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break of fighting Hussein took part in a
meeting with Assad and Sadat -and was
certainly aware of the preparations which
were going on. A period of tension in re-
lations between Jordan, Syria and Egypt
had been closed.

Inter-Arab relations in 1973 took exactly
the opposite course to the one they had
taken between 1965 and 1966. At that time
a series of summit meetings failed to pre-
vent a growing split between the conserva-
tive-monarchical and the progressive-repub-
lican blocs. Now Saudi Arabia and Egypt
were attempting to agree directly between
themselves, without the mediation of third
parties. The Lybian revolution would have
led to the victory of the “Nasserites”. In-
stead Sadat rejected ‘Gheddafi (and all that
a ‘Lybian alliance could have meant) in
favour of Feisal. A new chapter had been
opened in Arab history. The state which
had once been the most vigorous proponent
of the nationalist revolution in the Arab
world and which had been responsible for
the anti-imperialist interpretation of Pan-
Arabismi was reconciled with the standard-
bearer of legitimism, with a state which be-
tween the to wings of Arab nationalism pre-
ferred the Islamic fundamentalist approach.
The building of this alliance as essential if
the war against Israel was to be waged and
won (or, as a minimum, if a repetition of
the disastrous defeats of 1956 and 1967 was
to be avoided). This time the United States
.was unable to prevent the Arabs from strik-
ing first. The advantage it derived was
a real one.

Saudi Arabia’s joining the coalition of
Arab states directly committed against
Israel enabled Egypt to re-establish com-
munications with the United States. (Vice
versa, it enabled the Americans, who con-
tinued to supply Israel with all the arms
she needed, to control developments in the
Arab camp). It also meant that the “oil
weapon” could be used to full effect for the
furtherance of Arab goals. It should be
mentioned in passing that these changes
had implications far outside the sphere of
Inter-Arab relations. The Saudi-Egyptian
axis was probably strengthened by tacit sup-
port from Algeria, which in September 1973
had won approval at the conference of non-
aligned states for its policy of joint Arab-
African action based on the use of the oil
weapon against Israel and the West in the
event of a war of “reparation”.

The Yom Kippur war, unlike the Six-
day War, strengthened the Arab states with
respect to the Palestinian guerrilla move-
ment. Only well organized, efficient states
could claim to compete with Israel in the
waging of modern warfare, fought with ever
more sophisticated weaponry. | Nonetheless,
the Palestinian resistance was now, more
than ever, a political reality which none
could ignore. Even the enemies of the
resistance could not avoid taking it into
consideration as a factor in any political
solution.

After 1973 inter<Arab discussions were cen-
tred on the line to be followed in view of
a political settlement. In December 1973
Arabs and Israelis sat at the same table at
the Geneva Peace Conference. This in itself
was unprecedented.. The aim of the talks
was to find a solution which in one way
or another would imply the acceptance by
the Arab countres of the existence of a
Jewish state in the heart of the Arab naion.
This meant the renunciation of the whole.
theory of “Arab rejection” of Israel. To
carried out between the Arabs on both a
bilaterl and a multilateral basis. (It would
be impossible to record all the meetings
between Arab leades in 1973 and 1974). In
November 1973 at Algiers and about a year
later in Rabat the members of the Arab
League gave their interpretation of what
was really involved in a “political solution”.
They laid down the conditions in which this
would be possible. In particular they
attempted to reconcile the existence of
Israel with the national rights of the Pale-
stinian people.’

All the Arab countries with the exception
of Iraq and Libya “which disapproved of
Egypt and Syria’s policy) were represented
at the Algiers conference (which took place
from the 26th to the 28th of November 1973).
The choice of Algiers for the meeting which
had, at least to modifity the “three no’s” of
the 1967 Khartoum conference, was, given
the city’s credentials as the revolutionary
centre of the Third World, a clever one. In
practice the Arabs accepted the peace pro-
gramme which, theoretically under joint
Soviet-American guidance — in fact under
that of the United States — had emerged
after the Six-day War. Egypt and Syria were
authorized to sign a military disengagement
treaty with Israel. The only condition was
that they should ascertain the compatibility
of any such treaty with the ultimate objec-



tives of the Arab cause. For the Arabs the
two “supreme and unnegotiable” condi-
tions for a just peace in the Middle-East
were the withdrawal of the Israelis from
all territory occupied in 1967 including Jeru-
salem and the re-establishment of the na-
tional rights of the Palestinian people (re-
presented by the PLO).

The delays entailed by Kissinger's step-
by-step approach prevented the impliementa-
tion of the Algiers programme. After the
first disengagement agreement in Sinai and
the Israeli-Syrian agreement over the Golan
Heights, work at the Geneva Conference,
the natural forum for a search for a “global
solution” to the problem, ground to a halt.
Egypt was at pains to show she had no de-
sire for a separate peace. On the West
Kank, there was no prospect of a military
disengagement agreement, still less of any
recognition by Israel of Palestinian national
rights. At the end of 1974,
ing had already been postponed on a num-
ber of occasions, the Arab States finally
met at Rabat (from the 26th to the 29th of
October) to consider the situation.

The main change in the old Algiers policy
concerned the Palestinians. The Arab
League recognized the status of the PLO as
the sole official representative of Palestine
and the Palestinians and proclaimed the or-
ganization’s right to establish an indepen-
dent national entity covering all liberated
territory. Jordan was thus deprived of her
potential sovereignty over any West Bank
territory which might be returned by Israel.
This may appear to have been a defeat for
King Hussein (and it is in this way that it
has been interpreted in speeches by Israeli
leaders, who deny the feasibility of a third
state in the area historically covered by Pa-
lestine). However, given the gradual accep-
tance by the Palestinians of the idea of a
state limited to Gaza and the West Bank, it
may be possible to offer an alternative inter-
pretation. The Rabat conference could per-
haps be seen as the last step in the gradual
transformation of the Palestinian problem
into one that may be handled by purely
diplomatic means. The Arab governments
are agreed on the need for a Palestinian
state on condition that that state should,
far from subverting the Middle-Eastern sta-
tus quo, as the Palestinians had originally
intended, reinforce it. The new state could
only emerge in a non-revolutionary situation.
Its potential as a trouble-maker would be

after the meet-
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strongly limited by de facto Israeli-Jordani
joint trusteeship. These at least are the
premises upon which Egyptian and Saudi
Arabian policy is founded. It is mo coinci-
dence that whilst the Arab League has now
finally recognized the march towards a Pa-
lestinian national state, Lybia and Iraq, the
two strongest supporters of the revolution-
ary role of such a state, have remained out-
side the mainstream of Arab politics, even
with respect to the struggle over oil.

To simplify one might say that in the
immediate post-Kippur period inter-Arab
relations have been dominated by two key
factors — Egypt's political entente with
Saudi Arabia and her military relationship
with Syria. Egypt cannot break her ties
with Syria because to do so might drive
Damascus into fighting alone, thus destroy-
ing any remaining chance for peace in the
Middle-East. Meanwhile she also needs to
maintain contacts with Saudi Arabia, which
provide guarantees to the United States on
the line of Egyptian policy. In the same
way Syria has no interest in breaking with
Egypt. A onefront war with Israel is
unthinkable, especially in the face of Soviet
opposition. As far as Saudi Arabia is con-
cerned, her present relations with Egypt
enable her to avoid too early a break be-
tween her traditional conservative Arabism,
still strongly pro-Western, despite willing-
ness to ‘risk escalation in the oil conflict,
and a state which is the incarnation of the
radical anti-imperialist version of modern
Arab nationalism. US policy has taken ad-
vantage of this situation to the obvious
discomfiture of the Soviet Union. The least
predictable variabile within this model is
the Palestinian factor. The majority of the
PLO has accepted the role assigned to the
organization. However an opposition group
does exist in the form of the so-called
“rejection front”, which, with support
from Iraq is continuing the struggle, not so
much against the concept of a political
settlement or against the formation of an
Arab+Palestinian mini-state but rather against
the tendency to subject Palestinian nationa-
lism to the constraints imposed by a Pan-
Arab policy itself dominated by the United
States, or, at best, by more general great
power strategy

The second Sinai pact between Egypt and
Israel (September 1975) modified the pic-
ture to some extent in dividing Egypt from
Syria. Not even American pressures were
able in fact to convince Israel to make a
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contextual grant in Syria’s favour with
regard to Golan. The prospect of Syrian
leadership as an alternative to traditional
Egyptian leadership at this point becomes
feasible: while Egypt, her basic require-
ments having been satisfied, tends to leave
“the battle field”, Syria can still be con-
sidered in - first line. Unlike in the past,
when she tried to form an alliance with
one or both of the strongest Arab States,
Egypt or Iraq, at the expense of passing

immediately to a subordinate position, Syria’

under Assad strengthens her position by
forming an alliance with the weaker coun-
tries (Lebanon and Jordan). These last are
also the “sanctuaries” of Palestinian re-
sistance, and closer at this point to Syrian
influence. It is not without meaning that
the Lebanese crisis of 1975-76 and the Afri-
can-Moroccan controversy over the former
Spanish Sahara regard Egypt in fact as
marginal. This leads one to think of the
decline of the nation which from 1945 on,
through various vicissitudes, always repre-
sented the dominating force in 'the Arab
world. It is difficult to believe in a defini-
tive decline, because the hegemonic role of
Egypt in the Arab world, outside the func-
tion assigned to her by Britain when the
Arab league was founded and outside the
pan-arab vocation rediscovered by Nassar,
is assured by her demographic consistence,
her economic and military potential and by
the extreme preparation of her ruling class.

Il CRISIS IN LEBANON

A YEAR OF WAR

The increasingly violent civil war in Le-
banon has now been going on for more
than a year. The Lebanese social system
has been threatened with partition along
ethno-religious lines. On several occasions,
especially in spring 1976 it has seemed as
if Lebanon might become the centre of an
international crisis.

Who make up the two opposing sides?
On the one hand there are the Kataeb or
Falanges. These are para-military ‘Catholic
and Maronite organizations, set up by Piere
Gemayel and his family, with the support
of other Christian groups, including those
led by ex-president Frangie and his son
Tony. These are linked to right-wing poli-

tical groups, including Camille Chamoun's
Liberal National Front, the Maronite League
and the Front of the Defenders of the
Cedar. Opposed to them are para-mili-
tary Moslem forces linked to Moslem and
Christian political groups of the centre, led
by influential politicians such as Rashid
Karamé, Saeb Salam, Rashid Sohl, to left
wing Ba’ath, “Nasserite” and Communist
groups, to the Shitite group “The disinheri-
ted ones”, to Kamal Jumblatt’'s Socialist
Progressive Party (Jumblatt is a hereditary
leader of the Druzes) and to the Palestinian
resistance movement. The Palestinian mo-
vement, represented by the President of
the Palestine Liberation Organization, Yas-
sar Arafat, has however tried to mediate
between the Falange and the Lebanese left,
grouped around Kamal Jumblatt. Arafat
has worked together with a number of
centrist Moslem forces, represented by
Rashid Karame, with Christian groups from
Raymond Edde’s National Bloc and with
external Arab and non-Arab mediators.

The conventional date given for the be-
ginning of the war is the 13th April 1975,
the day on which the two sides began to
use heavy arms, missiles and mortars against
each other and barricaded the areas under
their control. A meeting of the Lebanese
Security Council failed to lead to any con-
crete results. A decision was taken against
interventon by the army on the grounds
that it was a predominantly Christian force.
On the 16th of April mediation by the Arab
League led to a cease-fire agreement, which
remained without practical effect. The
fighting continued until the 21st of April
and spread to Tripoli, Lebanon’s second
largest, predominantly Moslem city.

The political confrontation continued.
The Falange and the Liberal National Party
(or Front) accused the Prime Minister,
Rashid Sohl, who had been-in office since
October 1974, of failing to order the army
to intervene. As a result half the ministers
in the cabinet resigned, leading on the 15th
of May to the fall of the government. In
his resignation speech the Prime Minister
blamed the crisis on the Falange and stated
that the only possible solutions were either
to recognise that the growth of the Moslem
population had entitled it to a majority role
in government or alternatively to set up a
representative system wherein the division
of powers no longer ran along religious
lines.

Fresh fighting broke out between the Fa-
lange and the Palestinians. The President



attempted army intervention. Instead of
nominating as Prime Minister Rashid Ka-
rame, as on the 23rd of May he had been
unanimously advised to do, he appointed
an old general Nureddin Rifai, a Sunnite
Moslem, to head a military government.
Despite this move the fighting continued.
Left wing and Moslem pressure combined
with support from Damascus and from mo-
derate Christian groups. forced the presi-
dent and the right to retreat. Nareddin
Refai resigned on the 26th of May. On the
28th Rashed Karame took up his post.

There followed a long political crisis.
Attacks by Israel (with the death of seven
soldiers in the South and, so it is said,
the murder of eight Palestinian guerrillas
in Beirut) were, at least, partly responsible
for a new trial of strength. A French
attempt at mediation, conducted by ex-
Prime Minister Louve de Marville failed
when it was judged by the Left as being
over-partial to the Falange. The third wave
of fighting reached the centre of Beirut and
spread throughout the country. Karame
was able to accelerate moves towards a
settlement of the political crisis. On the
30th of June he formed a “government of
National Salvation”, made up of historical
leaders of the centre-right, including ex-
president Camille Chaneur, formerly the
prime minister’s bitter enemy, as Minister
for internal affairs. The Falange and the
Left were excluded from office. In agree-
ment with Syria and, it is claimed, with the
guerrilla leadership, certainly, at any rate,
with Yassar Arafat, Karame made a pact
with the PLO. His aim was to assure
himself of the organization’s cooperation in
the maintenance of order and to safeguard
the Palestinian presence in Lebanon. By
making the agreement he blunted claims by
the Falange that civil war was necessary
in order to defend the state from “expro-
priation” by the Palestinians.

Fighting nevertheless continued throughout
the summer, both in the capital and spo-
radically, elsewhere in the country, this
despite any number of cease-fire agreements.

In September “total” war broke out.
No area of Beirut or of the country at
large was spared. The fourth round of
fighting began on the 1Ist of September, in
Tripoli. There was heavy damage to the
city. As a reprisal large forces of Moslem
militia-men left Tripoli to attack the neigh-
bouring, predominantly Christian city of
Zghorta, amongst whose five “great fami-
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lies” was the family of President Frangie.

The government was bitterly divided.
One group, supported by Frangie and repre-
sented by the Minister for Internal Affairs,
Chamun, wanted the army to intervene.
The Prime Minister, Karame, made this
conditional upon a reorganisation of the
army leadership. On the 10th September,
a compromise was reached. ‘General Iskan-
dar Ghanem, unpopular amongst the Mos-
lems, was put “on leave”. The army
command was given to Hanna Said. His
task was to take up position between Tri-
poli and Zghorta and to seperate the two
sides.

Three days later violent fighting started
up again. Once again Beirut was affected.
For about three weeks the country was at
a standstill. During this new crisis the
divisions within the government deepened.
Frangie, Chamun and Gemayel all wanted
army intervention. Karame sought to de-
lay this. Meanwhile well-known Moslem po-
liticians and the Left began to demand the
reform of the agreements which up to that
time had defined the constitution of the
country in religious terms. In August they
reached agreement on a “Programme for
the democratic reform of the Lebanese po-
litical system”.

During these weeks of violence non-Leba-
nese Arab forces began to intervene more
and more openly. The American govern-
ment accused Lybia of having passed “tens
of millions of dollars” to left-wing moslem
groups (New York Times, 15th of Septem-
ber 1975) and cited irrefutable evidence to
this effect. It was claimed that Iraq had
intervened on the same side, through a
group of her own. This group however
played a very marginal role. Large quan-
tities of arms of dubious (according to
some claims Egyptian or Israeli) origin
were supplied to the Falange through the
Port of Jumeh, to the North of Beirut, con-
trolled by Gemael’s forces. Syria and the
Palestinians, on the other hand, took on
the role of “guarantors”. In September
the government was obliged to use the PLO
as a police force to maintain order in Bei-
rut. The government and the president
sought increasingly open Syrian mediation.
Several times during September the Syrian
foreign minister, Abdel Halim Khaddam
attempted to bind the two sides to a lasting
cease-fire. On the 24th of September he
succeeded in forming a “Committee for
National Dialogue”, with 20 members co-
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vering the whole Lebanese political spec-
trum, from the Falange to the communist
left. The setting up of the Committee was
followed by intense political activity both
within and between the two sides, leading
to a clarification of their respective posi-
tions. Iman Sadr, the leader of the Shitite
“Disinherited Ones” and Hassen Khalen,
the great mufti of the Republic and the
Sunnite community called a Moslem sum-
mit which met at Dar el Fatua on the 4th
of October and condemned “any attempt at
a geographical or psychological partition of
Lebanon”. On the 7th of October a Christian
summit was held at Bkerke, the patriarchial
seat, attended by Pierre Gemeyel, Camille
Chammun, Raymond Edde and the Maronite
patriarch Antoine Khorreiene. The meeting
did not rule out an agreement and favoured
an inter-confessional solution to the crisis.
Even within the Falange the hard-liners,
led by Pierre Gemayel's son, Béchir, were
opposed. by a group open to a political
solution under Joseph Chader. Those who
favoured partiton, that is to say, in practice
the creation of a Christian Lebanon limited
to Mount Lebanon and Beirut, found them-
selves in isolation. The only movements to
take up this position were the group headed
by Charbel Kassis, a Father Superior in the
Order of Maonite Monks with few followers,
the Maronite League and the Front of the
Defenders of the Cedar. The prevailing
attitude, favourable to the Left, was to
maintain Lebanese territorial unity and to
create a new institutional balance, capable
of overcoming religious differences. At the
same time it began to be felt that President
Frangie represented an obstacle in the way
of achieving this goal. On the 2nd of Oc-
tober Saeb Salan, who for three years had
acted as Frangie’s ‘Prime Minister, made a
violent attack on the head of state.

