish governmamnthe pipeline projedf®
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On the other hand, the Iranians were formulatimegrtown project which
would start from the Iranian region of Qum. Accoglio the United Kingdom'’s
ambassador in Iran, the proposals of the oil congsamere not attractive to the
Iranians. The only thing that might have temptezhiho be involved in the project
of added means of transport was the possibilityhef‘additional production of the
Iranian Consortium Oil %’

In the meantime, conversations between the IraamahUnited Kingdom
officials took place. The counselor of the Iran@anbassy, Mr.Huveyda, met with
the United Kingdom’s commercial counselor in Jup1. The Commercial
Counselor informed Mr. Huveyda about the Iranide o the proposed pipeline
through Turkey. However, as Mr. Huveyda said that:

With regard to a pipeline from Iran to the Meditgrean through Turkey

there had been a few informal talks with the TuHkswever there was

virtually no progress. The main stumling block wlas opposition in the

Maijlis to granting the Iranian government the tksionary powers that it

wanted to negotiate with foreign companies. Hessted the physical and

financial difficulties of building a pipeline froitihe Qum oilfield through

Turkey. There seemed to be no idea as yet whermtmey might come

from, but clearly neither Turkey nor Iran coulddithe money themselves...

The Turks were rather difficult and obstinate éaldwith %

As time passed, the interest in the pipeline thinoligrkey began to be lost. A
memorandum prepared by the United States’ Depattofdnterior in August 1957
shows the change of policy regarding the pipeliregegot:

Construction of a pipeline from Kirkuk through ke to the Mediterranean

would be a problem relatively much more simplentttee entire pipeline

system described in the State Department memonanitii functions

would be of obvious value to the West, to Iraq emdiurkey... This

pipeline would involve basic political problemsngliar to those of the

complete system but would be much more limitegciope... The complete

pipeline system would draw on the crude oil reserat the head of the
Persian Gulf as well as those of Northern Iraq amdkey. In addition

827 Telegram from the British Embassy in Tehran toefgpr Office. June 20, 1957. PREM
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to the complex political problems, there are ot@mects which must

be examined in the light of our national securltgese include the
guestion of whether undue reliance might be plasegipelines; the
extent to which construction and use of this piemight inhibit

normal expansion of the tanker fleet; comparasieurity of the
pipeline, the Suez Canal and other tanker rogtests and economics
of the pipeline relative to use of large tankersatiernate routes....

In view of the circumstances, it is suggested: tGansideration be given
now to the question of whether support shouldibergto the Kirkuk-
Mediterranean line via Turkey, consideration & domplete system be
postponed until the detailed analyses now undgrhaae been completéd’

The loss of interest was understood by the Turgslernment and the
Turkish representative in the United Kingdom, Hagii, met with the United
States’ diplomats in the United Kingdom. Haléfostated that the oil companies
seemed to have lost their interest in the projctMcGinnis from the United States’
Embassy told him that the oil companies were caoimiptheir studies on the project,
but at the time there was nothing new to be shatediever, McGinnis shared his
view with the officials of the United Kingdom thiite oil companies were not as
anxious as they were in the previous period angwexe not in a hurry to push for
the project. The oil companies seemed not to bkngito continue the project of the
new pipeline®*°

While these developments were taking place abioatrkey, the pro-
government newspapg£aferhad a headline on 4 September 1957 that said:

Iranian oil would flow through Turkey... preliminatalks between

representatives of the Iranian and Turkish govemtsihad taken place

and that agreement had been reached in prinaipteeoconstruction of a

pipeline through Turkey, 1,700 km in length andtawg US $450 million.
The project would be financed by the governmehfuokey and Irarf>*

829 Memorandum Prepared in the Department of InteAagust 1957. FRUS 1955-
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However, despite the talks between the Iraniadstlaa Turks, the news on
agreement and the finance of the project was aggexation. The Iranian and
Turkish governments did not reach an agreementusedhe Iranians were aware
that Turkey could not provide such a financial seuior the project, thus, the
Iranians rejected the Turkish proposal “to paraggin the construction of the
pipeline and to be part-owners.” Mr.Huveyda stated:

The present intention is to establish a separatéan company which
will build and operate the pipeline. This compavilf seek to raise the
necessary finance by means of a loan floated @iN#w York market

by an American Corporation... The approval oftf&government
would be needed for this but he was sure thatthidd be forthcoming.
The Turks had seemed to think that the Natiorzadiam Oil Company
would sell the oil to the pipeline company at qmste that the oil would
be sold at the world price at the Turkish port #vat the two countries
would split the profit. The Iranians lost no timmedisabusing them of this
idea and explained that the profit to be sharedisted of the difference
between the cost of transporting the oil by tarded that pumping it
through the pipeline... In the realm of future eleyments... Iran would
be prepared to help Turkey to establish an dihegy and a petrochemicals
industry on a joint ownership basis, Iran supgyihe foreign currency
and Turkey meeting the local costs... any decisidhis sense would
obviously be affected by the location of the Angimerican oil refinery
shortly to be built in Turke§*?

The discussions between the Iranian and Turkibia regarding the
Iranian-Turkish pipeline project, as an alternativéhe project of the oil companies,
continued in the following period, but these distoss did not come up with the
results. In the meantime, the oil companies andjtbat powers cancelled the
pipeline through Turkey project and they found ralétive ways to transport the
Middle Eastern oil to Europe. Initially, the incegain the oil producing capacity of
Irag was regarded as one of the solutions.

The Iragi Finance Minister met with the officiabthe Iraq Petroleum

Company in London and discussed the possibilithefmew pipeline capacity for

832 Telegram from the British Embassy in Ankara toefgm Office. September 6, 1957.
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Irag in September 1957. The project might have lbealized if a pipeline had been
constructed to Kuwait, and the Haifa pipeline hadrbdiverted. Regarding the
pipeline through Turkey, the Iraqgi Minister statbdit:

This would be very expensive and would cost nehibyllion
dollars and would take four years to build... lcagld not wait

so long to get additional capacity. The Secrestajed that the 1
billion dollars figure was high... The Finance Mter indicated he
believed this to be the least desirable of theradttives currently
open to Irad®

Like the Iragi Minister’'s statements, the Unitedt8s officials’ discussions
reveal that the pipeline project through Turkey whslished in late 1957. The
reasons behind this policy change were as follows:

The petroleum industry proposed several monthg@gonstruct

a pipeline from the head of the Persian Gulf tgiolraq and Turkey
to the Mediterranean to facilitate the movemerRefsian Gulf
petroleum to Western Europe... Within the pastdews information
has come to the attention of the Department wimdltates some
petroleum companies now believe that certain dgreknts since last
spring reduce the immediate economic need forgaing at this time
with plans to construct a pipeline from the heathe Persian Gulf
through Iraq and Turkey to the Mediterran&¥n.

The developments that enabled the oil companigs/®up the pipeline
project were as follows:

A smaller increase in demand in Western Europe tiaghbeen
expected, certain recent decisions by the IPChw@duce the

amount of oil for the new pipeline: Decision te@riease the capacity
of its lines across Syria by 10 million tons (Z0I) barrels per day),
decision to construct a deep water tanker loat#iniljty in the Persian
Gulf off southern Irag which would increase thevaiment of oil at that
point by 150,000 barrels per d&y.

According to the United States’ officials, the esfdhe crisis right after the

Suez Canal Issue and the Arab-Israeli War, the tigh of the newly proposed
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pipeline and the increase in the Iraqi oil produttnad resulted in the abolition of
the pipeline project.

In the same vein, the United Kingdom'’s officialpkined reasons for the
termination of the pipeline project as follows:

Some senior American oil officials in London irceat weeks have

been informing Embassy officer that the internaaicoil companies

no longer interested going ahead Metline Propasail Turkey-Syrian

crisis, Shell only holdout against this point egw but understand Shell

now agrees attitude other companies. Main reggajsct no longer

of interest reported to be as follows: Convincedhrer HMG nor USG

willing attempt negotiate treaty protection corsetl essential oil

companies, reassessment economic consideratigaddthconclusion

not warranted, some companies never from outset pagticularly

enthusiastic and have had opportunity these mambhis over

colleague$>®

In addition to the aforementioned reasons citethiyoil companies, the
unwillingness of the United States and United Kimgdgovernments to provide the
necessary political and diplomatic support forphgject had assured the termination
of the project from the beginning.

The termination of the project caused resentmeatdisappointment in
Turkey because the Turkish government had welcdimegroject which might have
been a remedy to the economic crisis that descemriéite country in the late 1950s.
Moreover, as mentioned before, the pipeline whiclilel have involved Turkey
would have also the increased its prestige in¢lgeon. Therefore, the Turkish
government did not give up and continued negotiatiwith the Iranian government
to construct a pipeline from the Iranian Qum t&ké&sderun”. The talks between the

two governments continued in November 1957. Howeabher Turkish-Iranian

negotiations did not bear fruit due to the clasintérests of the two states. The

83 Telegram from the Embassy in the United KingdortheDepartment of State.
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telegram from the United States’ embassy in theddriKingdom to the Department
of State sheds light on the nature of the negotiatbetween the two delegations:

The main difficulty is in the Petroleum Law ane thercentage of the

profits which foreign companies are allowed inTihe Turks, we

understand, have been trying to get 50% of thétpyrbut the Iranians

are unwilling to go beyond 23,5% until the costl# project is fully

met. Therefore Turkey’s share might go up to 5U%ere seem however

to be general agreement on broad principles atiddides are optimistic.

Besides the legal difficulties arising from therKish Petroleum Law,

which can perhaps be met by altering a particatacle by decision

of the Council of Ministers, it appears that thiees delaying factor is

that the Turkish delegation includes represergatof every ministry

which could claim to have an interest. The Minigif Defense

representatives in particular were said to beigtapd obstructivé®’

Despite the optimistic expectations for the Tumnkisanian negotiations, the
talks were suspended on 22 November 1957. The élegdtions did not agree on
the resolution of the disputes in Turkey that migéve stemmed from the pipeline.
The Iranian side was in favor of international tidiion while the Turkish delegation
insisted on the resolution of the disputes in atance with Turkish law. Before the
suspension of the negotiations, the head of thkiJludelegation suggested that a
joint communiqué should be issued which would $ay tthe negotiations were
adjourned while the two delegations referred badkeir governments for
instructions.” This suggestion was refused by thailn delegation, who insisted
that they had been given instructions from theirggoment and the Turkish side
should reconsider the project. The head of thadradelegation told his Turkish
counterpart that “the question of internationaltaalion was of cardinal importance

the Persians had learned from their own experianiteforeign oil companies.” The

head of the Iranian delegation added that:

87 Telegram from the British Embassy in Ankara togfgm Office. November 15, 1957. FO
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It should not cost the Persians more to pipe thiefrom Qum to Iskenderun
than to ship it from the Persian Gulf. BuildingaoPersian tanker fleet

was more attractive than the construction of @lpip through Turkey

as tankers could be switched to serve marketthier parts of the worlt?®
The United Kingdom’s ambassador in Ankara addeohancent to his report:

It is clear that the Persian Delegation’s patienith the Turks is rapidly
being exhauste¥’

Like the pipeline projects of the Western oil comiga, the Turkish-Iranian
negotiations did not end in concrete results. Tioeee the project which could make
Turkey a part of Middle East oil politics asduld be a remedy to the economic
disease in the country, to some extent, ended défbad even begun. The pipeline
project was the major economic project that migiwehserved and satisfied
Turkey’'s economic needs and interests regardinglidele East.

However, despite the failure of the pipeline pctge Turkey’s economic
relations diversified in the region and the goveentrtried hard to broaden its
economic partners in order to improve the econdrhg. commercial agreements

with the states in the region were a part of tpigraach.

Commercial Agreements with the Middle East States

The Commercial Agreement with Israel (1956)

Ofra Bengio argues that the relations between Tuakel Israel began to
develop right after the recognition of Israel byrHay in 1949. The two countries
aimed to keep their relations secret at the vegyriveng and after private meetings
between the authorities, the two states becamedAilti the regiorBengio states that

the two states signed an agreement in 1958 whigll dee regarded as significant in

838 Telegram from the British Embassy in Ankara toefgm Office. November 22, 1957.
FO371. 127211. UES1171-238C.
839 ibid.
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the relations between the two states, especialty tfe so-called “deterioration” of
the relations between Turkey and Israel with thihavawal of the Turkish
ambassador in Telaviv in the wake of the Arab-Isi&&r in 1956. In this
agreement, it was decided that the diplomatic, econ and military relations would
be developed. The development of economic relatasemphasized and, as the
trade statistics above showed, Israel became tireaoanomic partner of Turkey in
the Middle East'

However, before 1958, Turkey and Israel signedrarnercial agreement in
order to develop economic relations as early a®19be commercial agreement,
which signed in 1950, was revised in 19%6.

The agreement seemed not beneficial to the Issafdi A telegram from the
United Kingdom’s ambassador in Ankara to Foreigfic®fshows how Turkey was
in a difficult position to pay its debts:

On May 11, 1956, the Israeli Commercial Secretaly me that under
the Turkish-Israeli clearing, Turkey now owes é&rabout $ 3,7 m. He
said that in the present state of the Israeli eocon this constituted an
appreciable factor of inflation. He added that Tlieks did not respect
the limit set for “owing” under the clearing. Whtrey had exceeded
the limit, Israel was entitled to ask for paymehthe excess in dollars....
Their requests were simply ignored. He said thiatdl had no use for
the available qualities of Turkish cotton and ttet prices for Turkish

oil cake were too high. Apart from these two condities, Turkey
seemed to have no expertable commodities to wffisrael. The
arrangements under which the export to the bdhesggreement countries
of commodities such as cotton and oil cake wenééd... The
arrangements were too complicated and the prglesdarom the bilateral
agreement countries were too high. He said hedcse# no sign of any
improvement in future prospeé.

80 Ofra BengioThe Turkish-Israeli RelationshifNew York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2004),
p.33. See also Amikam Nachmaisirael, Turkey and Greedeondon: Frank Cass, 1987),
pp.61-63.

%1 Republic of TurkeyTBMM Tutanak Dergisiterm 10, session 75, vol.12, 11 June 1956.,
pp.278-279.