The PLO played a crucial role in this pro-
cess of political clasification. Following a
request for intervention by the Palestinian
police force (CLAP) the organisation and
above all its leader, Yassar Arafat worked
actively for a new truce. This lasted a few
hours from the 11th to the 12th of October.
In a memorandum, presented on the 11th
to the Committee for Dialogue, the PLO
made clear its concern for the maintenance
of the security, stability, independence and
sovereignty of Lebanon and for the unity
of her people and territory, with all that
implies in terms of the states’ right to
exercise its authority in all Lebanese re-
gions. Integration within another Arab

- destruction.

state was unacceptable. “The Palestinian
people reject any substitute for their home-
land to which they will never abandon their
struggle to return”.

Meanwhile however, whilst a political dia-
logue seemed to be begmmﬂg, the fighting
intensified, especially in Beirut, where there
was a backlash from the halangva, determi-
ned to win back militarily the political
ground they had lost. On the 15th of Oc-
tober the WFalanges in the capital broke
Arafat’s truce and attempted to overthrow
the military balance between the two sides,
crossing the neutral zone and penetrating
the west of the city along the sea front, an
arca of large hotels, oifices and luxury
shops. Fighting in the zone -continued
throughout November leading to large scale
In December an alliance of
ten Moslem groups brought together by
Koleclat, the Ileadr of the “Nasserites”
succeeded in driving the Falanges from
three of the largest hostels. There was
enormous darmage.

In mid-October, a special meeting of Arab
League foreign ministers was held in Cairo.
The proposal for the conference came from
Kuwait and was supported by Frangie as
well as by the Egyptian and Iragi govern-
ments. Baghdad favoured total “Arabiza-
tion” of Lebanon; Cairo, an immediate
agreement between Moslems and Christians,
necessary if Egyptian policy on peace with
Israel was to succeed. For similarly con-
tradictory motives Syria and the PLO were
absent from the meeting. Because of her
poor relations with Egypt, Libya also stay-
ed away. The conference had no practical
consequences apart from that of weakening
the Falanges’ threat to internationalize the
conflict. Neither Egypt nor Iraq succeeded
in forcing the Arab League to intervene.
Attempts at mediation, by the papal envoy,
Mons. Bertole and by UN Secretary Gemne-
ral Kurt Waldheim, followed the same line,
the aim being to avoid non-Lebanese involve-
ment in the conflict.

January saw the worst fighting yet.. On
the 5th the Falangists launched yet another
offensive against the Palestinians. In re-
prisal the Left, the Palestinians and the
Moslems attacked Beirut's Christian areas.
At this point the Falangists used aircraft
and artillery to bombard the Moslem areas
in southern Beirut and the crowded, po-
verty-stricken moslem zone around the port.
The other side retaliated by laying siege to
the predominantly Christian coastal village



of Damur, the “feudal domain” of Leba-
non’s minister of Internal Affairs, Chamun.
Elsewhere in the country there was also
fighting. Summary execution became in-
creasingly commoi.

After. the break-down of the twenty-se-
cond cease-fire since the beginning of the
conflict, on the 18th of January Prime Mi-
nister Karame resigned. This followed the
failure of his attempt, supported by Syrian,
Saudi-Arabian and French mediators, to re-
solve the crisis through-a revision of the
religious agreements regulating public life
and the country’s constitution. Worse still,
the day before his resignation the airforce
had intervened against left-wing “selfde-
fence groups” without informing either the
Prime Minister or the Minister for Defence.

Syrian intervention re-established the
truce and brought Karame back into the
government. Using military pressure on
- the ‘Christians from the pro-Syrian Palesti-
nian militia and political pressure on the
progressives, foreign Minister Khaddam,
supported by the Syrians, succeeded on the
22nd of January, in imposing a four point
political compromise. This — according to
Raymond Edde, a moderate leader — “pla-
ced Lebanon under a Syrian mandate”.
The truce was observed more or less for
about two months. During that time howe-
ver the country lived as if it were divided
in two. Large scale migration gave geogra-
phical form to Lebanon’s political divisions.

During these two months the movement
against Frangie gathered momentum. Se-
rious splits appeared within the army. At
Shtura, in the Behaa, Ahmed El Kratib, a
thirty-three year old Moslem who, on ac-
count of his religion had never been pro-
moted above the rank of sub-lieutenant,
founded the Arab Lebanese army. He re-
ceived strong support, especially from units
stationed in the South. The official army
leaders vere undecided as to whether to
condemn those belonging to the ALA as
deserters. ‘Given the size of the movement
the vast majority favoured an amnesty.
The army question was however closely
connected with that of the presidency.

Khatib called for Frangie’s resignation.
The Syrians on the other hand were now
prepared to defend him. The demand was
not met. In order to pacify the army, lea-
ders had to turn against the president. On
the 11th of March ‘General Azis Ahdab for-
med the Movement for National Recovery
and called on television for Frangie's re-
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signation. This demand  received quick
support from all political groups, including
the extreme right, which had now been
defeated. Kamal Jamblatt, who had earlier
criticized the general’s action was now obli-
ged by his Druxe electoral base to reconsi-
der his assessment. On the 13th the Natio-
nal Assembly approved a motion calling
upon the president to resign. With Da-
mascus’ support Frangie refused. On the
15th Khatib and Ahdab joined forces for a
march on the presidential palace. Once
again the Syrians intervened to block their
way, using pro-Syrian forces from Saika
and the Yarmak brigade of the Palestine
Liberation Army.

Fresh fighting broke out amongst the
population at large. Once again there were
massacres. The destruction was worsened
by the use of artillery and armour from
the army, which was rapidly disintegrating.
The war was at its most intense in Beirut,
in- the hotel zone and around the port.
Engagements were also fought in the moun-
tains. Accusation of atrocities came from
nearly everywhere in the country.

Once again Damascus made a serious
attempt at mediation. Beginning on the
20th of March the Syrian president, Assad,
held meetings with Prime Minister Karame
(who had just survived an assassination
attempt), with ex-prime minister Saeb Sa-
lam, with Yassa-Arafat and with Kamal
Jumblatt. Arab Moslem representatives
were urged to accept a negotiated solution
with the (Christians. The only Syrian con-
cession was to accept the principle of Fran-
gie's resignation. A face-saving procedure
was to be adopted invelving a consitutional
amendment. Syrian pressure. was SUCCESS-
ful. At the beginning of May Frangie was
“honorably” replaced, though mnot before
his attitude had led to the most dramatic
phase yet in the international repercussions
of the crisis.

On the 29th of March Washington announ-
ced American opposition to all foreign inter-
vention and offered to mediate. A spokes-
man explained that his warning was di-
rected both at Syria and Israel. Given
however that in the past Damascus’ role
had always been approved in Washington,
observers feared that the Israelis were pre-
paring to take action. This would have
added a dangerous new dimension -to the
conflict. The American mediation offer
took the concrete form of a visit to Beirut,
which lasted the whole of April, by retired
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diplomat and Arab specialist, Dean Brown.
George Gorse, an envoy sent by the French
president, was present in the capital at the
same time. The two men’s main task was
to bring back together the different Arab-
Moslem forces and to persuade the latter to
accept Syrian mediation. Damascus’ role
was in fact bitterly opposed by the left
wing groups led by Kamal Jumblatt. For
a short period it was thought that the PLO
had taken up position in their favour. At
the end of March, Cairo, which already on
the 12th of January had proposed an ill-
defined “Inter-Arab Action Plan” for Leba-
non but which in practice had been. cut
off from any real involvement, called for
the setting up of a symbolic Arab force.
The Lebanese Left accused Damascus of
having betrayed the Arab League Pact and
reaffirmed its intention of struggling to the
end for the realization of the “August Pro-
gramme”.

On the 12th of March Syrian troops en-
tered Lebanon in order to block left wing
forces. There was some fighting. In the
days which followed the Syrians took up
positions aimed at cutting off supplies to
the left. The tension reached its height at
the same time however that a new opening
appeared for a solution. Yassar Arafat, the
leader of the PLO who, at the end of
March had had “timely”talks with the Sy-
rian president, took up a role as mediator
between Jumblatt and Assad. On the 16th
of April he proposed a seven point plan to
the two sides. The plan rejected partition
or Arabisation of Lebanon along with any
internationalisation of the conflict and called
for the continuation of Syrian mediation,
the ending of all hostilities and the setting
up of a unified Syrian-Lebanese-Palestinian
command to supervise the cease-fire. On
the 8th of May the Syrian candidate Elias
Sarkos, the governor of the Bank of Lebanon,
was elected as the new president. The fight-
ing continued with renewed violence.

A HISTORY OF CRISIS

The 1975-76 civil war merely represents
the culmination of a long historical pro-
cess, during which there appeared many
motives for conflict. The whole history of
Lebanon has been marked by outbreaks of
violence, originally caused, at least seeming-
ly, by ethno-religious divisions and by the
well known demographic and institutional

balance between Moslems and Christians.
Later the role of social factors, of political
divisions between the “notables”, the land-
owners, the merchants, the financiers and
the masses, and of the conflict between
modernization and radicalism within the
Arab World became far clearer. The deve-
lopment of this last conflict to its present
degree of intensity passed through two
phases: — firstly the spread of Nasserism,
secondly the establishment of the Palestinian
guerrillas within the country.

On the fall of the Ottoman empire, Bri-
tain, in line with the 1916 Sykes-Picot agree-
ment, recognized a French sphere of in-
fluence in the Middle-East, consisting of
Mount Lebanon, Bekaa and, of course, Sy-
ria, Lebanon came into existence as a re-
sult of this agreement. At the end of the
war the division of the country into diffe-
rent spheres of influence proved to be diffi-
cult. Whilst Mount Lebanon and the Be-
kaa were both Christian areas, the coast
was predominantly Moslem.

The Haschimiet, King Feisal, aimed, with
British support (and with the agreement of
Chaim Weizmann, the Zionist leader) to
annex the zone to his own Arab kingdom
of Syria. Feisal's plan was for a “Greater-
Syria”. It was never to be put into prac-
tice. Its ghost nonetheless haunts the histo-
ry of Lebanon.

The French prime minister, ‘George Cle-
menceau, mistrusted Feisal. On the 10th of
November 1919 he promised Hoyeh, the Ma-
ronite patriarch, both independence for
Mount Lebanon and the Bekaa and access
to the sea. The promise amounted to re-
cognising what then was known as “greater
Lebanon”. On the 25th of April 1920 the
Conference of San Remo granted Paris the
Syrian mandate which included Lebanon.
In December of the same year France de-
tached the predominantly Christian state
of Great Lebanon from Syria. Right up to
independence the French acted as guaran-
tors of the balance between Moslems and
Christians, a balance which favoured the
latter and vested interests in the country.

The Lebanon’s constitution today is in no
way substantially different from that of the
French mandate, promulgated on 23rd May,
1926 and amended on the 17th of October
1927, the 8th of May 1928, the 9th of No-
vember and the 7th of December 1943, the
21st of January 1944 and the 23rd of Ja-
nuary 1947.

At the beginning of November 1943 the



two major groups fighting the elections
for the National Assembly, the Maronite
“Constitutional Bloc” led by Bishara EI-
Khoury and the Muslim group, led by Riad
El sohl, signed a “Constitutional Pact”.
The terms of the pact were left vague and
thus were in no way legally binding. They
led nonetheless to agreement on a union
between the Moslem and Christian commu-
nities and not only brought independence
closer, but were recognised as the cor-
nerstone upon which everything else had to
be built. This aspect of the pact became
clear on the 8th of November when the
Assembly passed a new comnstitutional law
provoking the violent reaction of the French
High Commissioner who had the President
of the Republic and the whole of the govern-
ment arrested. This only accelerated the
course of events. France was obviously
forced to free the prisoners.at once and at
the same time to accept both this indepen-
dent constitutional initiative and Lebanon's
more general right to independence.

On the basis of the Constitutional Pact
the tradition grew up that the President of
the Republic should be a Maronite, the Pri-
me Minister a Sunnite Muslim and the Chief
of Staff another Maronite. A referendum
held in 1932 had "already established the
principle that in all representative positions
there should be a five to six ratio of Mos-
lems to Christians. Provision was also
made for the allocation of posts within
each community, this being proportional to
the relative strengths of different religious
groups. Thus in the National iAssembly,
which in 1960 consisted of 99 members,
these were 30 Marcnites, 20 Shitites, 11
members of the Greek and 4 of the Arme-
nian Orthodox Church, 5 Greek Catholics, 6
Druzes, 1 Armenian Catholic, 1 Protestant
and 1 representative for other groups.
Since 1932 there have been no further refe-
renda.

Lebanon was one of the five signatories
of the protocol produced by the Alexandria
Conference (held from 25th September to
10th October 1944). This protocol laid the
foundations of the Arab League which came
into official existence in Cairo on the 22nd
of March 1945. As early as 1944 France had
begun the gradual transfer of powers to
the Lebanese government.

Bishara El Khoury came to the presi-
dency in 1943. In 1949 his mandate was
renewed for a second term of office. The
way in which he organised the Lebanese

state has lasted up until the present day.
It was based less on the political groups
divided as they were along rigid rengious
lines (incapable of genuine political acti-
vity) than on the mediation of a restricted
number of “notables”. During 1952 a se-
rious economic and political crisis led to
violent demonstrations. On the 10th Sep-
tember El Khoury was forced from office,
two years before the end of his mandate.

In 1948 Lebanon joined with the Arabs
in the war against Israel, a war which ended
with an armistice in March 1949. In Syria,
discontent resulting from the Arab defeat
cleared the way for a coup d’état. The
Lebanese leader of the Syrian Popular Party,
Antun Saadeh attempted a repeat perfor-
mance in his own country. The plot was
discovered in 1949. Saadeh was executed.
When in March 1950 after two years of
negotiations Lebanon refused a Syrian pro-
posal for an economic and financial union
a new crisis broke out between the two
countries. As a reprisal Damascus closed
the frontier for a long peried. The borders
were only re-opened in February 1952. This
helped contribute to El Khoury's economic
difficulties. ‘

Lebanon’s first president was replaced by
Camille Chamun. In 1955 Chamun refused
to join either the Baghdad Pact (later to
become CENTQO) or the anti-Baghdad Arab
alliance proposed by the Egyptians, Syrians
and Saudi-Arabians. In 1957 Chamun was
nonetheless to accept the anticommunist
programme of the Eisenhower doctrine.
In 1955 Lebanon attended the Bandung con-
ference, taking the side of the anti-commu-
nist, nonnahgned states.

During the October 1956 Suez crisis Cha-
mun declared a state of emergency but no-
netheless maintained diplomatic relations
with France and Britain. By this luke-
warm approach he sought to prevent the
transformation of Arab patriotism into Arab
nationalism, a transformation which would
have risked a split with “Libanisme”: —
Lebanese nationalism.

This attitude led to a whole series of
bloody incidents. In Tripoli and Beirut in
November 1956 (where they were blamed on
Nasserite agents), in Beirut and in the Druze
zone of Mount Lebanon during the election
campaign in May and June 1957 (where they
were blamed on the Communists) and in
November and December throughout the

North of the country.

The government reacted by imposing t1ght
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controls on the Palestinian refugees and by
declearing the whole northern region a “mi-
litary area”. :

In 1958, the year of the union between
Syria and Egypt (the United Arab Republic)
the crisis reached its height. ‘Chamun reite-
rated his opposition to any union of the
Lebanon with the UAR or with alternative
groupings. Arab nationalism was however
winning ever greater support and the reso-
lution of its supporters in Tripoli in the
North, in Tyre and Sidon in the South and
in Beirut, was growing. On the 8th of May
1958, the assassination of an opposition
journalist, a Christian, Nessib Metri, led
to a general nationalist rising. The rebels
took control of several zones of Beirut, Tri-
poli and Sidon and of vast areas both in
the North and in the South. Chamun ac-
cused the UAR of having inspired the rising.
The opposition reacted by calling for his
resignation.

On the 14th of July 10,000 American mari-
nes landed in Lebanon with the objective
of defending the existing regime. Already
in the past Chamun had requested American
intervention. Washington’s decision came in
the wake of the overthrow of the Iragi re-
gime, on the same day as the landing. The
beach head created by the marines allowed
the American armed forces to keep a close
eye on developments in Baghdad and over
foreign reactions to events there, that is
to say, the mnationalist and conservative
Arab as well as the British response. The
deposed regime had been under British
protection. On the 18th of August the Ame-
ricans committed themselves to the with-
drawal of their troops.

Meanwhile, on the 31st of July, the Chief
of Staff, General Fuad Chahab had been
elected as the new president. As prime
minister, he chose Rashid Karame, the
leader of the Tripoli revolt. The new re-
gime tried to follow a policy of cautious
reform. The results achieved were unspec-
tacular. On the 31st of December 1961 a
group of officers, supported by the Natio-
nal Social Party (the ex Syrian Popular
Party) attempted a coup d’état.

The rebellion was put down on the 10th
of January 1962.

The summer of 1965 witnessed the first
attacks by the Palestinian guerrillas based
in Lebanon. These were followed by lIsraeli
reprisals on Lebanese territory. After the
“six day war” the attacks and reprisals
were intensified. In May 1968 there was

fighting between Israeli and Lebanese for-
ces on the southern fromtier. The most
serious reprisal took place on the night of
the 28th of December 1968. In response
to an attack on an El-Al aircraft in Athens,
helicopter-borne Israeli commands Ilanded
at Beirut airport where they destroyed
thirteen airliners. Many groups of guerril-
las crossed from Syria into Lebanon. Their
arrival was followed by strikes and de-
monstrations.

In October 1969 there was a serious
worsening in the Lebanese Palestinian pro-
blem. The armed forces entered a number
of Palestinian camps, their aim being to
take control over refugee activities. Rashed
Karame's government resigned, stating that
it had not been informed of the initiative
taken by the military. The president and
the armed forces took over direct responsi-
bility for the administration of the coun-
try. On the twelfth Washington gave a pu-
blic guarantee to Lebanon. For several days
the Palestinians and pro-Palestinian forces
took control of Tripoli. In several regions
there were repeated incidents. Syria and
Irag both threatened to intervene. The Sy-
rian threat continued for some time. As a
result, on the 21st Beirut closed the frontier.
The incidents ended, when on the 2nd of
November, in ‘Cairo, Yassar Arafat and Ge-
neral Bustani, the head of the Lebanese
armed forces, signed a cease-file agreement.
This agreement, which was complemented
by a further accord, reached in January
1970, laid down that guerrilla camps should
be situated at a certain distance from the
towns; that no military training should be
carried out there and that the guerrillas
should cross into Israeli territory before
opening fire.

Despite the agreement, in March 1970
there was fresh fighting in Beirut between
Palestinians and Falangists. In the autumn
of that year and during the summer of 1971
many new Palestinian groups arrived from
Jordan. Meanwhile Israeli reprisals were
intensified. On the 17th of August 1970 So-
leman Frangie was elected as president.
During the remainder of 1970 and 1971 there
were sporadic clashes between Palestinians
and Falangists.

In the following two Israeli reprisals
against Lebanon were intensified. The go-
vernment made a further attempt to place
the Palestinians under the control of the
armed forces. At first, in March 1972 this
was limited to the South of the country.



A “modus vivendi” arrived at towards the
end of June between the government and
the Palestinian Liberation Organisation (the
PLO) which in effect froze guerrilla ac-
tivities on the Israeli frontier did not last.
In December there were numerous clashes
between the guerrillas and the army. The
tension reached its height in May 1973. The
army and airforce attacked the Palestinian
camps. Groups of guerrillas, backed by Da-
mascus, attempted to cross the Syrian fron-
tier into Lebanon but were stopped by the
Lebanese armed forces. Arab intervention
led to a cease-fire along the lines laid down
in the Cairo agreement. The Palestinians
committed themselves to removing heavy
weapons from the camps. The government
responsible for having negotiated the cease-
fire, led by Amin Hafez, fell a few weeks
later, undermined by Suunite requests for
more posts in the administration. The
number of private armies grew. The qua-
lity of their weaponry improved. Meanwhile
Hafez’ successor, Takieddin Sohl, was
preparing a reform of the administration
which would lead to the “de-confessionali-
sation” of a number of posts. In February
1974 the Maronites, and the parties which
represented them, publicly took up position
against the reform. At the same time the
Shitite Moslems in the south began to
campaign more actively for a greater share
of political power and public investiment.
Under the leadership of Iman Mussa Sadr,
they armed themselves against Israel.

After the October war, in which Lebanon
took absolutely no part, Israeli attacks con-
tinued. In early 1974 these were intensi-
fied. The most violent attacks took place
in April and May. At the end of July there
was renewed fighting between Palesti-
nians and Falangists. This marked the be-
ginning of endemic violence. Under the
pressure of Israeli reprisals this spread
until it had taken on the dimensions of
a full-scale civil war. Amongst the blood-
iest incidents were the clash between sol-
diers and civilians in Sidon in October and,
later, the battle between Falangists and
Palestinians in Beirut. Rashed Sohhl’s go-
vernment, which had been in office since
October, was paralyzed by a Moslem de-
mand that Lebanese citizenship should be
granted to individuals born outside Lebanon
with a long record of residence in the
country.
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NATIONALISM AND SOCIAL RELATIONS

The recurring crises suffered by Leba-
non may mostly be attributed to two close-
ly inter-related factors: — mnamely the
country’s international position and its in-
ternal social and political balance. Both
are involved in the disputes between the
various religious communities. The diffi-
cult relationship between the different
communities is reflected in the pattern of
Lebanese institutions and in the country’s
Constitution. So much is this so, and so
great is the influence over the law and the
legislature of religious groups and other
forces outside parliament, that one would
hesitate to define the country as a parlia-
mentary democracy. Part of Lebanese law
is created by statute. Another part howe-
ver is the responsibility of the religious
communities and is incorporated by the
state into national law. This part covers
family law and many basic rights and in-
cludes many of the norms binding the
individual.

According to Article 27 of the Constitution
“the members of the Chamber of Deputies
represent the whole mnation”. Article 24
however creates the principle of the pro- -
portional representation of the religious
communities. Theoretically the conflict be-
tween these two norms is resolved by Arti-
cle 95 which says that in a framework of
justice and concord the communities will
for a transitory period be adequately repre
sented in public office and in the various
ministries, always providing that this is
not contrary to the public good. The only "
exemption from this law applies to the
armed forces. Nonetheless the higher offi-
ces of state are Christian dominated.

Although the National Assembly repre-
sents, in practice, the religious groups this
is not the case in law. Parliament has
grown up upon the foundations which were
originally laid for it, in parallel with the
modernization of the country. Today par-
liament is no longer a body of group dele-
gates. On the contrary, it acts as a buffer
between contrasting positions of principle.

Griven the weakness of parliament, the
country’s presidential regime and the length
(six years) of the presidential term of of-
fice, there is room for dangerous manoevres.

In other words the system seriously wea-
kens the state. The “active” functions of
the modern state are practically absent.
The national administration is paralyzed by
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those same religious criteria which enabled
it to come into being and which are now
tools in the hands of the dominant inte-
rests i the country. The state has no
role in social affairs or in development.
Public works are inadequate. Private mili-
tias and privileges often interfere in the
keeping of order and the administration of
justice.

Since the 1950s these divisions have been
leading to a slow but steady breakdown
in the traditional social order. At the
same time Lebanon has been affected by
the growth in national and social radicalism
common to the whole of the Arab world.
The traditional power groups are the
strongest supporters of “Libanisme” — Le-
banese nationalism and oppose “Arabisme”
— Arab nationalism. They belong to both
the Moslem and Christian groups. In trade
and finance the latter are the most impor-
tant. In recent years however ome may
suppose that this position has been offset
by a flow of petro-dollars to the Moslems.
Recently these groups have been opposed
by the masses. This opposition has come
mainly from the Moslems. The Christians
have however also played a limited role.
The opposmon has generally been in the
name of “Arabisme”.

In the 1956-1958 crisis the masses made
a contribution to the Arab nationalist cause.
During the crisis which opened in 1975 they
were supported by the Arab nationalists.
Objectively speaking the interests of the
masses coincided with those of the Palesti-
nians.

Today there has been a major change in
the nature of the conflict. Regardless of
the numerical weight of the different com-
munities no one any longer denies that Le-
banon, is, beyond all doubt, an Arab coun-
try within the Arab world. Lebanon was
set up apart from the other states which
arose from the collapse of the Ottoman
Empire. Today the Lebanese unanimously
wish to remain part of a separate wunit.
What is more, Lebanon plays a role not
only in the Arab, but in a wider balance
of power. There has been talk of a recent
internationalization of the civil war. This
is only partially true. Certainly there are
international aspects to the Lebanese crisis.
The country owes its very existence to in-
ternational events. Its economic and stra-
tegic function is international, and has been
since the beginning of the crisis. Recently
there has been a growth in international

interest in the Lebanon. TFor the first time
the concept of a “Greater Syria” the histo-
rical antagonist of Lebanese mnationalism,
has begun to play a dominant role.

The Syrian intervention in the 1975-76
crisis was due to Damascus’ goal of con-
trolling the whole of the northern front
with Israel. Today the Syrians are able to
exert a far more efficient control over the
Palestinian resistance than they were able
to through Saika and the Yarmut brigade.
This explains the way in which Syrian inter-
vention has been supported by the Lebanese
right, the traditional enemy of any develop-
ment even vaguely connected with the idea
of a “Greater Syria” or with militant Arab
nationalism. For similar reasons the Sy-
rian action has been backed by the US De-
partment of state and opposed by the Left,
which normally favours Arab nationalism
[and by Israel]. Syrian control means that
in the future Lebanese politics will be do-
minated even more than in the past by
plans made in Damascus. In theory this
could lead to Lebanon taking up a front
line position in the struggle against Israel.
This would not please the Lebanese Na-
tionalists. In the short term however one
thing is mnearly certain, namely that the
Syrians will use their control over the Pa-
lestinians as a bargaining counter in tough
negotiations between Damascus and Jerusa-
lem. If, as is expected, these negotiations
are successful, this will lead to the disarm-
ing of the guerrillas.

Lebanon, in other words, is now fully
involved in the war with Israel. Up to a
certain point the crisis has deepened the
country’s contradictions. The State Depart-
ment and the Lebanese Right favour the
Syrian intervention for the effect it is li-
kely to- produce on the negotiations between
Syria and Israel. Arafat has been forced
to accept this intervention as the only way
out of his difficulties. He is nonetheless
fully aware of the threat it represents. For
the left wing groups opposing the Syrians,
the intervention shows up the worst side
of Arab nationalism, that is to say, the su-
bordination of national and social interests
to the short-term designs of individual go-
vernments.

Nonetheless, however paradoxical this
may seem, Lebanese nationalism, despite
short-term tactical manovres dictated by the
development of the crisis, is a common
inheritance of all Lebanese political groups
including the Arabs and Moslems. The only
exceptions are groups set up and supported



by forces outside Lebanon, to which no one
gives serious credit. Today, there are no
longer Lebanese who wish to see their
country “drown” in the Arab world.

Internally the most serious cause of fric-
tion, lying at the root of the religious con-
flict, is social, namely the relationship be-
tween the self-confessedly conservative up-
per bourgeoisie and the popular forces. No-
one has seriously attacked the system of
religious guarantees. The politically divi-
ded and weakened Christian groups are to-
day in a minority position. The Moslem
groups nonetheless show no sign of wish-
ing to take advantage of this situation.
This is not their tradition; what is more
it would not be in their own interest.
The only religious demand made by the
Moslems is for a greater say in political
decision-making corresponding to the growth
of the Moslem population.

The 1975-76 civil war, where the sides
were defined in terms of religious and
ethnic groupings, has shown up the weakness
of the latter. When expedient, alliances
have ignored religious dividing lines.

Today, as in the past Lebanon is charac-
terised by a high degree of social inequality.
Only a tiny minority benefits from the
country’'s prosperity. In the towns this is
mainly a Maronite minority. The Maronites
are thus seen as the “urban rich”. iIn the
- farming regions and in the provinces howe-
ver this minority is predominantly Moslem.
Many observers speak of a hang-over from
feudalism. Although it would be more
correct to speak of a class of “notables”
the use of the term “feudalism” does help
one to understand production relations in
agriculture, industry and even in finance.
These inequalities are worsened by the
weakness of the state. :

In the course of the civil war this con-
tradiction has come to the surface on seve-
ral occasions. It was expressed in the
agreement between a large number of po-
litical groups codified in the August 1975
pact and in subsequent less formal enga-
- gements, and its aim was the setting up
of a “new kind of state”, a state governed
by law and the masses. Within this state
the notables would be replaced by a genuine
representative system. The balancing of
different religious groups which at present
simply acts as a mask for political ma-
noevring would be superceded. The state
would represent the citizen within an ac-
tive legal system where every individual
was equal before the law.
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IV. THE GULF

WESTERN PENETRATION IN THE GULF

Political affairs in the Arabian sub-conti-
nent have, in recent centuries, always been
strongly influenced by the presence of a
number of Western powers. The latter, in
order to guarantee the security of their inte-
rests, have prevented the emergence -of auto-
nomous local actors. They have done this
through the setting up of states the inde-
pendence of which was either purely nomi-
nal or in any case compromized by their
full integration into the economic and mili-
tary system imposed on the region. At the
beginning of the seventeenth century Portu-
guese power in the area was eliminated.
A similar fate met the Dutch at the end
of the seventeenth and the beginning of the
eighteenth century. Having reduced Fran-
ce and Germany’s respective roles to insi-
gnificance, Britain finally established her
hegemony over the whole region, adopt-
ing a policy of Balkanization which enabled
her to do the groundwork for economic and
political penetration without having recourse
to the large-scale use of force.

The first US presence in the region dates
from the beginning of the twentieth century,
when it took the form of Anglo-American
common economic ventures. These ventu-
res continued harmoniously wuntil after
World War II, when. Aramco and Shell
began to take opposite sides in local con-
flicts in southern Oman. Following these
disputes between the two oil trusts the
1950’s saw the firts steps towards a marking
out of Britain and the USA’s respective zo-
nes of influence: Britain took a strip along
the 'Gulf coast (the Trucial Oman), an area
past the outlet to the Gulf (Muscat and
Oman) and more coastal territory on the
west of the South Arabian peninsula (the
Aden Protectorate, the Federation of South-
ern Arabia); the USA took the interior,
that is to say, principally Saudi Arabia.

At the end of the 1950’s, political hegemo-
ny over the Arabian peninsula was transfer-
red gradually from Britain to the Unites
States. One fundamental factor determined
this handover of power, namely the
growing strategic and economic importance
of the region as a vital link in western
military communications and as a source
of oil. As the Chinese and Russians began
to set out their long-term foreign policy
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objectives in the Indian Ocean and South-
East Asia, the Gulf took its place as the
world’s largest oil producer, responsible
for mnearly all supplies to western NATO
countries. Britain’s decision, at the end of
the 1960’s to give up military commitments
east of Suez (and hence in the Gulf) was
a simple recognition of reality. It was no
longer possible for British imperialism in
decline to continue its extremely costly
role in. SEATO and CENTO defence ar-
rangements.

The British withdrawal may thus be seen
as an acceptance of the dominant role of
American foreign policy; as a first tactical
step towards a renewed Anglo-American
alliance. This new policy was planned and
put into effect around the end of the 1960’s.
It was founded on naval strength rather
than on the old land-based strategy and
aimed on the one hand at the protection
of the sea routes linking Britain and the
USA to European and Japanese markets
and, on the other, at the containment
of the Soviet Union. As the centre of a

vast telecommunications network stretching.

from the west Pacific coast to the Red Sea
and the islands of the mnorthern Indian
Ocean, the Arabian subcontinent played a
vital role in this plan. The East of Suez
strategy adopted for the region required
not only the reinforcing of the VII fleet
and of CENTO armed forces but also the
strengthening of air and naval bases and
the stabilization of allied political regimes.
These objectives, pursued through the stren-
gthening or creation of local forces with
massive supplies of military aid and techno-
logy, have a double implication. On the one
hand they allow Britain and the USA to
exercise control and organize defence through
the exploitation of local human resources.
On the other, they excite chauvinist feelings
in a way which both blocks internal reform

and diminishes hostility betweer nationalist
and conservative forces. Given the need
for a well defined division of labour be-
tween the partners in this alliance, Britain
has been given the task of maintaining
strategic support bases in Oman. The tasks
of naval control in the Gulf and over the
outlets to the Gulf and of the repression
of real or potential centres of subversion
in the area have been given respectively
to two new regional power blocs, the first
led by Iran, the second by Saudi Arabia.

This scheme, which began to operate at
the end of 1971 has only recently been

complicated, to some extent, by Saudi Ara-
bian attempts to build a coalition which
might allow her a more independent role
in the region. These attempts are the lo-
gical consequence of the contradiction be-
tween the role Saudi Arabia has theoretically
been assigned by the western powers and
the role she has played in practice 'since
the change in the Middie-East situation
after the Yom Kippur War and the increase
in Iranian interference in the internal affairs
of the Southern Arabian peninsula.

The emergence of rivalry between Iran
and Saudi Arabia in 1973-4 led to a general
reshuffling of alliances and a change in the
balance of power in the region. This pro-

- cess has always been an ambiguous one.

For a time however it showed clearly the
tensions and problems which existed on the
Arabian sub-continent. Although today, with
the reduction of the Saudi role following
the death of King Feisal, and the establish-
ment of undisputed Iranian hegemony over
the Gulf, regional political development has
returned. to its previous western-determined
pattern these tensions and problems have
in no way ceased to exist.

IRAN'S. NEW ROLE.

Betweenr 1973 and 1974 there was a de-
gree of friction between Tehran and Riyad
connected with the expansion of the two
countries™ roles in their respective spheres
of influence in the Gulf and the Middle-
East. The transfer of CIA headquarters
for the Middle-East from Nicosia to Tehran
and the simultaneous appointment of the
Agency’s ex-director general, Richard Helms,
to. the post of ‘US Ambassador to Iran,
showed the importance of Iran’s role in the
US plan to strengthen CENTO as a coun-
terweight to Soviet influence in the region.

The choice of Teheran as CENTO's regio-
nal information and logistics centre was
made with clear geographical and political
motives in mind. On the one hand Western
interests were now centred on the Indian
Ocean rather than in the Middle East. On
the other, there was an urgent tactical need
for a local ally, immune from Pan Islamic
temptations, capable of maintaining relations
with Israel and yet of sufficient regional
political statute to be able to serve western
purposes.

Iran’s new position implied moving be-



yond early visions of purely local hegemony
in the Gulf to a role beyond the Hormuz
straights extending into the Indian QOcean.
Thus Iranian military intervention in sup-
port of Sultan Qabus of Oman against the
“subversive” Popular Front for the Libe-
ration of Oman and the Occupied Arabian
Gulf (PFLOOAG) could be officially justi-
fied by the requirements of regional se-
curity policy within the framework of Ira-
nian commitments to the Western powers.