842 Telegram from the British Embassy in Ankara toefgm Office. May 11, 1956. FO
371.124026. RK11353-1.
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The impact of Turkey'’s failure to meet its obligais on Israeli economy
cannot be understood from the statements abowehér words, it was not easy to
conclude that $3,7 million debts had an inflatignanpact on the Israeli economy
unless the Israeli volume of trade and the econaemg known. However, it was
important and clear to show that Turkey was nog ablffulfill its obligations under
the clearing agreement with Israel at the time. Jihis failure, Turkish and Israeli
officials met in Paris to consolidate Turkey’'s detu Israel in late 1958. The
conversation between the United Kingdom’s ambagsaai Israeli chargé
d’affaires, Mr. Alon, in Ankara, showed that Turkayd Israel sought alternatives to
overcome the problems:

The Turks would like the Israelis to scale dowrn3iBy40% the debt
Turkey presently owed to Israel. When Mr.Alon akkéhat this meant
he was told that if Israel could not do this itwabbe difficult for Turkey
to continue to trade with them. In addition, themght be difficulty over
applying the new exchange premium to Israel. MonAiold me that he
replied coldly to these suggestions and saidithiatvas a statement of
the Turkish government’s intentions they shoulthownicate it in a
proper way through a note. He has since told rerbthing further has
been heard and perhaps the Turks will not puttseienatter. Mr.Alon said
that under their bilateral trade agreement Tukegyresent owes Israel
about 2 million dollars. The figure was highert srael had recently
managed to reduce the amount owing by buying smtien and some
low-grade wheat. Israel was disturbed about tkegont situation since
they were not clear where they stood as regaeddebt standstill and
the devaluation... Israel wanted to be free todmiynuch as she could
from Turkey in order to be able to export morly.impression is that
Turco-Israeli economic relations may be in fotighdly difficult period,
but as the Israelis seem desperate for foreigie titaey may well come
forward with offers to buy Turkish products whishproving difficult

to sell, in order to be able to deliver their oproducts to Turkey in
exchangé®®

The Turkish and Israeli governments worked to et agreement to
arrange bilateral trade relations. They providedileges to each other in trading. In

February 1959, Turkey granted import permits tadsworth $4 million of Israeli

843 Telegram from the British Embassy in Ankara toeigm Office. September 17, 1958. FO
371.134331. VR 11344-1.
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goods. These goods involved “tyres, antibioticsigis, chemicals and several
electrical products®*

Ultimately, the commercial agreement which hadhlsgned in 1950 and
revised in 1956 was replaced by a new trade agmeteonel8 March 1960. The new
trade agreement stated that:

Revised payment agreements have been made wHedgbpf payments

will be on a clearing basis and 50% in convertdtehange. Account will

be kept in the two central banks and for eachetrerdnsaction half will be

put in the bilateral accoufit®

The trade and commercial agreements between Tarkeysrael were signed
to find a remedy to the ills of the Turkish econqmarticularly in the late 1950s.
The two states were “hidden” strategic partnerstheg cooperated in the economic
realm, too. However, Israel was not the only sitatée region with which Turkey

sought to develop its economic relations especdllyng the time of economic

crisis.

The Commercial Agreement with Iran (1953-1955)

The basis of the trade relations between Turkeyli@mdwas the sale of
Iranian oil and oil products to Turkey in returm tbe sale of Turkish products,
mainly agricultural products, to Iran.

As early as 1953, the Iranian embassy in Ankapaagehed the Turkish
Ministry of Foreign Affairs and demanded the renlafamport restrictions on
Iranian products to Turkey in accordance with tbemercial agreements. The
Iranian embassy offered to sell as much oil asiples® meet the demands of

Turkey. The Ministry of Foreign Affairs contactemldther departments to remove

84 February 6, 1959. FO 371. 142349. VL11344-1.
845 Telegram from the British Embassy in Ankara toefgm Office. May 20, 1960. FO 371.
151220. VR11344-1.

421



Iranian complaints and to meet the demands. Imib&ntime, the United Kingdom
demanded the Turkish government “to keep a salidtfamongst our friends over oil
question and asked that we should be kept inforofie@velopments®*°

The approach of Iran to Turkey to sell oil distdtthe United Kingdom
because there were several oil companies that e dperating in Turkey. The
proposal of Iran to sell oil to Turkey disturbee thnited Kingdom and they sought
to prevent this transaction. The telegram fromWhéed Kingdom’s embassy in
Ankara to Foreign Office indicated the feeling okasiness in the Western side:

Mr.Riddle, the Anglo-Iranian Oil Company repressive in Istanbul,

has also heard of several cases of private busmeswho are actively
interesting themselves in the possibility of digiting Persian oil in

Turkey. He recently reported a typical proposahtport 80 tons of oil
products per day by road in drums or tins. Selfirige would be 8 to 10
percent below the selling prices of the existilgompanies. When this
proposal was put to him, the Minister of Commasceeported to have
commented that other merchants had approachetblpnopose similar
transactions and that the Persian Ambassadorlrestig asked him
whether Turkey would allow Persian oil to be intpdrand that he had
referred this question to the MFA... The legal licgtions of these proposals
are not entirely clear to us, but Mr.Riddle comisehat he would certainly
not expect the Turkish government to prohibitithport of Persian oil
when the US government professes to be unable so dThey would be
quite likely to follow the American lead and leawedividuals to form their
own judgement whether to buy oil from Persia ia light of the legal issues
involved®*’

However, as can be supposed, the Turkish governmegeted the Iranian
proposal in 1953 after having considered the @alitimplications of such a

transaction during the Anglo-Iranian oil dispft2On the other hand, the Iranian

84 Telegram from the British Embassy in Ankara todigm Office. January 13, 1953. FO
371.104617. EP 1533-5.

87 Telegram from the British Embassy in Ankara tofoeeign Office. January 13, 1953.
FO 371. 104617. EP 1533-10.

%8 The Anglo-Iranian Oil Dispute erupted upon thearalization of Iranian oil with the Oil
Nationalization Act, which was passed in the Irarigajlis during the Prime Ministry of
Mossadegh. The Act cancelled the rights of the é#iginian Oil Company in Iran. The
negotiations between the United Kingdom and Irahnait bring result and the United
Kingdom applied the International Court of Justiceettle the dispute. During the dispute,
the Allies put blockade on the Iranian Oil. Akhtadil Razwy, “The Anglo-Iranian Qil
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government needed the Turkish market to break lthek&de which had been put on
Iran during the dispute. The aforementioned telagrantinued as follows:

The government would be unlikely to commit themsslopenly to

buying Persian oil and this would rule out digttibn through the Petrol

Ofis... The question of payment might offer coesable difficulties.

Turkey is of course short of foreign exchange iamginot easy to see

what she could usefully offer in considerable diies as a basis for a

barter transaction with Persia... Persia on therddand may be so

determined to break if possible the blockade ofdieexports that

she might accept a considerable sacrifice inaha fof a price

reduction or deferred paymétit.