In December 1973, during air and naval
maneouvres by CENTO and the VII fleet
just outside South Yemeni territorial wa-
ters, Iranian warships landed 3000 soldiers
on the Dhofar coast. This was the first
step in a process of escalation leading to
an ever broader Iranjan commitment, not
just in Sultan Qabus’ internal affairs but
right along the north-eastern. coast of the
Indian Ocean. This commitment implied
a massive build-up of armaments, particu-
larly in the naval and telecommunications
sectors, and a policy of regional economic
penetration aimed at building a chain of
regional alliances to contain the enemy.
During 1974 Iran pursued the first of these
objectives strengthening her network of
bases and military installations along the
southeastern flank, and expanding her se-
cure continental base beyond the Gulf to-
wards the Sea of Oman. Her chain of
coastal bases (in particular the Bandar
Arras naval base) and the important listen-
ing station at Abu Mussu allowed close
control of entry to the Gulf as well as of
the area beyond the straights. The Iranian
navy which had originally limited its role
to antismuggling coast guard operations
became a powerful force, equipped by Bri-
tain and the USA with destroyers, missile-
launchers and the world’s most powerful
hovercraft fleet. The Shah’'s policy was
well-planned and he was able to justify this
vast deployment of forces with legal argu-
ments. A series of initiatives from Teheran
for the ~coordination of anti-oil-pollution
measures led to the Iranian navy being
entrusted with the control of all ships in
transit through the Gulf. An agreement
betweenr Tehran and Sultan Qabus over
the sharing of Iran and Oman’s continental
shelf gave to Iran the right to exert control
up to fifty miles from her coast. Finally,
iong-distance reconnaissance will be in the
near future made easier with the opening
of the giant Shahbar air and naval complex
close to the border with Pakistan. This
base is thought to be the largest of its

- gional fronts.
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kind in the Indian Ocean after the Anglo-
American base at Diego Garcia.

Tehran accompanied the strengthening
of its continental and off-shore military
positions with an intense military and po-
litical penetration effort aimed at consoli-
dating existing zones of influence and lay-
ing down the foundations for a definitive
“regional security” plan.

By the end of 1974 this political offensive
was being conducted on three distinct re-
On the southern frontiers
Iranian policy towards the Emirates took
the form of large-scale commercial ventures
and organized migration of Iranian labour
into the local oil industry. In the North
and South-East Pakistan and Afghanistan
received finance and Iranian cooperation
in development projects in the turbulent
North-Western region and in Belukhistan.
In the west, Iran made a number of ap-
proaches to Iraq, with the aim of settling a
territorial dispute which was casting worry-
ing shadows over the balance of power in
the Gulf and which was compromising
Tehran’s relations with the rest of the Arab
world. Now that his Eastern frontiers had
been stabilized the Shah found it essential
to improve relations with his western neigh-
bour which, quite apart from all other
considerations, he saw as the main sanc-
tuary for “subversive forces”, in the region
(including the Iranian opposition).

THE TWO STRANDS OF SAUDI ARABIAN POLICY

During the same two-year period Saudi
Arabia’s role was to prepare the way, on
the basis of the new Cairo-Riyad political
axis, for a rapprochement between the Uni-
ted States and the Arab world, a presup-
position for the erradication of Soviet po-
litical influence and the containment of
European economic inflence in the region.

Between the non-aligned countries’ con-
ference at Algiers in September 1973 and
the Rabat summit in October 1974, Saudi
Arabian policy developed until it came to
be at the centre of the balance of power
in the region. Quite apart from King Fei-
sal’s -personality and his refusal to play a
purely subordinate role two objective fac-
tors contributed to Saudi Arabian’s grow-
ing importance, namely the need in the
Middle-Eastern region, after the Yom Kip-
pur War, for a change in political and eco-
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nomic alliance patterns and the need in the

Arabian peninsula for Arab leadership ca-

pable of containing the expansion of the

Iranian colossus. On both fronts Riyad’s

policy was normally extremely cautious.

Feisal avoided taking any positions which

might conflict with western interests; none-

theless his bitter anti-communism made
him very aware of the fragility of the ba-
lance on which the local situation depend-
ed and prevented him from aligning him-
self too closely with the United States

(except where he might be compensated for

so doing by a change in US attitudes towards

Israel) or from meekly accepting Iranian

interference in the internal affairs of the

Arabian peninsula. He knew that to have

taken any other policy would have been to

run the Ttisk of encouraging the more
intransigent Arab countries and for thus
strengthening Soviet influence. Thus Riyad
aimed both to rebuild the Arab coalition,
including the Syrians and Yasser Arafat’s

Palestinians and to create a nmew balance of

power on the Arabian peninsula under

Saudi hegemony. In so far as the Saudi

Arabians believed in Washington’s ability

to impose conditions on Israel, Riyad used

its good offices, as an inter-Arab mediator
to support both the disengagement agree-
ments in Sinai and on the Golan Heights
and the more general peace negotiations.
The Rabat summit demonstrated clearly,
if unofficially, the main points in the two

parallel policies Feisal and his foreign mi-

nister, Saqqaf, were pursuing. They may

be summarized as follows:

— A full commitment in the Middle-Eastern
conflict. Full political support for the
right of the Palestine Liberation Organi-
zation to represent the whole Palestinian
people (a choice which gave only a se-
condary role to King Hussein). Strong
financial aid to belligerant Arab states.

— A plan for a “Saudi political umbrella”
covering the Arabian peninsula. This
would aim to bind together the weak
and divided states of the region, the
independence of which was often a mere
legal fiction, into a sort of Gulf Common-
wealth. The consequences of the
success of such a plan would be pro-
found, laying the foundation for a sub-
sequent neutralization of the South Ara-
bian region and the Eritrean peninsula.
The way was cleared for a consolidation

of Saudi political influence in the Gulf by

long, patient diplomacy, one of the princi-
pal aims of which was to find a solution

to the border dispute between Riyad and -
the Union of Arab FEmirates. Observers
have defined the agreement reached be-
tween the two sides on the 19th of August
1974 as historic. Its significance lay not so
much in the elimination of the specific
cause of the dispute (namely) the partition
of the Bureimi oasis and thus the oil rights
of the two states in the area) but rather
in Riyad’s official recognition of the UAE
which marked the opening of an Arab “po-
litical counter-offensive” against Teheran.
The prize at stake was control of the Gulf,
Among other provisions the agreement gave
Saudi Arabia control of a 16 mile (25 km)

- long corridor for the building of an oil

pipeline from the Southern Saudi oil fields
to a 3 mile wide outlet on the Gulf, in UAE
territorial waters.

A second step towards a preliminary re-
gional agreement was taken in December
1974 at a mini-summit held at Damman (a
provincial capital in the eastern zone of the
Saudi oil fields) and attended by the Emirs
of Bahrein and Qatar and the president of
the Union of Arab FEmirates. The meeting
was deliberately unofficial. Nonetheless,
coinciding as it did with large-scale military

" manoeuvres by JIran, CENTO and the VII

fleet centred on logistic bases in Pakistan
(Minlink 74) its political significance was
clear.

Although these initiatives in no way wor-
ried the Western allies, when seen from
Teheran they had disturbing implications.
There was even greater interest in a second
Saudi initiative in the south of the peninsula.
Here first Egypt and later Kuwait acted
as mediators between King Feisal's consenr
vative regime in Riyad and the radical
South Yemeni government in Aden. The
unofficial improvement in relations be-
tween the two states marked by the end
of the state of war on the Hadramauth
frontiers was, despite its ambiguities, a
very significant development.

Since the fall in 1969 of Qathan Shaabis’
moderate regime, the USA had entrusted
Saudi Arabia with the task of overthrowing
Salem Robai’e’s new radical government by
force. This policy had now, for the mo-
ment, failed. In October 1973, thanks to
Soviet mediation, the Aden- government had
granted an Egyptian request to use its
territorial waters for the blockade of the
Bab el Mandeb straights, designed to pre-
vent Iranian supplies of oil to Israel. The
Saudis were even more embarrassed when
Iranian intervention in the Dhofar spread



towards the South Yemeni frontier. Feisal
could not risk being seen in the same light
as the Shah as an aggressor against ano-
ther Arab state. Thus it was that at the
same time as Cairo and Aden resumed
diplomatic relations in view of a renewed
blockade of the straights at the entry to
the Red Sea, Kuwait informed Aden that
she was wﬂhng to act as a mediator be-
tween South Yemen and the Saudi govern-
rnent.

Saudi Arabia and Kuwait were now con-
vinced that in order to oppose Iranian
agrandisement (and the mass discontent in
the Gulf to which it was leading) an armi-
stice was necessary on the southern fron-
tier of the Arabian peninsula. In return
South Yemen and the guerrilla movement
it supported in Oman (the PFLOOAG) were
requested to cease propaganda against the
Saudi and other conservative regimes in
the Gulf, thus allowing the latter to give
full support to the military and political
struggle against Iran and Sultan Qabus’
regime. _

For at least two reasons the Yemeni
Democratic Republic also felt the need to
negotiate despite support from the USSR

and Lybia (Gheddafi was now convinced,

like Feisal, that ‘Aden’s nationalist line was
of greater significance than the South Ye-
meni regime’s ideological preference). With
Irag reducing her financial and logistic
support (a reduction which was probably
due to the talks in progress with Iran) it
was no longer possible to fight on more
than one front. At the same time there
was a need for loans and grants from the
various Arab development funds, to deal
with urgent economic problems. These had
so far been blocked by Saudi Arabia. It
was soon clear that the negotiations be-
tween Aden and Riyad (even when they took
place indirectly through Kuwaiti mediation,
witness the visit of the South Yemeni
foreign minister to Kuwait in mid-Decem-
ber 1974) were leading to concrete results.
Talks began on the joint exploitation of a
vast oil field on the edge of the Rob al
Khali desert and on a planned pipeline to
carry Saudi production through Yemeni
territory to an outlet on the Indian Ocean.

THE RED SEA AND THE ERITREAN PENINSULA

King Teisal’'s policy in this region was
conducted on two fronts: on the one hand
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he improved relations with the Yemen De-
mocratic Republic and financed Somali
development plans (despite Somali links
with the Soviet Union similar to those of
Aden); on the other, he supported in Ja-
nuary 1975 the consolidation of anti-radical,
Islamic regimes in Sudan and North Ye-
men. His was an ambiguous regional stra-
tegy which, along the Red Sea and on the
Eritreant peninsula, as elsewhere, aimed at
establishing a local balance of power system
outside the spheres of influence of the
major powers. As the development of the
Eritrean crisis showed, the region threaten-
ed to become the theatre for new conflict
between the latter.

In Ethiopia the normalization process in
which the State Department appears to
have taken a direct interest, has met with
growing difficulties both within the country
proper and in Eritrea. After the split be-
tween military and civilians in October and
with the upsurge in social and political
tension the mew holders of power within
the Derg seem even more confused and
incapable. After Adorn’s death the growing
instability of the situation led the State
Department to adopt a policy of wait and
see. Moscow and Peking attempted to seize
this opportunity and opened contacts with
the Derg. However in no way could cau-
tious moves such as there were resolve the
junta’s problems. Without the support of
the radicals it had no power over the mass-
es and was unable to control peasant re-
bellions in several provinces instigated by
the Ras. In Eritrea the attempt to nego-
tiate with a third force, thus isolating the
liberation movement failed. At this point
the Derg looked for external mediators.
However, although it has succeeded in
winning the silence of African leaders in
the OAU (The Organization for African
Unity) it has found no allies in the Arab
world.

There is growing military and diplomatic
support for the FEritrean guerrillas from
both radical and traditional Arab states.
This has been particularly important re-
cently since the tactical agreement between
the two wings of the Liberation Front, the
Popular Forces and the General 'Command.
The motives underlying Arab policy are
clear.

First of all the leaders of the ELF have
repeatedly declared that the independent,
non-aligned state they would like to see,
should contribute to the formation of a Red
Sea region, outside the spheres of influence
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of the super-powers with complimentary
economic interests to those of the European
countries. Such an objective clearly fits
in well with the balance of power policy
being pursued by various Arab leaders.
Saudi Arabia, in particular, has played a
crucial role in the isolation of the Ethiopian
Junta. Saudi loans and grants, not only
to the Derg, but also to Sudan and Soma-
lia (who are mediating in the dispute) have
been made conditional on the acceptance
of the conditions laid down by the ELF, i.e.
principally, the recognition of the Front as
the sole representative of the Eritrean peo-
ple and the opening of negotiations with
the front at an international level.

Added to these considerations is the Arab
countries’ general mistrust of the Derg due
to its internal instability and its ambiguous
unofficial alliances with Iran and Israel,
both of which supply the junta with arms
for anti-guerrilla operations.

The present regional balance of power
and the effort which the Arab countries
will be obliged to devote to negotiations
with Israel, once these have reopened,
seem to make Eritrean independence unlike-
ly in the short run. In the longer term,
it seems as if a settlement in the Red Sea
could follow one of two lines, both of which
have been explored in secret negotiations
during the last few months, namely a triple
alliance between FEritrea, Somalia and South
Yemen, closely integrated with the conser-
vative half of the Arab world (which would
imply the tempering of radical policy ema-
nating from Aden and Mogadishu) or, alter-
natively a federal solution with Ethiopia,
Somalia and Djibouti retaining their status
as independent states and with special
autonomous status for the provinces of
Eritrea and Ogaden.

This last solution, proposed semi-officially
by Somalia and a number of other African
states and supported by the Soviet Union
seems, since February 1975 to have won
favour with a part of the Derg. This possi-
bility was one of the considerations respon-
sible for the resumption by the United
States (already wunder heavy pressure
from Tel Aviv) of military supplies to the
Ethiopian regime. Worried by the danger
of a new Soviet foreign policy thrust in
the Red Sea the State Department decided
to partially meet the Derg's requests and
supplied seven million dollars” worth of
heavy armaments. Ethiopia has always
received Israel and United States’ support

both under the old Imperial and the new
pseudo-progressive regime. The establish-
ment on the Eritrean peninsula of pro-Arab
regimes or regimes integrated into the Arab
world would be dangerous to Israeli and
American interests. In particular an Eri-
trean-Somali-Yemeni blockade on the en-
trance to the Red Sea would be as poten-
tially dangerous as Nasser’s 1967 blockade
at Sharm el Sheik.

In February 1975 official declarations
from Addis Abbaba, Tel Aviv and Washing-
ton' made it clear that “there is no question
of the Red Sea becoming an Arab sea”.
This policy has led to a rapid increase in
Djibouti’'s strategic importance. Although
the decolonization process initiated by the
OAU seems to be secure, France has, under

‘US pressure, reinforced her defence forces

in the region.

TOWARDS A NEW REGIONAL BALANCE OF PO-
WER

In these circumstances, although the
Saudi policy of improving relations with
South Yemen, of financing the Somali re-
gime and of giving unconditional diploma-
tic and economic support to the Eritrean
guerrilla movement was originally deter-
mined by the goal of reducing the Soviet
Union's real and potential room for mano-
euvre in the region. It has in practive result-
ed, at the same time, in a weakening of
US positions. The support of a good part,
even of the pro-American, Arab world for
the Saudi line has intensified this effect.

This situation would tend to suggest that
the Americans might in the future try to
give new impetus to the Shah’s role both
in the Gulf and in the Middle-East proper
thus rapidly substituting a Cairo-Teheran
for the present Cairo-Riyad axis. In today’s
changed pattern of inter-Arab relations and
relations between Europe and the USA the
Shah seems an ideal American ally. In the
last few months Teheran has played its
diplomatic and economic cards in such a
way as to win credibility for its policy.
Within OPEC Iran has allied with the more
radical states such as IAlgeria and Irag.
Among the third world countries she has
relaunched the idea of the so-called “trian-
gular economic strategy”, i.e. the establish-
ment in developing countries of industrial
enterprises financed by Iranian capital



exploiting - European technology. These
choices in the field of investmernit and oil
policy show the high degree of complimen-
tarity which exists between US and Iranian
interests. The Shah needs to industrialize,
or at least appear to industrialize rapidly
in order to establish a privileged relation-
ship between Iran and the EEC, and to
beat the other oil producers in obtaining
preferential trading agreements. This objec-
tive was shown clearly in Teheran’'s re-
quest to Egypt for a free trade zone along
the Mediterranean coast in return for Ira-
nian investment. The USA needs to suffo-
cate at birth any attempt by FEuropean
countries to relaunch policies directed
towards the Mediterranean. If relations
between the Europeans and Arabs pass
through the trusted mediation of Teheran
this becomes a possibility. The Shah's
Middle-Eastern tour to Cairo and Amman
in January 1975 aimed at giving Iranian
support to the main objectives ot the Kis-
singer mission. (It was no coincidence
that it took place shortly after the announce-
ment of the cancellation of Brezhnev’s
visit to the area). Kissinger aimed at the
isolation of Syrian and Palestinian led radi-
cal forces. He sought a renewed role for
King Hussein as a party to the negotiations,
the aim being to bypass the resolutions of
the Rabat summit, the Shah brought a
message from the USA containing Tel
Aviv's conditions for disengagement on the
West Bank) and also hoped to increase
pressure for Israeli disengagement in Sinai.
The Shah presented himself as a guarantor
of Israel’s territorial security and decla-
red himself ready to supply the Israelis
with a quantity of oil equivalent to that
produced by the Abu Rudeis wells, returned
to the Egyptians.

His meetings with Kissinger in  Switzer-
land on the eve of the Ilatter’s Middle-
Eastern mission, and those with Giscard
d’Estaing confirmed the acceptance of Te-
heran’s role and the success of attempts
to make Iran into a tool of American stra-
tegy towards the most advanced European
country in the field of Mediterranean policy.
At the trilateral conference in Paris in April
1975 Iran formed part of the restricted de-
legation from the producer countries.