Although the Turkish government rejected the marproposal, the Foreign
Office asked the United Kingdom’s ambassador inakako approach the Turkish
government and point out that Turkey should comtitauobtain all the oil from the
US and UK suppliers. Moreover, “the quantity whialght reach Turkey from
Persia are likely to be quite insignificaft®

In this period, the rumors about the Turkish-leandeals to exchange the
Iranian oil and Turkish products continued to sgrieoil circles. It was claimed that
the Iranians approached the Turkish governmenglt@# in return for Turkish
copper under a barter agreement. Neverthelesgsiangued the United States had
asked for assurances from the Turkish governmertorreach an agreement with
Iran because of the danger of the possibility efgalling of copper by Iran to the

Iron Curtain states. The United Kingdom’s ambassad@/ashington asked if these

rumors were true, but they were not verified. Hoarevor the United Kingdom'’s

Dispute,”Pakistan Horizonno.2, June 1953, p.75. See also Steve Mansglo-American
Relations and Cold War O{New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2003)

89 Telegram from the British Embassy in Ankara toFoeeign Office. January 13, 1953.
FO 371. 104617. EP 1533-10.

80 Telegram from Foreign Office to the British EmbassAnkara. February 4, 1953. FO
371.104617. EP 1533-5.
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officials, the United States was of the opiniont thiach a transaction was not likely
to be realized>*

Despite the failure of negotiations between Turleg Iran in 1953, the two
countries agreed on a transaction agreement in. I9&brepresentatives of the
Turkish oil companies contacted the Iranian governinto transfer 30,000 to 40,000
tons of refined oil products from Iran to Turkeyrithg the Presidential visit that took
place in 1955. It was claimed by the United Kingdembassy in Tehran that:

The Persians are to accept 50% in goods and thainder in sterling

or dollars and the Turks are to bear all transgloarges from Khermanshah,
the refinery from which the products will come.€linansaction can

have no commercial attractions for the Persiansitaseems unlikely

that it would have gone through unless the Shadpleasonally intervened.
A director of the National Iranian Oil Company whiappears to be
waking up slowly to the implications of the demdked the Economic
Counsellor yesterday for information regarding Tleks’ capacity to

pay the£2 million cash involved, the state of the oil comies’

finances in Turkey and if the Turkish governmstilt owed themgE10
million.®>?

Consequently, during the initial stage of the @soit problems in Turkey,
the Turkish government made efforts to broadeadtmomic relations and,
regarding oil, find new sources. Iran was the couwith which Turkey negotiated
to obtain oil and oil products under a clearingeggnent because of its debts to the
Western oil companies. The nature of a possibleeagent and the impacts on both
sides were evaluated by the United Kingdom’s andzbmsas follows:

Turkey has consistently fallen into arrears urslgcessive payments

agreements made with foreign oil companies anulestent owes

American companies about $ 40 million and Britisimpanies about

£ 7 million. Latest Turkish proposal to which theppliers have not

yet replied is that these arrears should be pétdmten years from

now payments to start in 1957. At present Turlsgyaying cash in
advance for oil and petrol imports. Since Turlgsivernment can find

81 Telegram from the Foreign Office. August 19, 195Q.371. 104628. EP 1533-351.
82 Telegram from the Embassy in Tehran to Foreigic®ffSeptember 26, 1955. FO
371.114852.EP1533-9.
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cash for present suppliers they could presumaibdiydash for Persian

suppliers if they wished to do so. But they caudd find £ 2 million all

at once... Experience of present suppliers suggeat irrespective of

the terms of any agreement reached with the Pesstairkey would

soon be in arrears unless the suppliers insipgment in advance...

Proposal to pay for part of Persian oil in goausoives a real risk to the

Persians. Turkish authorities tend to promisestimae goods to several

suppliers with the result that deliveries are otege and when they offer

to supply goods at world prices they usuallydigrice which is in

practice rather above world prices with the rethdt the other party

has to bear an appreciable 1835.

As a result, the negotiations between Turkey aza énded up with an
agreement on 31 October 1955. Turkey agreed tab8y,000 tons of petroleum
products per annum for the following three yeaosfithe Khermanshah refinery. It
would pay in cash and put up a bank guarafitee.

The clearing negotiations between Turkey and didmot come up with
concrete results and the two countries did not sigih agreement. It can be argued
that the reasons that were mentioned in the telegizove and the great powers,
which were against such a transaction that woulttalternative sources to Turkey,
played a role in the failure of the clearing agreeamHowever, like the Allies,
Turkey and Iran were in efforts to broaden theorexnic relations as well as the
political ones.

In the years of crisis, Israel and Iran were hetdnly countries in the Middle
East with which Turkey sought to develop its ecoioralations. Despite the
leadership competition and a rivalry in politicspecially at the propaganda level,

rapprochement between Turkey and Egypt took platied late 1950s. The two

countries signed a commercial agreement in 1957.

83 Telegram from the British Embassy in Ankara toefgm Office. September 27, 1955. FO
371.114852.EP 1533-10.

84 Telegram from the British Embassy in Tehran toefgpr Office. November 1, 1955. FO
371.114852.EP 1533-12.
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The Commercial Agreement with Egypt — 1957

In the late 1950s, the commercial relations betwl&key and Egypt
improved. The Turkish minister of commerce visi€aro with a delegation and
represented Turkey at the Cairo Fair on 10-19 1887. During the visit, trade talks
between the two states took place in order to @gvetonomic relations. The
Turkish Minister returned satisfied and statedaswhought that the development of
commercial relations between Turkey and Egypt woeslt in political
rapprochement. During and after the visit, thereaw criticisms in the press of the
two countries against each other. With the agreéthabwas reached, the
commercial credit limit raised from $900,000 torilion. >

The commercial agreement between the two statesiatanew, but it was
modified. The credit ceiling increased and it epdlthe two states to trade much
more easily. More importantly, it was agreed thatéxcess over the ceiling would
be paid in goods rather than foreign exchahg&he United Kingdom’s ambassador
in Ankara commented the agreement between thetatessas follows:

Turkey has probably gained more from the new gearent than

Egypt. In her present extremely difficult foreigrchange position

it is something of an achievement to be able tclpmse more from

Egypt without having to find foreign exchangeisltikely that the

new credit ceiling will be utilized to the maximumy Turkey since

certain goods which are assembled in Egypt suéneerican trucks

can be imported as Egyptian produce. Turkey shalgiol be able to

obtain from Egypt much needed tyres, as well asicetextiles,

including poplin and long staple cotton. The Eggpipurchases

from Turkey are mainly tobacco and also some Hitfes

The commercial agreement between Turkey and Egypth was a form of

a clearing agreement, was important to show, yirsile efforts of the Turkish

85 Telegram from the Ambassador of Pakistan in Tutkejoreign Secretary. August 13,
1957. FO 371. 130181. RK 10316-6.

8¢ Telegram from the British Embassy in Ankara toefgm Office. July 24, 1957. FO 371.
130196. RK 11316-1.

&7 ibid.
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government to broaden its economic relations toliana¢e the impacts of the
economic crisis and, secondly, the priority of ietas rather than ideological or
commitments in this decade.

In return for the Turkish delegation’s visit toif@a an Egyptian commercial
delegation led by the Egyptian minister of commewsted Turkey on 17-23
August 1957. The delegation participated in thenaggeof the I1zmir International
Fair on 20 August 1957 although there was not ayptan pavilion at the fair that
year. The Egyptian minister stated that Egypt wdadde a pavilion at the fair in the
next year. In a telegram from the United Kingdoersbassy to Foreign office, it
was stated that the visit was of a “courtesy natré

Consequently, the commercial relations betweek@&wand Egypt developed
in the late 1950s as a result of the amelioratigmoditical relations and the decrease
of tension between the two states.

Turkey’s role in the economics of the Middle Haa$ been analyzed so far.
In the second half of the 1950s, Turkey soughtta Ipart of the Middle East
economy in oil matters, particularly during andhtigfter the Suez Canal crisis, and
tried to broaden its economic relations with theltie East states to find a remedy
to its economic problems, although they were lichitescope. It can be argued that
besides its economic needs, the leadership rold thhkey wanted to play in the
region determined Turkey’s approach to the MiddstErn states. In addition to the
commercial agreements, the military relations gt smaller states in the Middle

East were an indicator of Turkey’s approach.

88 Telegram from the British Embassy in Ankara to FgmeOffice. August 27, 1957. FO
371.130196. RK 11316-2.
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Turkey's Military Relations with the Middle Eastebés

The Baghdad Pact was signed in 1955 .The pact wk®med by states such
as Iran, Pakistan, and Jordan which sought to dpuékir relations with the West.
The patrticipation of the United Kingdom in the parcthe same year and the United
States’ support of the pact despite the lack of beaship instigated the propaganda
of states like Egypt, Syria, and Saudi Arabia. edther hand, states like Jordan
and Lebanon remained hesitant to participate ipp#ot due to their fear of Egypt,
and of a split between Egypt and Iraq as the mosepful Arab states and of Israel,
especially for Lebanon, because of the conflicé$ they faced as a Jewish state that
had been created by the United States.

After 1955, Turkey began to conduct closer releiafith the smaller states
of the region in order to find possible marketsiteproducts and to persuade these
states to join the Baghdad Pact which was supptosseive Turkey's leadership in
the Middle East. To this end, the development ditany relations with Libya,
Lebanon, Jordan, and Afghanistan became an intpgrabf the Democrat Party’s
strategy to integrate these states into the aliatthough military support did not

bring the expected results.

The Military Relations with Libya

Turkey provided personnel support to the moderrinatf the Libyan Army.
Retired Turkish military officers were employedtive Libyan Ministry of Defense
as military advisors upon the personal requesiimjdn King in 1954°° The

mission of the Turkish officers in the Libyan Mitrg of Defense was kept secret,

89 December 28, 1953. FO 371. 108705. JT1201-2. ISeedahan Kolglu, “500 Years in
Turkish-Libyan Relations"SAM Paperno.1 (2007), p.261.
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but the Western Allies were informed about the tlgwaents. The telegram from
the United Kingdom’s Legation in Tripoli to the leagn Office indicated the mission
of the military cooperation between the two cowedri

(My Turkish colleague) went on to say that he libfmeensure a

cooperative attitude on the part of Major Genelafliz Betin and

four other officers of the Turkish Army who werenging to Libya

shortly to join the Libyan Ministry of Defense. Idaid that there

was no question of these people replacing thésBritlilitary Mission.

He understood the intention was that the Genéralld be a “deputy”

Minister of Defense and that the others shoulthlharge of various

sections of that Ministry. The General, whose am@as artillery, was

on the retired list of the Turkish Army. The Gealexrould continue

to draw his pension and the service of the othexdd count for pension.

He did not think that there was any question efrtassuming Libyan

nationality®®°

Turkey’s military support to Libya was not limitéol personnel support. In
addition, it sent military equipment to the Libyarmy. In December 1954, the
Turkish government gifted six 25 pounder field gtmshe Libyan Army. They were
delivered to the Libyan officials in Tripoif* Turkey continued to provide military
supplies to Libya for the modernization of the labyarmy in the following period.

The story of the military supply to Libya in 195&ems to have been
somewhat different. A retired Turkish diplomat, K&an®irgin, argued that the
military supplies which were provided to Libya iS5 were sent to the Algerian
army to be used against France in the Algerian &/&rdependence that took place
between 1954 and 1962. The mission was kept saedethe supplies were sent
across the deserts and the mountains to Algeriae Maportantly, as Girgin argued,
the Turkish prime minister Menderes and the Libgame minister Mustafa Bin
Halim had agreed on this mission in advance. THigamyi aid to the Algerian army

was to be kept secret in order to prevent Fraraa fmpeding Turkey’s membership

80 Telegram from the British Legation in Tripoli tieet Foreign Office. February 8, 1954. FO
371.108705. JT1201-12.

81 Telegram from the British Embassy in Benghazhe Foreign Office. December 18,
1954. FO 371. 108705. JT1201-43.
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to the Common Market. In return for the militarg @ Algeria, Turkey abstained
during the voting of the Algerian Independencehi@ Wnited Nations to the
advantage of France. Girgin added that despiteftoets to support the Algerian
army, it was later understood that the militarysigs did not reach to the Algerian
army and the Turkey’s vote in the United Nationsseal the resentment of the

Algerians in the following periotf?

The Military Relations with Jordan

Besides Libya, Jordan was another state with whigkey conducted
military relations and provided military supporttire mid-1950s. In the Grand
National Assembly, it was decided to make a gifthoée Magister type planes to the
Jordan army in January 1955. The report sent biJthied Kingdom’s ambassador
in Ankara to the Foreign Office implies the reasanthis decision:

At the end of January a bill to make a gift tod#or of three light

training aircraft was submitted to the Nationak&sbly and passed

a fortnight later. The aeroplanes were made irkdyand are trainers

of a cut-down Magister type. Although they are falshioned, they are

still very useful to the Turks and the Air Attadls@unable to suggest

any reason why the Turks should be giving themyatappears likely

that there is some political motive. The aircrafty have been intended

as a sweetener, but in the event the Jordanidundatto the Turco-Iraqi

pact has been far from satisfactory to the T8s.

In addition to the efforts to provide military egment to Jordan to tempt it to
participate into the alliance projects, it shoukddrbmembered that during the
Jordanian crisis, Turkey was expected to intenvailigarily to save the Jordanian

government, as was discussed in detail before.

82 Girgin, pp.41-42. See also Republic of TurkEBMM Tutanak Dergisiterm 10, session
72, vol.19, 24 May 1957., pp.318-319.

83 Telegram from the British Embassy in Ankara toefgm Office. February 18, 1955. FO
371.115649. VJ10344-1.

430



The Military Relations with Lebanon

In addition to Libya and Jordan, Lebanon was agroghate on which Turkey
intended to put pressure to persuade join the BayRéct through military aid.

In 1955, Turkey offered to make a gift to Lebairfimm Turkey of

some heavy artillery as he described it. The Beggiexplained the
history of this by saying that the Turks had aaiarnumber of guns

to dispose of in an almost brand new conditionciwhihey previously
from the United Kingdom. These had now been s@oed by American
equipment and he had therefore made an offeretd tnks to buy some
of them — hoping no doubt that he would get thenthe cheap. The
Turkish reply was that they would be pleased t&ergift to the Lebanon
of a number of guns... The president added thdidaot intend to do
anything about this offer at present because thkigh riots in Istanbul,
Izmir and Ankara had created such a bad impressibabanon that this
was not a suitable moment for him to accept tfte’%i

It can be argued that the military support issite Wwebanon had two
objectives; first, Turkey worked to influence Lebarto integrate into the alliance
through military support although it became unsesfid and, second, although
Lebanon was a small state in the Middle East, goestbn makers could not ignore
the internal dynamics while making foreign poligctsions. Moreover, as happened
during the Jordanian crisis, the Turkish militamjervention in Lebanon was

expected, although it was not realized.