The Shah aimed at producing a vertical
split in the Arab world and at preventing
the establishment of direct relations be-
tween oil-consuming and oil-producing coun-
tries. In February 1975 however Saudi Ara-
bia opened a new diplomatic offensive, the
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objective of which was to rebuild old allian-
ces and to guarantee Syria in her isolated
position wvis-a-vis Egypt. Feisal's visit to
Amman and the credit and financial aid
he brought with him aimed on the one
hand at reaffirming the decisions taken at
Rabat concerning the representative status
of the PLO and on the other at achieving
de facto reconciliation between Hussein and
Yasser Arafat. He failed to achieve a third
goal, namely the ending of the Jordani
commitment with the Iranians in Oman.
From a European point of view the Ira-
nian diplomatic offensive seems more inci-
sive than Feisal’s initiatives. However,
despite her poorer prospects for short-term
development Saudi Arabia is able, by ex-
ploiting her religious prestige and economic
strength, to influence Arab governments
regardless of their ideological affiliation.
As Kissinger’'s position has weakened she
has used this power to offer herself as an
alternative to the USSR as a source of
material aid. Paradoxically it has been the
need to outbid the Soviet Union which has
led her to support the principle of a glo-
bal solution to the Middle-Eastern conflict
and to supply sophisticated weapons to
countries on the front line. During the
first- months of 1975 Saudi Arabia, Abu
Dhabi and Kuwait concluded multi-billion
dollar contracts for heavy weapons and
aircraft to reduce Egyptian and Syrian de-
pendence on the Soviet armaments industry.
On the other side of the Gulf and in the
South of the Arabian peninsula Iran too
has been giving increasing weight to her
armaments policy. She supported Ford
and Kissinger's line on intervention and
prepared the way for direct US penetration
of the region. In February 1975 she tran-
ferred to the United States her air and
naval rights on the Massandam peninsula
around Rous al tabal in northern Oman, a
key position for the control of the Gulf.
Meanwhile the United States, already in-
stalled in Oman, under cover of a private
fishing company (Madela) engaged in naval
surveillance, asked Sultan Qabus for the
right to use the British Masirah air and
sea base on the Gulf for strategic purposes
(in return for the economic and military
cooperation agreements signed in January
1974). :

Direct US intervention in the region was
apparent not only in Oman but also in
intensified air and sea manoeuvres in the
south of the Arabian peninsula and in the
sending of troops and instructors to oil-
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installations in the Gulf (under preexisting
bilateral defence pacts the terms of which
are still binding on the oil-producing states).

The Algiers agreement with Iraq over the
Kurdish question (achieved thanks to Egyp-
tian and Algerian mediation) constituted
for Iran a new launching platform for her
rapprochement with the Arab world.
This agreement, althought it was supported
by the USSR in return for Iranian non-
alignment and for trade with Teheran (as
negotiated during the Shah’s visit to Mos-
cow in November 1974) may well come
to form an integral part of the Iranian and
CENTO policy of building a new anti-Soviet
balance of power in the region. Iran now
has an opportunity to reduce the large
share of her budget devoted to armaments
(mainly supplied by the Soviet Union) and
to detach herself from a series of anti-Ira-
nian, anti-Saudi alliances with radical regi-
mes and movements in the Gulf (alliances
which de facto have already ceased to
exist). It seems as if this may lead Bagh-
dad to favour a more discriminating choice
of alliance partners and thus an Egyptian
style foreign policy.

The resumption of diplomatic relations
between Baghdad and Teheran led Colonel
Gheddafi to visit Riyad at the beginning
of March 1975. Although Iike Feisal the
colonel was profoundly anti-communist and
thus indifferent to the risk that the Soviet
Union might lose its privileges on the Iraqi
air and sea base at Omm Qasr, he saw in
the Algiers agreement a victory for his main
enemy, Irarm, and a definitive weakening of
the Arab fromt. Overall the significance of
his visit to Riyad lay in the ending of an
old quarrel with Feisal and the explicit
recognition he gave to Saudi Arabia’s lead-
ing role in defending the “Arabness” of
the region.

King Feisal’'s murder seems to have inter-
rupted the development of his policy of
pursuing a regional balance of power. It
has confirmed Iranian leadership in the
region. (This was demonstrated by the
Shah’s visit to Riyad and Teheran’s pro-
posal for a summit meeting to discuss pro-
blems of regional security in the Gulf).
At the same time it has marked a return
of Saudi Arabia to unconditional loyalty to
the United States. Direct relations with
Washington are today completely under the
control of Fahed and Yamani.

In fact, one should recall that, since the
first disagreements between Aramco and

the Saudi government, State Department
experts had predicted that Feisal’s probable
successor would be Prince Fahed (seen as
an American ally, albeit a leader who could
cause the United States problems) a man
who could guarantee the continuity of US
long-term strategy in oil, finance and de-
fence policy. Under Feisal the military
technocratic faction led by the Prince, by
Sultan, the Minister of Defence and Ya-
mani, the Minister for Gil had been allowed
considerable leeway in determining Saudi
bilateral relations with the United States.
The Saudis expected that concessions here
would be rewarded in the negotiations with
Israel.

Furthermore, at Feisal’'s funeral Vice-
President Rockefeller emphasized the Uni-
ted States’ desire to sirengthen coopera-
tion between Riyad and Washington, parti-
cularly in the mixed economic and military
commissions set up to manage the ten-year
corporation- programme agreed to in spring
1974. The first meeting of the Commission
was chaired by Fahed himself. Both the
director of the Central Intelligence Agency,
William Colby, and the vice-secretary for
security affairs at the Pentagon were present.

However Saudi Arabia began once again
to attempt the construction of an alliance
capable of balancing Iranian power and
protecting Arab interests. This tortuous.
process was centred around the rapproche-
ment between Saudi Arabia and South
Yemen.

The resumption of diplomatic relations
between the conservative Ryad government
and the sccialist administration in Aden on
the 10th of March 1975 seems to have been
dictated less by any Saudi desire to smo-
ther the latter’s subservive ideology than
by Ryad’s aim of generally sirengthening
the Arab front in the region. It is this
front which Saudi Arabia is trying to ac-
tivate in order to oppose Iran’s hegemonic
aims in the zone. As we have seen it was
during the last months of Feisal’s reign
that the first unofficial moves were made
towards a rapprochement and that the
Saudi Arabians proposed a joint venture to
extract oil from the Saudi conirolled fields
at Rob Al Khali and to transport the oil
to a terminal on Yemeni territory on the
Indian Ocean coast. [Following [Feisal's
assassination the project stagnated. It was
thought that the violently pro-western Waha-
bite family clan, led by Emir Fahed and
Emir Sultan, the group most willing to



accept Iranian military leadership in the
Gulf, was about to assert itself. However
the deterioration in the atmoshere of recon-
ciliation between Riyad and Teheran, crea-
ted by Fahed with the help of US media-
tion and the failure of negotiations for a
series of multilateral Irani-Arab initiatives
favoured a return to the alternative pan-
Arab line (a line strongly tinted with con-
servatism and anti-communism). This was
the policy which Feisal had favoured. Now
it was ably re-exhumed by the other branch
of the Wahabites led by King Khaled and
Feysal’s son, the foreign minister, Saud el
Feysal. Once Teheran began to suffer from
the first serious economic effects of her
accelerated development strategy and thus
to lose her power of political persuasion
with the Gulf Arab emirates which she had
previously been trying to draw into her
sphere of influence, Ryad began to make
a tougher stand. Rather than the “Regio-
nal Security Pact” wanted by Teheran (a
pact which given Iranian Jogistic superiority
would inevitably have had to recognize
Iran’s hegemony over the other countries
in the region) Saudi Arabia has recently
been proposing an integrated development
programme for the Arabian peninsula. This
would work through joint commercial and
financial ventures. The long term aim
would be a regional federal pact. A first
step was taken in this direction with the
opening of negotiations between Saudi Ara-
bia and Kuwait for a Gulf Common Market.
The Saudis also made the proposition,
accepted by the other Arab Emirates, to
set up a Special Development Fund for the
poorest countries in the Gulf, namely North
and South Yemen and Bahrein. This would
be based in Kuwait. South Yemen became
the cornerstone of Saudi strategy. This
was in part due to its strategic position,
in part to the South Yemeni government’s
long-standing policy of hostility towards
Iran. The South Yemenis were thus the
first beneficiaries of the new Arab fund’s
development aid policy. The Aden govern-
ment received a first tranche of 400 million
dollars of which a part came from Saudi
Arabia. This sum was to be used to fi-
nance the programmes in the new five year
plan. At the same time, at the end of
April the presidents of the Kuwait Develop-
ment Fund (the KFAED) and the Abu Dhabi
Development Fund (the ADFAED) visited
Aden to examine requests for funds for
further Yemeni projects. These initiatives
demonstrated Riyad’s objective of giving
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credibility to the Yemeni regime.

In return for indirect and direct Saudi
support Aden has committed herself to
giving political guarantees to the various
conservative regimes in the Gulf. This has
not, however prevented her from improving
relations with the Socialist countries (the
USSR, Cuba and China). The recent tour
by the Yemeni foreign minister, Mohammed
Motieh, during which he visited Kuwalit,
Qatar, Bahrein, the Union of Arab Emirates
and Iraq should be seen in the light of
this policy. His aim was to persuade these
countries to give their support to the Saudi
programme and to cut themselves off from
Iranian influence. Aden has also taken on
the role of mediator between Riyad and the
government of the Somali Republic. Here
the objective has been to open a regional
dialogue capable, despite Mogadishu's al-
liance with the Soviet Union, of guarantee-
ing Somalia’s “benevolent neutrality” within
the Arab League towards the Saudi stra-
tegic programme. All the countries of the
peninsula, with the exception of Oman
have agreed in principle to the Saudi plan.
In the event of an Iranian blocade on the
straights of Hormuz a 1600 Km pipeline
network is available to carry Gulf oil to
the Yemeni terminal at Mokalla.

APPENDIX

YEMEN

Despite Abyssinian, Persian and Turkish
domination, Yemeni territorial integrity
remained intact from the time of the Queen
of Sheba right up to 1840, the year in which
Britain began an active policy in the region.
Since then the country has been torn by
internal struggles between sheiks, sultans
and the religious authorities.

At the end of World War I the Turks
evacuated the country. The North was left
under a monarchy, headed by the Imam,
El Badr and the South under British con-
trol. (The iAden colony and the Protec-
torate of Southern Arabjia were administe-
red directly; the Southern Arabian Federa-
tion, consisting of 23 distinct sheikdoms
and sultanates, indirectly).

The first insurrection in the region took
place in North Yemen where, on the 26th
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of September 1962, after years of struggle,
the Imam’s obscurantist regime was over-
thrown and replaced by a constituzional re-
public, presided over by a pro-Nasserite,
General Sallal. The new regime however
had to face a drawn-out civil war between
republicans and royalists; a war which
ended only in May 1970 with a “moderate”
settlement.

As was shown by recent coups d'état in
June 1974 and JYanuvary 1975, the struggle
for power in North Yemen continues. It
represents more than a local factional or
tribal conflict. Once again, as in 1962, it
is a conflict between “progressives” who
once supported Nasserism and are now ra-
dical Marxist-Leninists with international
backing from China and the Soviet Union)
and pro-Saudi Arabian conservative sup-
porters of Pan-Arabism.

Political developments in the North had
a deterrent effect on the anti-British mo-
vements which had, since autumn 1963,
been operating in the South, namely the
left wing Arab nationalist National ILibera-
tion Front (NLF) active in the Eastern re-
gions of the Hadramauth supported by
China and the Soviet Union and the Front
for the Liberation of Occupied South Ye-
men (FLOSY), which operated in the Aden
region and received support from mode-
rate forces within the Arab world. Despite
their conflicting positions the two move-
ments succeeded in steadily increasing their
pressure until Britain was forced, after the
Six Days War and the closure of the Suez
Canal to abandon the ‘South Arabian Fede-
ration and to take up defensive positions
in the neighbouring Sultanate of Oman.
On the 30th of November 1967 Britain
evacuated Aden. The NLF, which in the
meantime had crushed FLOSY, founded a
South Yemeni Peoples Republic, with Qa.
tan Schaabi as President. London, howe-
ver, acting in concert with Riyad, was pre-
paring the way for a restoration of the
balance of power in the area.

On the 4th of November 1967 the over-
throw of General Sallal and his replacement
as president by the pro-Saudi Al Ariani
marked the beginning of a return to power
by reactionary forces in North Yemen.
Their aim was to block any possible expan-
sion of “subversive forces” in the area
or in the Red Sea and to create a continual
military threat on the northern frontier of
the newly-born democratic republic of
South Yemen. The return to the past in

the North consumated in May 1970 with
the inclusion of royalist representatives in
the new government coalition was matched
by a radicalization of the South Yemeni
regime. On the 22nd of June 1969 the left
wing of the NLT replaced President Schaabi,
a moderate, with a five-man revolutionary
council presided over by Salem Robai's.
The different political complexion of the
two Yemeni regimes led to a serious dete-
rioration in relations between Sana and
Aden. The situation was exacerbated by
a series of raids across the morthern fron-
tier by armed mercenary bands, led by
FLOSY exiles and North Yemeni tribal
chiefs, trained by western advisors with
support and finance from Saudi Arabia.
The Sana and Riyad governments feared
the spread of subversion in the sultanate
of Oman where the Dhofar Liberation
Front was active) and the strengthening of
relations between Aden, the Soviet Union
and China. Their policy encouraged the
permanent division of the two Yemens
and tendencies towards secession in the
Easternn oil-bearing regions of the South
(Wadia and Hadramautih). These were to
be incorporated into Saudi Arabia. The
failure between September 1970 and 1972
of policies of intervention and the grave
military reverses suffered by the Sana re-
gime encouraged on the other hand Aden’s
proposals for the reunification of the two
states on a popular democratic basis.

To date the agreement reached in Cairo
on the 28th of October 1972, which com-
mitted the two parties to settle the terms
for reunification within a year, has had
no practical effect. On the contrary, it has
been endangered by a series of coups
d’état in -the North, organized by Saudi Ara-
bia whenever the Sana leaders have seemed
willing to accept proposals for reunification.
Prime Minister Mohson Al Aini (who in
1973 had suceeded the conservative Qadi al
Ariani) was first weakened by the coup
d’état in January 1974 and then finally
thrust aside in a ministerial re-shuffle in
January 1975. Whilst the Saudi Arabians
exerted pressure to reinforce the conserva-
tism of the Sana regime, South Yemeni
affairs were further complicated by the
escalation in the struggle in Oman, where
since the end of 1973 an Iranian expedition-
ary force had been engaged in operations
against the Omani liberation movement
which Aden supported. Nomnetheless the
growing differences between Teheran and
Riyad led to a slackening of Saudi opposi-



tion to the Aden regime. By 1974 the state
of war on the South Yemeni northern
frontier had, de facto, ceased to exist.

In March 1976 it was announced that
the governments of Saudi Arabia and the
People’s Democratic Republic of Yemen
(PDRY) “in a spirit of Islamic solidarity
and mutual understanding” had agreed to
establish diplomatic relations. Their aim
was to “safeguard the Arabian Peninsula
against Israeli or other foreign interfe-
rence”.

The normalization of relations between
the revolutionary regime in Aden and Saudi
Arabia was logically coherent with the for-
mer’s aim of breaking out of the isolation in
which since 1969 (the year in which it first
openly declared its Marxism) it had found
itself. This aim had first become apparent
at the sixth congress of the National Libe-
ration Front (NLF), held the previous year.

Fattah Ismail was the strong man of the
ruling triumvirate which apart. from him-
self included Rubaya, the head of state, and
Ali Nasser, the Prime Minister. His state-
ment of the government’s intention to
begin a policy of “ideological coexistence”
with the monarchical regimes of the region
drew much criticism. His critics,

national allies, believed that this “turna-
bout” in policy might lead to the capitula-
tion of the PDRY, which had become a
symbol and an inspiration to revolutiona-
ries throughout the region.

With time however it has become clear
that the ruling group in Aden has directed
policy in such a way not only as to avoid
concessions on matters of principle but
also as to win advantages for the unstable
Yemeni economy.

The dialogue with Saudi Arabia which
opened under Feisal meant the removal
of the Saudi veto on the use of the “Arab
Development Funds” to finance projects
vital to South Yemen.

In exchange Aden seems to have accept-
ed the need to “neutralize” Yemeni fo-
reign policy. While maintaining relations
with the Socialist world the government is
willing to consider an opening towards the
West.

OMAN

The Sultanate of Oman resulted from

both
within the country and amongst his inter- -
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British dismemberment of the South Ara-
bian region. Through a century and a half
of domination over the Sultanate of Mu-
scat, Britain succeeded both in achieving
the balkanization of the western coastal
region of the ‘Gulf (then the Trucial Oman,
today the Federation of Arab Emirates) and
at the same time, through the direct occu-
pation of the Masandam peninsula in en-
suring control over entry to the ‘Gulf. Bri-
tish hegemony in the region was finally
assured when, in 1955, British troops in-
tervened to impose the rule of the Sultan
of Muscat on the independent Oman Ima-
nate and over the Bureima oasis. The two
regions were thus opened for oil exploration
by Shell. Political affairs in Oman during
the 1950’s and the 1960’s were largely de-
termined by conflicts of interest between
Shell and Aramco (which operated in neigh-
bouring Saudi Arabia). Even the nationa-
list struggle against colonialism was affect-
ed by this Anglo-American dispute, as well
as by complications deriving from conflicts
between coastal tribes loyal to the Sultan
of Muscat and the agricultural and pastoral
tribes in the mountains who followed the
Imam. The Imam'’s theocratic leadership,
supported by Saudi Arabia and Aramco led
in 1957 and 1959 to anti-British revolts.
However it was only with the formation
of a genuine mnational front, freed from
British and American influence, that the
anticolonial movement tock on a .strong
political and ideological colouring. FEsta-
blished in June 1965 the independence move-
ment, the Front for the Liberation of the
Dhofar (the Southern province of Oman)
grew rapidly and maintained close contacts
with the South Yemeni National Liberation
Front which was active in the border zones.
The establishment of the South Yemeni
Republic in 1967 and the radicalization of
the regime in 1969 were partially respon-
sible for the broadening of the strategic
objectives of the Front for the Liberation
of the Dhofar. The principle of armed
struggle against British colonialism, the
monopolies and feudal and tribal structures
was extended to the whole of the Gulf.