The Military Relations with Afghanistan

In the late 1950s, Turkey and Afghanistan agteemboperate in the
training of the Afghan military officers. The prinminister of Afghanistan, Prince
Serdar Mohammed Daud Khan visited Turkey uponrhkgation of the Turkish

government between 17 and 23 April 1957. During tsit, the Afghan prime

84 Telegram from the British Embassy in Beirut todign Office. September 15, 1955. FO
371. 115729. VL10344-8. See also Republic of Turk8MM Tutanak Dergisiterm 10,
session 78, vol.7, 20 May 1955., pp.414-415.
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minister asserted that they were aware of the $tvieat against them and they
needed Turkish help in military trainiffé?

The Afghan prime minister added that his goverrimaeas willing to increase
the number of Afghan military students. There wibien fifty students in Turkey and
he wanted these students to be trained in the Jlukir Force, mechanized units
and the gendarmerie. In return, the Turkish govemtrshowed willingness to train
more Afghan students at the Turkish milit&F§.

The two governments continued their contacts iggrthis issue in the
following period. Two years later, on 17 July 198% Afghan Chief of Staff visited
Turkey in order to plan the scope of military tiagof the Afghan students in
Turkey. Before the visit, the Turkish governmend h@ped to increase the scale of
military contacts with Afghanistan, e.g., to incseahe number of officers attached
to the Turkish army or attended courses in Turkegnf50 to 130, to set up a
military academy in Afghanistan with a Turkish §taihd to construct some
institutions to give specialized military trainingowever, the Turkish government
had been aware that the realization of the plapsmted upon the willingness of the
Afghan authorities. More importantly, they werecadsvare that the financial support
of the United States was necessary to carry osethans®’ During the visit of the
Afghan Chief of Staff, all these plans were disewdlsand the Turkish government
made their proposals. The Chief of Staff replieat the Afghan government and the

army would study these plaff.

85 Telegram from the British Embassy in Ankara toefgm Office. April 26, 1957. FO
371.129379.DA10344-2.

8% Telegram from the British Embassy in Ankara toefgm Office. May 3, 1957. FO 371.
129379. DA10344-3.

87 Telegram from the British Consulate in IstanbuFtweign Office. July 13, 1959. FO 371.
143818. DA 10344-1.

88 Telegram from the British Consulate in IstanbuFteign Office. August 3, 1959. FO
371.143818. DA 10344-2.
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After the visit, the Turkish minister of foreigffairs told the United
Kingdom’s diplomats in Turkey that “their proposalsd been accepted in principle,
but it did not seem likely that any significantutis would be visible in the near
future. One of the difficulties was that the Afghailitary authorities appeared to
have no properly qualified personnel to send Turfeynilitary training”. For the
Minister, the establishment of a Staff College figi#anistan with Turkish officers
should be regarded as a long-term developmenttand tmight have been no
progress until 1968°

To sum up, in the 1950s, Turkey cooperated withh&histan in military
matters, as happened with the other states in tddl®East and the Afghan students

were trained in the military schools in Turkey.

Concluding Remarks

The 1950s witnessed the efforts of the DemocrelyB@avernment to be an
integral part of the economic relations as wellhespolitical relations in the Middle
East, especially in the second half of the deckaan be argued that the factors that
pushed the Democrat Party to act accordingly weodald: to broaden its economic
relations in scope in a time of crisis and to lag role of leadership in the region,
particularly through military support to the smakates in the region.

To this end, there were several developmentsigtarmined the context of
the government’s policy. Oil issue and the oil tielas were the basis of Middle East
economic relations and Turkey had the chance @t of these relations during
the Suez Crisis in 1956. When the Suez Canal wiasnadized by the Egyptian

government and the passage of transit ships weokddd, the great powers and the

89 Telegram from the British Consulate in IstanbuFtreign Office. September 28, 1959.
FO 371. 143831. DA 11344-1.
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oil companies began to study alternative waysaoster the Middle Eastern oil to
Europe. The pipeline project, which would haveudeld Turkey, was considered
and studied. However, as the crisis ended andikhelations normalized, the
pipeline project was dropped. Therefore, the chémicthe Democrat Party
government to be a part of Middle Eastern oil jegdiand the chance to find a
solution, at least partially, to the economic pevbs in Turkey disappeared.

Secondly, the government signed bilateral agre&meith Israel, Iran, and
Egypt to exchange goods without payments, whichavdad of clearing agreement,
to meet some of the needs of the country. The caniat@greements, particularly
the one with Egypt, showed that the political cotmmeints at the propaganda level
were not sufficient to understand the nature adrimational politics. More
importantly, it was also an indicator of the ovppang political and economic
policies.

Lastly, the military cooperation with the smalates in the region, i.e.,
Libya, Jordan, Lebanon, and Afghanistan showedThetey sought to play a
leadership role in the region, naturally with tipgpeoval of the United States,
through military aids to the aforementioned stakésre importantly, the Democrat
Party government worked to persuade these stafesticipate into the alliance
projects in which Turkey was involved. However, thgional dynamics played a
role, which had been analyzed in detail, in thiifaiof these efforts.

To sum up, even in the 1950s, the hottest yeaitseo€old War, the political,
economic and military interests of the states weseparable, and despite the
propaganda of ideological commitments, even smathdes were seeking to

maximize their political, economic, and militaryeuks.
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CHAPTER 7

CONCLUSION

In the 1950s, the role of Turkey, which was goeerby the Democrat Party,
in the Middle East was to be a bridge between tfaAvorld and the West in order
to prevent the Soviet expansion or infiltratioroithe region through the formation
of alliances among the regional states, i.e., tiddM East Command, the Turkish-
Pakistani Pact, and ultimately the Baghdad Paais;Thurkey was given the role of
leadership in this strategy mainly by the Unitedt&. For the Democrat Party
government, the leadership in the Middle East \Wwaddaol to provide security
against the Soviet threat, which dated back tartlte1940s, and more importantly
to provide economic and military support from theitdd States especially in the
second half of the 1950s. It can be argued tiveast a relationship that was based on
mutual interests.

However, Turkey’s strong ties with the West did prevent the decision-
makers from acting pragmatically and developingtrehs with the Soviet Union in
the economic realm in the years of economic ciiiséise second half of the 1950s.
In brief, both Allies and Turkey, and the stateghie region sought to maximize their
political, economic and military interests to théeant possible. As a result, the
global and regional dynamics and interests of tlévidual states, which will be
summarized below, determined the results of tregegdly of Turkey's leadership in
the region.

The Cold War was not simply a clash of ideologi@cahmitments of the
United States and the Soviet Union or capitalisth@mmunism. It was a struggle

between the two world systems with their politidpnomic, military, and even
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cultural dynamics. As the superpowers reached atenbe of nuclear weapons, they
understood that a nuclear war would endanger thaenkorld including themselves.
Therefore, they tried hard to avoid direct confediain and to find alternative ways
to protect and expand their spheres of influeneénsg the other rather than nuclear
confrontation. In this competition, propaganda,isgyand such other tools became
the media of international relations. In time, las United States and the Soviet
Union established their spheres of influence inofgar the Third World became the
arena of competition, and especially the MiddletBEagnessed the harsh
superpower rivalry in the 1950s.