In view of these goals the Guerrilla move-
ment took the mname of the Popular
Front for the Liberation of the Occupied
Arabian ‘Gulf (PFLOAG). The extension of
the armed struggle which in 1969 achieved
the liberation of three-quarters of Oman’s
southern provinces and the establishment in
northern Oman of a mew guerrilla “foco”
organized by a parallel group, the National
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Democratic Front for the Liberation of
Oman and the Arabian Gulf (NDFLOAG)
placed the British occupation forces in a
critical position. In concert with the Uni-
ted. States Britain decided on the rationa-
lization of the regime. The old Sultan of
Muscat was replaced by his reformist son,
(Qabus. The accession of the new Sultan
in July 1970 marked the end of the contra-
dictions between US and British politico-
economic interests and opened the way for
intensive exploitation of the region’s oil
reserves. At the end of 1971 the two libe-
ration fronts merged forming the Popular
Front for the Liberation of the Occupied
- Arab Gulf. The struggle for the overthrow
of feudal, autocratic regimes in the area
was extended and aid was given to North
Yemeni and Iranian progressive forces.
The development of the nationalist struggle
led, at the end of 1973, to intervention by
an JIranian expeditionary force, backed by
Pakistani and Jordani mercenaries, in sup-
port of the Sultan. In June 1974, the Po-
pular Front for the Liberation of the Oc-
cupied Arabian Gulf annoumced a drastic
change in strategy. The objectives of the
struggle were once again confined to the
Oman. The organization changed its name,
becoming once more the Front for the Li-
beration of Oman.

This change was partly due to the mu-
ting of Aden’s polemics against Saudi Ara-
Bia, in part to profound changes which had
taken place within the region. (China had
reversed her previous position and had be-
eun to supvort Iranian foreign pelicy in
the Gulf and the rapprochement between
Teheran and Baghdad).

In the early months of 1975 the guerrillas’
fortune began to wane rapidly. Secret agree-
ments between Qabus and Kissinger gave
the seventh fleet access to the former British
air and naval base on the island of Masirah.
Meanwhile the Iranians opened their offen-
sive. In the first stage of their action,
which lasted from February until June they
reasserted government control over the
coastal region from Salalah to Huf and
opened a supply route between the Dhofar
and the Northern regions along the Salalah
axis. They also built a defensive line (the
Demaiand line) isolating the guerrillas in
the mountain zone along the Yemeni bor-
der. In a second offensive in October, they
delivered the coup de grace, conquering the
historic Rakiut fortress and those frontier
villages through which the guerrillas had
received their Soviet and Lybian military

supplies. " Whilst military communiqués
continued to talk of sporadic fighting and
announced the surrender of the Front's two
most prestigious leaders (Ami Al Omery
and Salem Hol) Sultan Qabus announced
the beginning of an ambitious reconstruc-
tion programime.

V. RELATIONS BETWEEN MOROC-
CO AND SPAIN

Spanish-Moroccan relations " date from
Moroccan independence. Following the
publication of the joint Franco-Moroccan
communiqué which on the 2nd of March
1956 announced the ending of the French
protectorate, Spain, on the 7th of April,
gave independence to that part of Morocco
under Spanish administration, thus opening
the way to the unification of a country,
divided since the Convention of Madrid in
1912. (On the basis of this convention,
France, which with the Treaty of Fez had
established a French protectorate over the
whole of Morocco ceded to Spain the Nor-
thern sector of the Sherifian Empire). The
7th of April declaration was politically and
perhaps legally unavoidable. Nevertheless,
it showed that Spain, like France had de-
cided to talk, to reject classic colonialism.

The handover of power was achieved ra-
pidly being completed on the 28th of July
1956. The special relationship between
the two capitals (eased by traditionally
good relations between Madrid and the Arab
world) were maintained. Spanish policy
was adroitly executed and if it had not been
marred by one fundamental contradiction,
might well have led to the establishment
of the cooperative relationship sought by
both sides. However, decolonization was
incomplete. Madrid retained control over
the so-called Spanish Sahara, over Ceuta,
Melilla and other minor fortresses on the
Mediterranean, and over fni and its hinter-
land on the Atlantic. Rabat's well-justified
claims on these territories resulted in a
deterioration in relation with Spain. This
caused difficult diplomatic negotiations,
often accompanied by use of arms, even
though these mnegotiations and conflicts
nearly always found a solution, positive to
both sides.



It was towards the end of the fifteenth
century that Spaniards, sailing from the
Canary Islands, landed where Infi stands
today. However both on account of the
region’s lack of natural resources and be-
cause of tribal revolts, European settlement
was limited to a few fishermen. In 1860
after the war between Spain and the She-
rifian Empire, the agreement of Tetuan
gave the former sovereignty over a port
and “sufficient territory for the establish-
ment of a fishing station”. The port was
built at Sidi Ifni. Expansion into the in-
terior began in 1934, seventy-four years
after the Treaty of Tetuan. The last owner-
less land, which after the Franco-Spanish
agreements of 1900, 1904 and 1912, had
served as a sanctuary for rebels, was oc-
cupied.

After independence Morocco either di-
rectly organized or otherwise supported
armed opposition within the Spanish en-
clave. As in the western Sahara armed
irregulars, the Greater Saharan Liberation
Army, began operations in Ifni, attacking,
in Novembre 1957, the Spanish garrison.
The Ifni revolt, which had already spread
to the Sahara, was put down with great
difficulty in December of the same year.
This was apparently behind a hardening of
the Spanish government line. Ifni was de-
clared to be a Spanish province.. Nonethe-
less the revolt was not in vain. In 1960
agreement was reached in principle, on the
future of the enclave. During the 1960’s,
the Spanish attitude gradually softened. In
order to maintain good relations with the
Arab world and, more importantly, in order
to be able to pursue its claims on Gibralter,
the Madrid government sought to demon-
strate its decolonizing zeal. As a result, on
the 6th of January 1969, an agreement was
signed whereby the Atlantic port and its
hinterland reverted to Morocco and Spain
was granted fishing concessions and other
special rights in the zone.

The settlement of this dispute has not
however led to an immediate improvement
in relations between the two countries. In
fact, in 1969, Spain seemed wunwilling to
cede its economically and strategically more
important possessions. This applies parti-
cularly to Ceuta (occupied by the Portuguese
in 1415 and acquired by Philip II in 1581),
and to Melilla (which has been Spanish
held since 1497). There are other less
important enclaves, again on the Moroccan
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Mediterranean coast, at Pefién de Velez de
la Gomera, Penon de Alhucemas and on
the Chafarinas archipelego. @ Moroccan
claims are countered by the Spanish go-
vernment’s contention that these are not
colonies but rather “plazas de soberania”
included, to all effects and purposes, in
the territory of the metropolis. What is
more the majority of the inhabitants are

Spaniards favourable to the maintenance

of present links with the mother country.

The only time at which Spain showed
some willingness to negotiate was during
the campaign for the annexation of Gi-
bralter. Having failed in this objective
the Madrid government returned to its more
usual intransigent position, rendering vain
all Moroccan attempts to reach a bilateral
agreement. At this point King Hassan II
decided to go to the United Nations and
on the 27th of January 1975 requested that
the UN Committee on Decolonization discuss
the sovereignty of Spanish territory on the
Moroccan coast. After a meeting of the
Council of Ministers on the 7th of February
the Spanish replied with a declaration de-
nouncing “manoceuvres” by those opposed
to what was termed “the peaceful, legi-
timate, historically justified and interna-
tionally recognized” presence of “Spanish
populations on the other side of the straight
of Gibralter”. Madrid warned that she
would resort to “all legitimate measures
which might prove necessary”. On the 8th
of February troops and landing units were
sent to the enclaves. This was seen by
Rabat as an “intolerable provocation” and

. a situation of serious tension was created,

which gradually diminished over the follow-
ing months until completely nonexistent.
At this point, an agreement having been
reached on the Sahara which favoured Mo-
rocco, Ceuta and Melilla represented Ra-
bat’s “counterconcessions” (officially how-
ever, this type of barter was denied).

This agreement imposed some terms on
what was the main bone of contention be-
tween Rabat and Madrid. The contention
over that territory, in fact, did not begin
only with nationalistic or ethnic claims but
also with conflicting economic interest. At
the end of the 1960’s enormous phosphate
deposits were found on the territory. The
Spanish first settled along the Saharan
coastline in the fifteenth century. However
the occupation proper began in 1884 with
the annexation by decree of Rio de Oro
and Sequia el-Hamra (which were then
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unified as ‘the Spanish Sahara) and the
foundation of the town of Villa- Cesnires.
The borders with French Morocco and
Mauritania were defined by the Franco-
Spanish agreements of 1900, 1904 and 1912.
In 1934, as part of a reorganization of the
Spanish Moroccan protectorate the Saharan
zone was placed under the centralized ad-
ministration of the governor of Ifni. After
independence Morocco claimed sovereignty
over the territory which the Rabat autho-
rities called the Moroccan Western Sahara.
In 1957-58 as has already been mentioned
irregular forces began guerrilla actions
which spread from Ifni to the Sahara.
These forces were not directly controlled
by the Rabat authorities, at least some of
whom - favoured negotiation. They came
largely from more nationalistic and radical
elements on the Moroccan political spec-
trum (beginning with the Istiglal).

The insurrection ended in spring 1959,
The rebels were finished off by French
troops stationed in Mauritania who, in Fe-
bruary 1959 had joined the Spanish in a
massive offensive. At this point negotia-
tions began leading, on the 1st of April,
to an agreement signed at Cintra whereby
the ten thousand square mile (25,000 sq
km) Tarfaya region, all that remained of
the old Spanish Moroccan protectorate, was
returned to Morocco. There followed a
period of relative calm during which Mau-
ritania entered the dispute. In October
1964 Nouakchott with Algerian support, in-
formed the UN that he intended to begin
direct’ negotiations with Spain . over the
Sahara.. Faced by an initiative which,
objectively speaking, was bound to limit
his own claims, Hassan II attempted to
accelerate negotiations with Spain. Talks
held by the Moroccan foreign minister in
Madrid in September 1967 failed to achieve
any concrete results. Nonetheless the Spa-
nish government seemed almost resigned
to losing the territory. In December, fol-
lowing a request from the UN that after
consultations with Morocco and Maurita-
nia, (relations between which were anything
other than friendly), Spain should organize
a referendum Madrid let it be known that
it accepted the principle of self-determi-
nation.

In 1970 however there was a radical
change in the situation. In July of that
vear a meeting between the Spanish fo-
reign minister and Hassan II showed that
there existed very serious differences be-

tween the two sides, due to new knowledge
as to the exact size of the Saharan phos-
phate deposits, the wealth of which was
sufficient to justify the maintenance, indeed
the strengthening of the Spamsh colomal
apparatus.

On the diplomatic front the Spanish em-
phasized the need for a gradual withdrawal,
for “guided decolonization”. ©On the 27th
of February 1973 Madrid revealed the
existence of a General Assembly of the
Saharan People which, on the 20th of the
same month had requested the metropolis
to organize a referendum on self-determi-
nation and had in the meantime reconfirmed
its loyalty to General Franco. Rabat’s first
reaction was measured. Hassan let it be
understood that he could accept the refe-
rendum only if the franchise was extended
to Saharan refugees resident in Morocco.
He also asked for international guarantees.
However in an audience with Minister Lopez
Braco at the end of March, he implied that
partly because of a Spanish decision to
extend Morocco’s fishing zone, he was not
totally opposed to the Assemblys delibera-
tions.

Later, however, the Moroccan government
took a more radical position, this being due
to outright opposition to the Assembly from
the Liberation movements (the Morehob,
the nationalist movement of the so-called
blue men transferred its headquarters from
Rabat to Algiers), Algeria and Mauritania.
Morocco tried without success to agree
with- these two governments on a common
political line. Even the Agadir summit
held in July 1973, between Hassan 1I, Ould
Daddah and Boumedienne ended without
any resolution of the basic differences
which separated the three countries.

Algeria continued to support independence
for the Sahara perhaps as an Algerian pro-
tectorate. Mauritanian claims on the South-
ern sector of the Spanish Sahara, also
claimed by Morocco, were maintained.
Spain was thus left with considerable room
for manoeuvre. After the failure of a visit
to Madrid by the Moroccan Prime Minister
Ahmed Osman the Spanish representative
at the UN announced on the 21st of August
1974, that, in line with a resolution approved
at the “glass palace” on the 14th of De-
cember 1974, a referendum would be held
under UN auspices before the end of 1975.
Rabat responded that Morocco could ac-
cept the referendum only on condition that



Spanish troops were first withdrawn from
the territory and that the question put to
the voters was not whether they favoured
independence, but rather whether they
favoured the annexation of the Sahara by
Morocco.

One was dealing with different interpre-
tations of autodetermination and decoloni-
sations that, strictly in the juridical sense,
could not be reconciled. However both
Spain and UN in their transient “alliance”,
even though for different reasons, did not
succeed in giving weight to their point of
view. In May 1975, the government in Ma-
drid presented a note to the United Nations
in which it announced its intention to with-
draw from the contested territory as soon
as possible. This was the last, and the
most risky, attempt to give the reins to
the Secretary General Waldheim. However
the initiations of such action, which es-
sentially consisted in a conference with
the participation of all the parties con-
cerned failed due to Moroccan hostility.
The long awaited reply of the International
Court of Justice of the Hague provided no
conclusion. The court, clinching the UN’s
main deliberations, stated that the Sahara's
future was to be decided by a referendum
since, even if legal ties existed between
some tribes of the Sahara and the Sherif
monarchies - previously, these ties were
extremely transient and therefore insuffi-
cient to justify an annexation with Morocco.
It was termed inconclusive judgement even
though on the one hand Rabat contested it
and on the other interpreted it liberally,
prohibiting every solution of the question
agreed upon and finishing later with the
abbandoning of the sophist tactics in fa-
vour of the use of force.

It is on this practical plain that the legal
position was stalemated. In fact, at the
end of October, Hassan II launched the so-
called green march, a peaceful invasion of
the territory by hundreds of thousands of
volunteers gathered together under the flag
of nationalism. Spain replied to this in-
vasion in an even milder manner. At the
roots of Madrid’s attitude, seemingly con-
tradictory to the positions formerly taken,
was the difficulty of putting together a
valid and precise political line at the time
when Franco revealed enormous problems.
There was, however, also the fact that “objec-
tive convergence” of interests ‘between
Madrid and Rabat existed, deriving from
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the fact that the both belonged to - the
Western bloc. It was not insignificant
that when the volunteers of the green march
passed the border between Morocco and
the Sahara, it was the mission of the
American Vice Secretary of. State, Alfred
Atherton, which avoided armed conflict and
initiated direct negotiations between Spain
and Morocco. These were concluded with
the agreement of November - 14th, which
was signed also by the Mauritanians. This
demonstrated that, still on the practical
side, the enmity between the parties had
already matured: on one hand the suppor-
ters of the annexation and faithfulness to
Kissinger, Morocco, Spain and, a little
against her will, Mauritania; on the other
hand those for independence, progress and
non-alliance, Algeria and Polisario. The
agreement left the Moroccan troops free
to enter the Sahara, while the Spanish for-
ces returned home, and to fight the inde-
pendence group. The Moroccans entered
el Aaiun, the capital, on December 11th.
The constitution of a temporary mixed
three party administration, the termination
of Spain’s presence by February 28th 1976,
various forms of economic cooperation,
respect for the wishes of the national As-
sembly established in Madrid and composed
of local notables (which implied the final
renouncing of the referendum) were fore-
seen. All these points despite Algerian op-
position were put into operation. On Fe-
bruary 27th, 1976, Madrid’s representative
left el Aaiun, putting an end to Spain's
colonial presence, whilst on April 14th, with
the agreement on the new borders between
Morocco and Mauritania, the Sahara ceased
to exist as an autonomous region.  From
an econcmic point of view also, the major
problems were resolved with the creation
of a mixed society (65 per cent Moroccan
and 35 per cent Spanish) for the exploi-
tation of phosphate deposits of Bou Craa.

APPENDIX
THE WESTERN SAHARA

The territory of the western Sahara (the
ex-Spanish Sahara) is bounded on the north
by Morocco, on the south and southeast
by Mauritania and on the north-east by
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Algeria. It is situated on the shores of
the Atlantic Ocean with 1500 kilometers of
coastline and is composed of two regions:
Saguiat El Hamra and Rio de Oro (the
Sahara proper) with an area of 284,000
square kilometers.

Its strategic importance depends on its
extensive Atlantic coastline facing the Ca-
nary Islands. Nomadic peoples, whose his-
tory dates from the Arab conquest of 681
A.D., inhabit the region. The Arabs mixed
with the indigenous population (Berber)
and in the following centuries the tribes
of Saguiat El Hamra became integrated and
extended their influence throughout a vast
zone of Africa.

Unlike the neighboring North and South
where different regimes of a feudal type
developed, Saharan society was of a sim-
pler kind with evident characteristics of a
patriarchal society — one of sheepherders
and farmers on very poor land without
much agricultural possibility. Frequent
droughts forced the inhabitants more and
more to nomadism and a continual search
for water.

As for the number of inhabitants and the
different tribes who occupy the territory
there are mnotable divergences in figures
among the sources (esp. between the
Spanish figures and those of the Polisario
Front). To give an indication, let us refer
to data furnished by the United Nations
relative to the representatives of the tribes
which make up the general assembly of the
territory, from which one can deduce the
numerical relationship existing between
parentheses): R’ gheba Sahel (9); Izaeguien
(5); Ait Laheen (2); Arosien (2); Ulan De-
lim (5); Ulan Tidrarin (3); Septentrional
(1); Charfas (1); Meridional (1).

As far as the number of inhabitants is
concerned, Spanish sources maintain there
are 70,000 inhabitants for the whole of the
western Sahara, while the Polisario Front
insists there are more than 500,000, not
counting the refugees or the political exiles
in neighboring countries.

No one, however, has ever undertaken a
census. As we have seen, almost the entire
population leads a nomadic existence. The
limited urban agglomerates have sprung up
around Spanish military outposts. Only
here could an exact count have been made,
but the colonizers were never interested
in doing so, since they justified their own

presence by declaring that the territory was
practically uninhabited.