Regarding the Middle East, the main aim of thetéthStates and its Allies
were to protect the vital resources of the regpamticularly oil, which was crucial
for the control of the world and to dominate the/i®oUnion in the rivalry. More
importantly, the basic concern of the United Statas to prevent and contain the
Soviet Union from infiltrating the region. Thereéyithe United States provided
economic and military assistance to the statelsamegion and tried to bring them
together under the umbrella of alliance systemb sische Middle East Command
and the Baghdad Pact. In return, during the rulélotishchev from 1953 onwards,
the Soviet Union worked to expand its sphere diierice and infiltrate the Middle
East as a part of the peaceful coexistence pddaythe other hand, the regional
dynamics, i.e., the Nasserite Arab nationalismiamperialism, anti-Zionism and
intra-Arab rivalry, resulted in the failure of tpelicies of the United States and its
Allies and paved the way of the Soviet infiltratimmo the region, especially in the
second half of the 1950s.

The Middle East states tried to use the superpowary to their advantage

and to maximize their political, economic, and taily interests. For the regional
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Arab states, the major enemy was Israel rathertth@asoviet Union and thus, the
alliance projects supported by the United Statesnagthe Soviet expansion did not
make sense for the regional states except thevamesvere closer to the United
States, such as Turkey and Iraq. The engagemdnirkéy and Irag with the West,
in addition to the miscalculations of the Alliegaeding the Middle East, caused the
failure of the alliance projects and resulted ises in the late 1950s because some
important regional actors such as Egypt and Sir&aforerunners of Arab
nationalism who were in close contact with the $bldnion, and these states were
the pioneers of the anti-Western “propaganda.” Egigp sought to be the leader of
the Arab world and the Middle East, a role allodate Turkey by the United States
at the very beginning of the 1950s. Like the gladrad regional dynamics, the
domestic developments also shaped the Middle Edisicp in the 1950s. For
example, the coup of the Free Officers in Egypt982 and the social crises in Iraq,
Lebanon and Jordan in 1958 influenced and charigegdlitical structure and
dynamics of the region.

Under these problematic and conflictual circumstsn Turkey tried to be
actively involved in regional politics and to plthe leadership role. In the early
1950s, Turkey’s priority was membership in NATO at@& was not interested in the
alliance projects at the very beginnimtdgvertheless, after membership in NATO had
been achieved in 1952, the Middle East Commandwiiddle East Defense
Organization projects became the major foreigngyadbjectives of Turkey. The
United States had formulated those and tried @bésh them. Efforts were made to
persuade the Middle East states through economdicrdlitary aid.Nevertheless, the
intra-regional rivalries and conflicts, which haok theen considered or taken

seriously by the Allies, impeded the Western-implosdlitary alliances. As

437



mentioned before, the conflicts and rivalries amthregArab states, the hostility
against Israel and the rivalry of leadership betweerkey and Egypt did not allow
for the realization of the establishment of suchiltary alliance in the Middle East.
More importantly, the regime change in Egypt in 2@Hd Nasser’s rising
dominance in the Egyptian, and later the Arab fslinade such an alliance
impossible. Consequently, the Allies changed thigategy and sought to establish
an indigenous military alliance in which the axisfted from Turkey and Egypt to
Turkey, Irag, and Pakistan or shortly the “North&rer” from 1954 onwards.

The Turkish-Iragi Pact or, with its other names Baghdad Pact was the
ultimate project in the Middle East to set up aetisk structure in the 1950s. After
the failure of the attempts to establish the Midgidst Command and the Middle
East Defense Organization, the Northern Tier conegs formulated by United
States’ secretary John Foster Dulles after his Migdst tour in 1953. The Northern
Tier concept involved Turkey, Pakistan, Iraq, arahlforming an alliance for the
defense of the Middle East against the Soviet thiidee divergence of Egypt from
the West to a “neutralist” line, especially aftee tCoup of Free Officers in 1952,
although Nasser and the Officers were not anti-@fasit the beginning, caused
such a policy change. After the encouragementefritiividual states, the Turkish-
Pakistani Pact was signed as an initial stageeoMtiuldle Eastern alliance. Then, the
negotiations between Turkey and Iraq, particuladtween Menderes and Nuri Said,
who wholeheartedly worked for the signature of laet, began and ultimately the
Baghdad Pact was signed between the two states.

The attitudes of the great powers toward the BadtrRact were different.

The United States never joined the Pact despitbghgy pressure on it by the states

in the region and the Pact members, whereas ieglayrole of sponsorship of the
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Pact. Despite its economic and military suppos, timited States stayed behind the
scenes due to reasons vital to its interestsniog to be actively involved in the
regional rivalries and conflicts, not to be a pdrthe Arab-Israeli conflict and to
protect economic and military interests in the oegi

The United Kingdom, on the other hand, played diater role and became a
member of the Pact. More importantly, it was thstfsignatory after Turkey and
Irag. The basic reason for the involvement of timiédl Kingdom was its desire not
to lose the leadership role and not to give upitsrests and privileges in the region.
The reaction of the Soviet Union was negative,ibdid not put pressure on the Pact
countries except for anti-Pact propaganda. Witrdeneelopment of relations
between the Soviet Union, Egypt and Syria, the &dvnion infiltrated the region
through economic and military aid to these coustard became an integral part of
Middle East politics in the second half of the 1950

The impact of the Baghdad Pact process on themabstates was different.
The only commonality of the approaches of the statehe region, except for Egypt
and Syria, to join the Pact was their economic@andary demands in return for
membership to the Pact. Turkey and Iraq were ioresfto lead the region and to
extend their alliance to the other Arab states. giivae ministers of both states tried
hard to persuade especially the smaller statesndhe Pact. Pakistan and Iran
joined the Pact later in return for the guaranteeconomic and military aid from the
United States. Egypt, which was claiming the |leskligrof the Arab world as a
neutralist state, reacted harshly to the Baghdatlda Pact members, especially
Irag and Turkey as its rivals in the Middle Eastl&adership. Syria had been
favorable to the Pact at the beginning, but afterdhange of the Syrian government,

the attitude of this state shifted dramaticallyd &yria began to act with Egypt as a
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“neutralist” state. Saudi Arabia, which was an imgot actor of the regional

politics, was against the Pact because of its mmae of the Israeli threat against the
whole Arab world and its “possible” rivalry withefHashemite dynasty who ruled
Irag and Jordan. These three states signed theiBgy®yrian-Saudi Pact right after
and against the Baghdad Pact to develop their esigrend military cooperation in
the Arab world, but later the Pact dissolved duistinternal problems. Again,
suspicion, hatred, and clash of interests poistimedact member states, which also
affected the Baghdad Pact members during the reggots. The smaller states in the
region, Lebanon and Jordan, hesitated to takeresfitee two sides. Their priority
was not to take a side between Egypt and Iragprieservation of the so-called Arab
Unity, which had not existed at any time in the Aveorld, and the Arab League,
which was the medium of discussion between the Atates, against the common
enemy, Israel. Moreover, they sought to providér teeonomic and military
development. It can be argued that the Baghdadidedstered the split in the Middle
East. However, the Baghdad Pact cannot be blanmesdiét a split because the
Middle East and the Arab world were not united drete were several sources of
conflict and rivalry in the region. The period beging with the signing of the
Baghdad Pact witnessed a series of crises in wihickey was involved directly or
indirectly.