The forces which have represented the
Saharan people, up until the partition of
the territory and latest phase in the armed
struggle, have been four: the Gemaa or
general assembly of the territory; the Party
of Saharan National Union (Puns); the
Popular Front for the liberation of Saguiat
El Hamra and Rio de Oro (Polisario Front);
and the Revolutionary Movement for the Li-
beration of the Blue Men (Morehob).

The Gemaa was set up by a Spanish
government decree May 11, 1967, as the re-
presentative body of the interests of the
“province” and was made up of tribal
chiefs and of forty representatives elected
from the individual tribes. On Dec. 6, 1975,
sixtyseven members of the Gemaa (out of
101), of which three were members of the
Spanish Parliament, in addition to various
notables of the Saharan tribes, walked out
of the general assembly of the territory de-
claring it dissolved and constituting a pro-
visionary national council.

‘The national couricil of forty-one members
was immediately considered by the libera-
tion movements of the western Sahara (in
particularly by the Polisario Front) as a
necessary element towards the construction
of national unity and an essential condition
for acquiring sovereignty and self-determi-
nation for the peoples of the territory. The
document signed by the ex-members of the
Gemaa affirms that “the sole legitimate
authority of the Saharan people, in con-
cordance with the conclusions of the in-
vestigative mission of the United Nations
is the Polisario Front”. Now the Gemaa
has been dissolved altogether with the
adherence of almost all the members to
the decision taken Dec. 6, 1975.

The Party of National Unity has been
nothing but a convenient tool controlled
by local notables and tied to Spanish co-
lonial interest, ever since Spain abandoned
the western Sahara. Today it has definiti-
vely disappeared. -

The Morehob has, on the other hand,
played a rather significant role even in the
recent past. Initially supported by Moroc-
co, it gradually assumed an independistic
attitude (opposed to annexation to Moroc-
co), transferring at the end its offices to
Algiers. Today its influence is almost nil
among the population of the territory and
it is pract1cally extinct.



On May 10, 1973, the Popular Liberation
Front of Saguiat El Hamra and Rio de Oro
(Polisario Front) was set up; it began (May
20, 1973) the armed struggle and stepped
it up after the partition of the territory.
Since its founding the Polisario Front has
counted on the support of workers in the
phosphate mines of Bucraa and those work-
ing in connected installations, young people
and students. The organism is directed by
an executive of six members, which unites
the two branches of the Front, that re-
presentating the masses and the other, the
military.

The secretary-general and head of the
military branch of the Front, M. Mohamed
El Quali, proclaimed on Feb. 27, 1976, the
birth of an “Arab Saharan Democratic Re-
public” temporarily directed by a pro-
visionary national council. The wealth of
the western Sahara depends principally on
its phosphate deposits but also on reserves
of other minerals. The discovery of an
enormous underground lake promises an
expansion in agriculture.

The exploitation of the phosphates, di-
scovered in 1947, began in 1969 with the
founding — via the National Institute of
Spanish Industry — of  the joint-stock
phosphate company 'of Bucraa. Effective
production got under way in Feb., 1972.
There are no exact figures on the direct or
indirect participation of foreign capital in
the exploitation of phosphates in the western
‘Sahara; however, one of the principal fo-
reign industries associated therein is Krupp.

The phosphate reserves in the western
Sahara are estimated to be on the order of
1700 million toms. They lie one or two
meters underground and are easily extrac-
tible.

The production of phosphates in Bucraa
in 1974 was about 2 million tons, 1% mil-
lion of which was consumed by the internal
Spanish market and the other % million
exported mainly to Japan and West Ger-
many. According to first estimates pro-
duction in 1975 reached 3,600,000 tons. The
objective of the Bucraa Company is to
invest still 15 billion pesos to reach annual
production of 10 million tons. The pho-
sphate industry at Bucraa is the most im-
portant in the western Sahara; the other
two are la Cobiertas y Tesados and the
Servicios Militares de Constructiones.

The presence of other minerals in not
negligible quantities has been revealed: ti-
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tanium, vanadium-uranium, copper, zinc,
iron (estimated at 70 million tons) magne-
tite (loadstone) and gold (in the propor-
tion of 3 grams per ton of mineral). From
the prospecting already done (Esso and
Eni) there should also be oil deposits of
a respectable consistency.

VI. IRAQIRANIAN RELATICNS

On the 6th of March 1975, at the end of
the OPEC summit conference, held at Al
giers, the Shah of Iran and the Iraq vice-
president, Saddam Hussein, signed a pact
of reconciliation. @ The occasion was as
solemn as it was unexpected. The rap-
prochement between the two capitals had
been relatively rapid. The process began
in October 1974 at the Rabat summit. First
the Egyptians and later the Algerians acted
as mediators. In November a number of
informal agreements were reached at the
UN. Then in January 1975 the foreing
ministers of the two countries met in
Istanbul. However nothing suggested at
this point that these initiatives could lead
to such a speedy, and thus necessarily su-
perficial, solution. Even during this period
of more or less secret contacts and cer-
tainly in the past, relations between the
two countries had been stormy and often
extremely tense, especially since the Octo-
ber War, that is to say since Iranian di-
plomacy had begun to try and build solid
contacts -with the Arab world.

The aims of the two countries in the
crucial Gulf region seemed, and to some
extent still seem even after the agreement,
to conflict. This incompatibility is due
mainly to the fact that Iraq and Iran are
incorporated into the spheres of influence
of rival outside powers. In 1972 Iraq
established a close relationship of friend-
ship and cooperation with the USSR. Since
then she has played a key role in Soviet
penetration of the zone. This alliance has
allowed the Ba'ath controlled Iraq govern-
ment to assume extremely rigid positions
on many issues, including the basic one of
oil policy, being able to take an autonomous
stance with respect to OPEC, to nationalize
the Irag Petroleum Company (in June 1972)
ete.
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It is difficult to see how this line is to
be squared with an improvement in rela-
tions with Iran which, despite, or perhaps
because of her position as a strong local

power, has maintained close ties with Wash="

ington and the West, Iran has followed an
expansionist policy especially since the Bri-
tish withdrawal in 1971. -

This tendency has only been reinforced
by the economic boom of the 1970’s. Her
aim has been to win control of the Gulf,
and it is this aim which explains her de-
sire to attract the Gulf states into her
orbit. At the same time it brings back old
memories, for instance of past claims on
Bahrein, first made in 1927 and only aban-
doned in 1970 when a UN commission
ascertained that the local population was
opposed to union with Iran. Iranian policy
has been heavily criticized in Baghdad.

When on the 30th of November 1971, just
after the expiration of the defence treaties
between Britain and the Emirates and 48
hours before the Union of Arab Emira-
tes’ proclamation of independence, Iranian
troops occupied three strategically placed
islands on the entry to the Gulf of Ormutz.
This led to a break in diplomatic relations
between the two countries. Relations were
resumed, in October 1973, during the Arab-
Israeli war, on the unilateral initiative of
the Iraqi government which wished to
move troops from the Iranian frontier to
aid Syria. In line with its general policy
of increasing links with the Arab world
Iran responded positively. Iranian military
and economic penetration of the Arabian
peninsula became easier. In December
1973 Iranian soldiers helped the Sultan of
Oman to crush a rebellion in the Dhofar.
Trale with the Emirates was expanded and
emigration organized. This led to a fresh
deterioration in Iraqi-Iranian relations
(which could only be improved effectively
if the political will existed to do so) and
to renewed border clashes between the
two countries.

Frontier disputes have been among the
main causes of the periodic crises which
on several occasions have brought Iraq
and Iran to the brink of open war. In
practice the land frontier has never been
precisely defined. (On the 6th of March
1975 commissions were set up to remedy
this situation). In several semi-desert zo-
nes there are areas of no-man’s land, occu-
pied in recent years by one of the two
sides, which serve as a base for armed

raids-into the territory of the other. These
raids are a consequence more of the general
climate of tension between the two coun-
tries than of any desire to make permanent
territorial gains. A more serious problem
is constituted by the Shatt el Arab, the river
formed at the meeting of the Tigris and
the FEuphrates, an extremely important
water-way, especially for Iraq which without
it would be deprived of any outlet to the
sea.

The first treaty laying down the border
along the Shatt el Arab dates from 1847
(the agreement of FErzerum between the
Sublime Porte and the Persian Empire).
However, like the 1913 Constantinople Pro-
tocol, the Treaty was never applied. After
the First World War the Teheran govern-
ment put pressure on the British govern-
ment (which until 1930 was the mandatory
power) to recognize that the frontier should
run along the “Thaweg” (the line linking
the river’'s deepest points). Agreement was
reached only on the 4th of July 1937. Howe-
ver this came closer to Iraqi than to Ira-
nian .demands. The agreement allowed
freedom of navigation to the warships of
the two parties and defined the frontiers
as the low water line on the Iranian bank.
For brief stretches where there were Iranian
ports this shifted to the midpoint of the
river. The frontier question remained as
an obstacle hindering any improvement in
Iraqgi-Iranian relations. In recent years
crises have alternated with periods of calm.
During the last of these, marked by a visit
by the Iraqgi President, Aref, to Teheran, in
1967 it seemed for a time as if negotiations
might begin on joint exploration and drilling
for oil in contested zones, definition of the
legal status of Iranians resident in Iraq and
a revision of those clauses in the 1937 agree-
ment covering rights of navigation. Instead
a series. of provocations, tests of strength
and ultimata led, on the 19th of April 1969,
to the abrogation of the agreement by Iran.
To justify her action Teheran accused Iraq,
among other things, of administering the
river as if it were her sovereign territory.
Baghdad denied all such charges, pointing
out that Iran had a 1250 mile (2000 km)
long coast line and that she was using the
dispute over the Shatt el Arab for purely
political ends. She also accused Iran of
seeking to divert the waters of the river
Karum which flows into the Shatt el Arab,
thus reopening the question of the use to
me made of rivers, rising in Iran and
flowing to the Iraqi frontier. She propo-



sed that the dispute be settled by the Hague
International Court. The Shah refused and
tension increased.

Then, unexpectedly, on the 6th of March
1975, came agreement. Iranian demands
were fully satisfied. The border was hence-
forward to run along the “Thaweg” of
the river. Iraq abandoned her claim to so-
called Arabistan (Khuzistan for the Ira-
nians) who exercized sovereignty over the
territory) and promised to seek a settle-
ment in her quarrels with Kuwait. This
commitment was of direct interest to Iran
which in 1973, during the most acute period
of the crisis between Baghdad and the
Emirate had for obvious reasons sided with
Kuwait. (The frontier between Iraq and
Kuwait was fixed in 1932 in an agreement
- between Iraq and Great Britain which
exercized a protectorate over the territory.
The Iraq republican government however
never recognized this agreement and only
established diplomatic relations with Kuwait
in 1963).

The agreement reached on the 6th of
March 1975 eliminated a further serious
source of friction in relations between the
two countries, i.e. continued interference
in each other's international affairs. This
had been a two-way process, encouraged
and justified by the different political com-
plexion of the two regimes. Nonetheless,
although Baghdad had always been willing
to receive Iranian exiles, Teheran had been
far more active in plotting against the
Ba’athist, pro-Soviet regime in Iraq. The
Shah was accused of being behind every
coup d'état which ever occurred in Bagh-
dad, especially the coups in December 1970
and June-July 1973. ,

It also seems as if the Kurdish question
is in the process of being resolved. The
paragraph in the Pact of Reconciliation
which speaks of tighter frontier controls
probably represents a hidden Iranian com-
mitment to stop the aid which the Shah
used to send to the Iraki rebels. Given
that secession by the Kurds would have
represented a real danger to Iraqi unity,
it may well be that this aid was one of
the principal factors underlying the dispute
between Teheran and Baghdad. The Kurds
live in a region with no fixed frontiers
which covers territory in Turkey, Iran, Iraq

and Syria (there are also small Kurdish

minorities in the USSR and in Lebanon).
Although the Treaty of Sevres in 1920 recog-
nized the right of the Kurds to self-deter-
mination, they have never had a state of
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their. Thus contemporary Kurdish history
consists of a series of revolts followed by
repression. So long as Iraq and Iran had
similar regimes (i.e. before the establish-
ment of the Iraqi republic) Baghdad and
Teheran collaborated in crushing the rebels.
Later the situation was reversed and the
Shah began to give military aid and protec-
tion to the Iraqi Kurdish autonomists led
by Mustafa Barzani. At the same time,
however, he took great care to avoid the
building of any dangerous ties between the
latter and their “brothers” in Iran. (The
Shah had every interest in weakening Iraq
with a long, drawn-out war. He was oppo-
sed however to a Kurdish victory which
might have had dangerous consequences,
even within his own country).

If, as seems clear from recent events,
the Kurdish question has now been resolved,
this is obviously of considerable significance
not only for Iragi-Iranian relations but also
for relations between Irag and the USSR.
The Kurdish dispute played an important
role in drawing Baghdad closer to Moscow.

Vil. CYPRUS

Cyprus has an area of 3613 square miles
(9251 km?). In 1972 the estimated popu-
lation stood at 645,000 of whom 82% were
Greeks and the rest Turks. The most rele-
vant figure if one seeks to understand the
permanent situation of crisis on the island
is that referring to the ethnic origin of the
population. In Cyprus two ethnic groups
confront each other: the Greeks who have
lived there since time immemorial and the
Turks who have done so since the Ottoman
conquest in 1571. For centuries Greek and
Turkish Cypriots have developed distinct,
autonomous and often opposed versions of
nationalism. When in 1960 Cyprus was de-
clared a unified, sovereign state it was as
if there existed two nations on the island.

THE PRINCIPLE OF NATIONALISM AND IRRIDEN-
TISM ON CYPRUS

Language and religion provide the main
bonds between the two communities and
their respective mother countries: Greek
orthodoxy for the Greeks, Mohamedism for
the Turks. Both groups have a long- stand-
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ing tradition of partial self-government
through the election of representatives to
the island’'s government. After the Treaty
of Lausanue in 1923 by which the Turks
finally ceded the island, it was adminis-
tered by the British. The first signs of
Greek-Cypriot irridentism date from the
beginning of the 1930’s and were originally
directed against British domination. Howe-
ver for reasons closely linked to the turbu-
lent history of the Balkan peninsula, it soon
led to antagonism between the two com-
munities. For centuries Greece had been
ruled by the Ottoman empire. After inde-
pendence the country’s internal institutions
were consolidated through an imperialist
war against Kemal Pasha’s new-born Tur-
key. The result was a dramatic Greek de-
feat. Greek revanchism and the new Tur-
kish nationalism found in Cyprus a suitable
battlefield for a renewal of their centuries’
old quarrel. The Greek-Cypriot irridentists
favoured umnion (erosis) with Greece and
regarded British domination as a transitory
phase in the history of the island. The
Turkish Cypriots reacted as well as they
could but received little support from Tur-
key, then in the throes of national recon-
struction under Kemel Attaturk. They were
thus led to lend support to the British who
had every interest im such an alliance
against Greek irridentist pressures. British

relations with Turkey had in any case much -

improved since the Treaty of Lausanne.
This de facto alliance was legally sanc-
tioned in the colony’s constitution. The repre-
sentatives of the Greek community had
the same number of votes in the legislative
council as those which could be wielded
by a coalition of the official members, no-
minated by the British government and the
Turkish representatives. So long as British
control in this zone of the Mediterranean
was secure neither Athens nor Ankara offi-
cially put their national prestige at stake
in the Cyprus dispute, simply playing the
role of London’s eager, attentive advisors.
However as the British capability began to
decline during the 1950's as a result of the
new world balance of power after World
War II, Ankara and even more so, Athens,
felt able to renew their claims. In 1951
Greek radoi and the Greek government
began a violent propaganda campaign in fa-
vour of Enosis. The nationalists in Athens
founded their campaign upon the princi-
ple of the self-determination of peoples.
It was on this basis that the Cypriot ques-
tion was first brought before the UN in

1952, Turkey, then in a difficult situation
and under psychological Soviet pressure on
her borders, hardly reacted. The British
had no intentionr of giving way. Both at
the UN and in negotiations with the 'Greek
government it was repeated that as a Bri-
tish colony, Cyprus was an internal British
ploblem. Britain's attitude could be ex-
plained by the island’s strategic importance
both in the struggle against the Soviet
Union and for support to her colonies and
protectorates in Africa and Asia.

The 1st of April 1955 saw the first ter-
rorist attacks on Cyprus by EOKA — the
National Organization for the Siruggle for
Liberty for Cyprus. EOKA operations were
commanded by Colonel Grivas. The move-
ment received its inspiration from Arch-
bishop Makarios, the leader since 1950 of
the 'Greek Cypriot community and the head
of the Cypriot Greek-Orthodox church. Se-
veral features distinguished this new ver-
sion of Greek irridentism from its prede-
cessors in the 1930°s. The most obvious
was the new commitment to armed strug-
gle. The old declared goal of Enocsis (union
with Greece) remained. However it was
now linked to self-determination and nation-
al independence. During the 1950’s the
ambiguity of this formula attracted interna-
tional support from those most sensitive to
the awakening of anti-colonialist national
feeling. It was only in 1957 that Makarios
declared that he had abandoned his pro-
Enosis geals and would now make national
independence and self-determination the
only objectives of the struggle. The Greek-
orthodox church assumed a different role
from that which it had played in the 1930’s.
As early as 1950 it promoted a symbolic,
anti-British plebiscite on Cyprus. Later it
became directly involved in the struggle for
independence in the person of Makarios.
The international situation had also chan-
ged: — the British empire had declined,
the Americans were lending strong support
to General Papagos’ national-conservative
regime in Greece. These were the years
of the Cold War and the Turks sought to
avoid any deterioration in their relations
with NATO. All these factors encouraged
the Greek nationalists.