After the nationalization of the Suez Canal byHggyptian President Nasser,
the Suez Crisis erupted and the great powers anstales in the region were
involved. The London Conferences were convenedizer@ were diplomatic efforts
to persuade the Nasser government to reach annagméen these diplomatic
efforts, Turkey tried to play a mediatory role d@rdd to pursue a balanced and

cautious policy which was pro-Western. During thalIsraeli War right after the
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crisis, Turkey denounced the attack on Egypt byldteeli, United Kingdom, and
French forces. The reaction of Turkey to the Alliess not as harsh as to Israel, and
Turkey withdrew its ambassador from Telaviv.

The smuggling and the clashes along the TurkisieSyorder turned into a
crisis in the summer of 1957. However, the basasoe for the crisis was the Soviet
infiltration through economic and military aid apdrsonnel to Syria. The increase in
the role of the Soviet Union and the CommunistSyria alarmed Turkey and the
Turkish government massed troops along the bohdeeturn, the Syrian
government argued that Turkey would attack anddev@yria. The reactions of both
sides could be regarded as having been exagge#Adtedreciprocal accusations and
diplomatic attempts, the crisis ended up with discons in the United Nations.

The establishment of the United Arab Republic gtredFederal Arab Union
showed the polarization in the Middle East, busthdevelopments did not cause
trouble for Turkey. It recognized both states aratltto establish closer relations
with both of them. Regarding the United Arab Repyi8yria’s unification with
Egypt and the suppression of communism and the Gonsts in the country by the
president Nasser were welcomed by Turkey.

Last, the social crises in Irag, Lebanon, andaletupted in 1958 and the
Iragi regime was toppled by a coup d’état. Durimg ¢oup d’état in Iraqg, Turkey was
expected to intervene to restore the old regimthobdigh there was no sign of
intervention from Turkey, there were many claimd anoenarios about Turkey’s
intervention. However, Turkey did not intervene aedognized the new regime.
Moreover, Turkey sought to develop its relationthwihe new regime and to solve
the problems of the Turkish and Kurdish communiighin Iraq. These

expectations of a Turkish intervention were repealgring the Lebanon and Jordan
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Crises, but such an intervention did not take plabe major support of Turkey to
the West was that Turkey allowed the United Statesilize theincirlik Base at
Adana during the intervention in Lebanon. Consetijyenurkey tried to pursue a
cautious and balanced policy during these yeacsisés.

The developments in the Middle East and governis@olicies were
followed closely and discussed by the oppositiothenparliament and the press in
the 1950s. The developments such as the MiddleG&asmand and the Baghdad
Pact were supported and praised by the oppositidiep and the press in general.
However, as the crises began to erupt in the reg¢hengovernment’s policies began
to be criticized by the opposition and the predsctvwas close to the opposition,
mainly the RPP.

The government’s policy during the Suez Canali€asd the Arab-Israeli
War followed the crisis was criticized by the FreedParty. Regarding these
successive developments, the RPP suggested tamaetcautiously and not to
interfere with the events closely. The press sujgplaihe government’s policy and
criticized the actors who were responsible for ¢hasses. During the Syrian Crisis,
the main opposition party, the RPP strongly cagd the government’s policy
towards Syria and the Middle East policy in gendvidreover, it suggested once
again that Turkey should stay out of the conflintthe region. The press generally
supported the government’s policy; the main csticicame from journdtorum.

The establishment of United Arab Republic and thédfal Arab Union were
approached cautiously by the opposition and thespidowever, the government’s
policy of recognizing both states was supported.

Last, the successive crises in 1958, i.e. the tmgp d’état, Lebanon and

Jordan Crises, were discussed in the parliamenthengress. The criticisms of the

442



RPP were strong against the government during ttréses. However, the press was
split. The newspapers close to DP supported tleeviantion of the Allies and
Turkey’s support to them. On the contrary, the n@apers and journals close to RPP
strongly criticized the intervention of the Alliesd Turkey’s support of them.

The 1950s witnessed the efforts of the DemocrelB@avernment to be an
integral part not only of the political relatior®sjt also of the economic and military
relations in the Middle East, especially in thes®thalf of the decade. It can be
argued that the reasons that pushed the Demoatgtt®act accordingly were the
following: to broaden its economic relations in éimmf economic crisis in Turkey,
and to play the role of leadership in the regicotlgh providing military support to
the smaller states in the region and to provideeroc and military support from
the United States. To this end, there were sederslopments that determined the
government’s policy.

The oil issue and the oil relations were the baktbe Middle East economic
relations and Turkey had the chance to be a pdheske relations during the Suez
Crisis in 1956. When the Suez Canal was natior@ligethe Egyptian government
and the passage of transit ships were blockedyrérsd powers and the oil companies
began to study alternative ways to transfer thedididastern oil to Europe. The
pipeline project which would include Turkey wasdad, but with the end of the
crisis and the normalization of the oil relatiotig pipeline project was abandoned.
Therefore, the chance for the Democrat Party gamem to be a part of Middle
Eastern oil politics and to find a remedy, at lgzstially, to the economic problems
in Turkey disappeared.

Second, the government signed bilateral agreemetitdsrael, Iran, and

Egypt to exchange goods without payments to meeesaf the needs of the country.
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The commercial agreements, particularly the on ®dypt, showed that the
political commitments at the propaganda level weresatisfactory to analyze and
understand the nature of international politicsrélionportantly, it was also an
indicator of the overlapping political and econormpdticies.

Last, the military cooperation with the smalleatss in the region, i.e., Libya,
Jordan, Lebanon, and Afghanistan showed that Tuskeght to play a leadership
role in the region through military aid to thesates. Furthermore, the government
made efforts to persuade these states to parecipdhe alliance projects in which
Turkey was involved. However, the regional dynanpies/ed a role in the failure of
these efforts.

As some scholars argue, the Middle East witneaserab Cold War in the
1950s. The rise of Nasserite nationalism, anti-inatiem and anti-Zionism
determined the fate of the Middle East politicse Tompetition between not only
the superpowers, but also the Western Allies madeldpments in the region much
more complex. Therefore, the states in the regied to harmonize their domestic
and foreign policies to maximize their individuatarests, including Turkey.

Consequently, although the DP government soughatmonize and
maximize its political, economic, and military intésts through leadership in the
Middle East to establish alliances supported mamylyhe United States against the
Soviet expansion in the region; the complexityhef tegional dynamics, i.e., the
Nasserite Arab nationalism, anti-Zionism, and amgerialism especially against the
former colonizers, the United Kingdom, and Framoglries and the clash of
interests between the regional states, for exartipelzgypt-Iraq rivalry for
leadership and the Saudi-Hashemite rivalry; in taoldito the country-specific

dynamics of the individual states; that is, ecormamd military needs, social crises,
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resulted in the volatility of Middle East politicall these factors prevented the DP
government from reaching its goals in the region.

Finally, it can be said that the DP government matsan ardent supporter of
the United States. It mainly aimed to maximizarntsrests to the extent possible,
and the Middle East became the scene in whichaytple role to reach this end
especially in the second half of the 1950s. Théaland regional dynamics,

however, prevented the realization of these aims.
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