INDEPENDENCE

‘Negotiations between Britain, Turkey and
Greece on the Cyprus prcblem opened in



August 1955. As a result of the damage
inflicted by EOKA and the weakening effect
of the dispute on the Alliance’s south-
eastern flank the British government had
abandoned its previous rigid position. No
agreement was however, reached at the con-
ference. The British began direct negotia-
tions with Makarios in his position as lea-
der of the Greek Community, but these
were broken oftf in the following spring.
Makarios, clearly implicated in EOKA ter-
rorist attacks, was deported to the Seychal-
les. On his release in March 1957 he took
refuge in Athens. EOKA operations were
concentrated in large urban centres, espe-
cially Nicosia and Famagusta. On occasion
terrorist actions were directed at members
of the Turkish community accused of col-
laborating with the British occupiers. An-
kara began to propose partition. The idea
was more or less accepted by the British
mediator, Lord Radcliffe, in his proposals
for constitutional reform. Meanwhile the
situation in the Mediterranean was chang-
ing. The British had suffered a series of
military and diplomatic defeats; first Suez
in 1956, then Iraq in 1958 and now Cyprus,
where terrorist activity continued and where
the situation constantyl threatened to lead
to armed conflict between two NATO mem-
bers. At the beginning of 1959 Britain
announced that if the sovereign status of
her two military bases on the island were
guaranteed, she was prepared to leave the
settlement of the Cypriot problem for nego-
tiation between Greece and Turkey. On
the 11th of February 1959 the Greek and
Turkish governments annournced in Zurich
that they had reached agreement. Their
respective foreign ministers were instruct-
ed to proceed to London to discuss this with
Britain. The tripartite London Conference,
held from the 17th to the 19th of February,
worked out the details of the Cyprus settle-
ment. Britain kept control over two
areas in the South, Akrotiri-Episkopi - Para-
mali and :Dhekelia - Pergamos - Ayipis - Ni-
kolaos - Xylophagou which were to be
used for military purposes. The Cypriot
Republic was to guarantee the continued
‘'unity and independence of its territory. If
these were ever threatened, tripartite con-
sultations were to be held. If this proved
impossible each of the three guarantor
states, Greece, Turkey and Britain retained
the right to take unilateral action. (Turkey
was to use this clause to justify her inter-
vention in the summer of 1974). The Cypriot
Republic achieved formal independence on
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the 16th August 1960. The tripartite gua-
rantee treaty with Greece, Turkey and Bri-
tain and the treaty of alliance with Turkey
and Greece were annexed to the fundamen-
tal law of the Cypriot state. On the 20th
of September Cyprus became a member of
the United Nations and in March 1961 she
was admitted to the Commonwealth.

The leaders of the new state had at mo
time been allowed to play a role in the
negotiations. All decisions affecting the
destiny of the island were taken by Athens,
Ankara and London.

The application of what had been agreed
among British, Greeks and Turks was
almost immediately placed in doubt. De-
spite Makarios’ efforts favouring the inte-
gration of the two communities and despite
the provisions of the agreements made at
Zurich and London which gave them rights
never previously conceded to a minority,
the Turkish-Cypriots continued to mistrust
the Greeks. The Turkish community, with
18% of the island’s population provided
40% of army manpower and held 30% of
seats in public administration, 30% of
seats in parliament and 3 out of 7 ministers.
In October 1961 vice-president Kuchuk, the
head of the Turkish community used his
power of veto to block any further integra-
tion within the armed forces. The imme-
diate consequence of his action was the
organization of the two communities into
two independent, parallel armies. Athens
sent officers to train the Cypriot National
Guard in addition to those permitted by
the Zurich treaty., Turkey did likewise.
The Greek and Turkish contingents on Cy-
priot territory whose mission it was fto
safeguard Cypriot territorial integrity were
thus reinforced. Makarios and Kuchuk
clashed again (through still at an institu-
tional level) over the organization of Cy-
prus’ five largest municipalities: Nicosia,
Famnagusta, Limassol, Lamaia and Paphos,
The Turks sought a greater degree of local
autonomy than the central government was
willing to concede. Then there was the
question of the reorganization of the Cypriot
fiscal system, again blocked by a Turkish-
Cypriot veto. In November 1963 Makarios
gave his support to thirteen constitutional
amendments the principal objective of
which was to remove the vice-president’s
power of veto. The Turkish Cypriots reac-
ted violently. In December there was fight-
ing in the streets. Meanwhile a Turkish
intervention corps carried out a brilliant
military operation close to Kyrenia. In the
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following March United Nations sent seven,

thousand “blue-helmets” to the island. The
split between the two communities was
now a radical one not least because of the
heavy-handedness of Makarios’ reaction to
the situation. 527 town houses and 109
Turkish-Cypriot villages had been destroyed
and 25,000 people deported. Turkish inter-
vention and direct confrontation between
the two NATO allies was avoided by the
tough stance taken by President Johnson
who threatened to wuse the VIth fleet.
However armed clashes, which the United
Nation peace Lkeeping force (UNIFCYP)
proved incapable of preventing, continued
on Cyprus throughout 1964. Faced with
this dramatic situation Makarios repeated
his renunciation of the “great idea of
Enosis” and unilaterally abrogated the
Treaties of guarantee which in 1960, at the
end of the Zurich conference, Cyprus had
concluded with Greece and Turkey.

TEN YEARS OF CRISIS

The opposition between the two commu-
nities degenerated gradually into full-scale
armed conflict. In August 1964 Turkish
aircraft bombed Tylliria. It was the most
dramatic point in the whole crisis. Already
in February British attempts at mediation
had broken down. At that point all offi-
cial meetings between the warring parties
were cancelled. The attempts to settle the
dispute through mnegotiations had failed.
Makariocs, who on the 13th of December
1959 had been elected as president of both
communities acted in this new situation as
the leader of the Greeks who opposed the
Turks in an atmosphere of permanent
hostility. The Turkish “coup” on the 29th

of September 1967, setting up a separate

“Turkish-Cypriot administration” with in-
dependent powers and functions represen-
ted an attempt to give some legal status
- to the de facto divorce between the two
communities. Following clashes at Ayios,
Theodorus and Kopinou the Turkish go-
vernment mobilized. On the 17th of No-
vember 1967 Turkey delivered a three-point
ultimatum to Greece demanding the expul-
sion from Cyprus of the EOKA leader, Ge-
neral Grivas, compensation for the Turkish-
Cypriots and the withdrawal of Greek for-
ces in excess of those permitted by the
Zurich agreement. It was a critical mo-
ment. War was avoided through the media-

tion of the American envoy, Cyrus Vance,
who succeeded in bringing the two sides to
agreement. Both the Athens and the An-
kara government were to withdraw excess
forces stationed on the island. Slightly
more than 8,000 Greek soldiers left. - Gri-
vas had returned to Athens some time pre-
viously. This undoubtedly represented a
diplomatic victory for the Turks who were
favoured by the international unpopularity
of the new Greek regime which had re-
cently taken power in a coup d’état. The
coming to power of the colonels increased

the distance between Makarios’ position
and that of the Greek government. In 1968
talks were resumed in Beirut, between

Glafkos Clerides, the Greek cypriot leader
and Raouf Danktash, the leader of the Tur-
kish-Cypriot community. The situation was,
however, unchanged. The island’s major
towns continued to be divided in two. In
Nicosia the divide was the so-called “green
line”. The Turks wanted a greater degree
of autonomy; the Greek Cypriots were in
favour of a strong central government.
In practive two separate administrations
continued to exist side by side. None, or
hardly any, of the institutions set up by
the constitution were functioning. Tens of
thousands of armed men were ready for
battle. In 1971 General Grivas, the ex-
commander of the National Guard reap-
peared. After landing secretly on the island
he re-organised the old EOKA into what
came to be known as EOKA-B. His terro-
rist actions " against Makarios, willed by
and financed from Athens placed the Arch-
bishop in a very delicate position as he
tried to defend the Greek community in
negotiations with the Turkish-Cypriots. In
order to survive this difficult phase in his
political career the Archbishop established
closer relations with the Akel, the pro-So-
viet Cypriot communist party supported
by about 25% of the Greek-Cypriot popu-
lation. In his foreign policy he increased
the emphasis on neutralism.

By a policy of maintaining an equal di-
stance from both blocs Makarios aimed at
winning diplomatic support from the Soviet
Union and third world countries, especially
in the United Nations. The Soviet Union
was equally ill-disposed towards union of
Cyprus with Greece and partition of the
island between Greece and Turkey, for in
both cases Cyprus would have remained
under NATO control. The Archbishop o-
pened fruitful diplomatic contacts with the
Soviet Union, with Eastern Europe and



with Communist China. Important trading
agreements were signed. Makarios’ domes-
tic and foreign policy options were not
appreciated by the West. In January 1972
he imported a batch of arms from Czecho-
slovakia for use against ‘Grivas. Turkey
and (especially) Greece protested energeti-
cally. The dispute was only resolved when
the weapons were placed under UNFICYP
control.

In March the episcopal synod, under
orders from Athens, deprived Makarios of
his spiritual powers. The Archbishop refu-
sed to submit to the injunction. In July
Luns, the NATO Secretary-General, gave an
interview in which he expressed disappro-
val of Makarios’ “flirting” with Moscow,
emphasizing that the Archbishop was a fac-
tor leading to instability in the Eastern
Mediterranean.

In the 1973 elections Makarios was elect-
ed president of Cyprus for the third con-
secutive time, in what amounted to a ple-
biscite. Negotiations with the Turkish-
Cypriots had however reached deadlock.

The Greek-Cypriots were unwilling to con- -

cede the «local autonomy » requested by
the Turkish-Cypriots; still less could they
agree to “federation”, with the north-
eastern sector of the island passing into
the Turkish sphere of influence.

At the beginning of 1974 seven regular
armies were present on Cyprus, namely: —

— UNFICYP: less than 2,000 men. (Many
Swedish, Finnish and Austrian “blue
helmets” had, after the Yom Kippur
War, been transferred to the Middle-
Eastern cease-fire line).

— The Cypriot National
18,000 men. '

— The Mudjanitier: 10,000 Turkish-Cypriots
commanded by about 200 officers from
Ankara.

— The Turkish contingent of 650 troops
guaranteed by the Treaty of Zurich, plus
a further 1,500 troops and 3,000 military
police sent by Ankara.

— The 950 strong Greek contingent under
the Treaty of Zurich. To those forces
should be added the Police Tactical
Reserve (the paramilitary pretorian
guard set up by Makarios at the begin-
ning of 1973) and British troops on their
-two bases,

Guard. About
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THE 1974 CRISIS, PROSPECTS FOR THE FUTURE

At the beginning of 1974 a new element
of friction entered relations between - Tur-
key and Greece: — the discovery of large
oil fields in the Aegean Sea. Turkey, which
had never formally accepted Greek sove-
reignty over the Aegean islands, now consi-
dered the occasion ripe to show the strong-
est possible interest in the .oil which lay
beneath them and in March sent a ship
on an exploratory mission. Athen's resent-
ment was inevitable. Tension rose. Repri-
sals were threatened. The rigidity of the
positions taken up by the two sides was
at least in part determined by the difficult
problems being faced by the Greek and
Turkish governments.  Both were internally
weak. [For months both had been making
nationalist claims against Washington. In
this situation and given the American
“absence” from the international scene
owing to Watergate, there were none of
the presuppositions for successful crisis
management. Athens took the first step.
Grivas had died at the beginning of the
year. His successor, Karousos, was called
to the Greek capital. The Athens junta
took direct control over EOKA. Makarios,
who was aware of the situation, decided
on a trial of strength. A few days after
announcing plans to visit five FEast-Euro-
pean countries, on the 2nd of July he
wrote to the Greek President, General Ghi-
zikis, complaining of a plot against his
life and requesting the withdrawal of the
650 Greek officers stationed in Nicosia for
the training of the Cypriot National Guard.
It was announced that the PTR, the Arch-
bishop’s auxiliary corps was in a state of
alert. While preparations were made for
wath was to follow, Athens officially denied
the Archbishop’s accusations. On the 15th
of July the Cypriot National Guard carried
out a coup d’état against Makarios. The
non-Cypriot origins of the plot were una-
nimously recognized by the international
press. Denktash emphasized that the coup
was a quarrel between Greeks and declared
that he wished to avoid any Turkish-Cypriot
involvement. On the 17th the battle was
still between Makarios’ Greek supporters
and his Greek enemies. The -Archbishop,
whose death had already been announced
by the rebel radio, succeeded in reaching
sanctuary on the British airbase at Dheke-
lia  whence he was flown to London by
the RAF.. The presidency was. taken by
Nikos Theochaou, an adventurer who likes
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to be known as Sampson; his activities
as a sniper during the guerrilla campaign
for Cypriot independence had been report-
ed in the international press. Sampson
was neither ‘Grivas’ successor, nor had he
planned the putsch. His newspaper, Ma-
chi’'s ambigious line on enosis, must have
convinced those behind the coup to use
him as an easily manoeuvrable puppet.
With the fall of the fascist junta in Athens
he was replaced by the President of the
National Assembly and the official leader
of the Greek-Cypriot community, Clerides,
whose duty it was, by the terms of the
constitution to assume presidential func-
tions whenever the president might be
incapacitated or absent. During the early
hours of the 20th of July, Turkish troops
landed on Cyprus. Athens decreed general
mobilization. Ankara’s intervention was
made easier by Turkish proximity to the
theatre of operations. Cyprus is just over
sixty miles (100 km) from Turkey and
almost four times as far from Greece. The
Turkish prime minister, Ecevit, known as
a left-wing moderate who in the past had
opposed intervention, states that his govern-
ment had been forced to intervene “after
having attempted all possible political and
military paths to a solution”. The Turks
enjoyed the support of international public
opinion which was aware of the attacks
suffered by the Turkish-Cypriot community
during the days following the coup and
which knew that, given the inertia of the
powers, Turkey was entitled to intervene
by Article 4 of the 1960 Treaty of guarantee.
A direct confrontation between Turkey and
Greece was avoided only by a change in
the official US policy of wait and see and
American mediation between Ankara and
Athens. An additional factor was the objec-
tive deficiencies of the Greek army which
was too weak to face the Turks, and op-
position to the <Cypriot adventure from
broad sectors of Greek public opinion.
Security '‘Council Resolution 353, approved
on the 20th of July, called for a ceasefire.
More or less at the same time as the reso-
lution was being approved ithe UN force
on Cyprus blocked Turkish troops as they
were on the point of taking over Nicosia
airport. On the 23rd Kissinger hinted at
a change of government in Athens. The
change took place the next day. Many ob-
servers have seen this as a sign that the
USA was in some way implicated in what
had happened on Cyprus. On the 30th Ka-
ramanlis’ new Greek government, Turkey

and Britain signed an agreement in Geneva
on the application of the ceasefire. The
terms of the 30th of July agreement were
the following: —

— All troops were to halt at positions held
on the evening of the 30th of July.

— A “security zone” between the two sides
was to be established and manned by
“blue helmets”.

— The existence of two autonomous ad-
ministrations on the island was to be
recognized pro tem.

All the signs seemed to point to a federal
solution along the lines proposed by Turkey
and supported since the 1964 Acheson Plan
by the United States.

The Turks were aware of the internal
debility of the new Greek govermment and
of their own complete military superiority.
In the days which followed they began to
call for full partition and to plan a resump-
tion of hostilities. Their aim was to ad-
vance to the so-called Attila line (around
the Cape Andreas — Morpheu — [Fama-
gusta triangle) and to occupy a completely
Turkish zone behind it. Britain and the
United States attempted in vain to mode-
rate Turkish demands. Callaghan, the Bri-
tish Foreign Minister, proposed a forty-
eight hour pause in the Geneva negotiations.
The Turkish government refused and in
mid-August large-scale military operations
were resumed.

It was a blitzkrieg. There was fighting
in Nicosia along the green line and in Fa-
magusta. By the time a new cease-fire
resolution was approved by the Security
Council on the 15th of August a third of
the island was under Turkish government
control.

Mayros, foreign minister in the Kara-
manlis government bluntly refused an invi-
tation for consultatioms in Washington.
There were anti-American demonstrations
throughout Greece and in the Greek zone
of Cyprus and in one of these the American
ambassador to Nicosia, Roger Dawes, was
killed. On the 14th Greece left the military
organization of the Atlantic Alliance stating
that an alliance which was incapable of
preventing conflict between its members
was unworthy of support. In Geneva Cal-
laghan severely criticized the Turkish ac-
tion and the State Department began to
qualify its support. Negotiations between
Clerides and Denktash were resumed only
on the 26th of ‘August. Meanwhile the
Turks, who represented only 20% of the



population, controlled 40% of the area of
the island, two-thirds of its wealth, two-
thirds of all tourist activities and cultivated
land, its most important port (Famagusta)
and more than 60% of its mineral and
industrial activities. Nicosia airport was
virtually surrounded by Turkish troops.
There were about 200,000 Greek-Cypriot re-
fugees.

In the autumn, Makarios, with open sup-
port from the Soviet Union, launched a
verbal offensive, the aim being to regain
the presidency. Within Cyprus he was sup-
ported- by the Akel which aimed at the
socialization of the Greek sector of the
island. On the 7th of December he return-
ed in triumph. The speech he made on
the occasion was however relatively mode-
rate in tone and avoided polemics.

The risk was now of a return to the dead-
lock which had characterized the 1968-73
period. fGiven the changed situation on the
ground and the mnew pattern which had
emerged in relations between Britain and
the United States on the one hand and
Greece and Turkey on the other, such a
deadlock could have proved even more dan-
gerous than in the past.

After the unilateral Turkish proclamation
on the 13th of February 1975 of an inde-
pendent lay Turkish-Cypriot state the Kire-
nia district became, after the referendum
on the 8th of June for all pratical admi-
nistrative and political purposes Turkey's
sixty-eighth province. The alteration in the
status quo was presided over by 40,000
Turkish troops. In this situation the re-
sumption of EOKA terrorist operations was
understandable. The Turks seemed resol-
ved on the permanent annexation of the
sector to the north of the Attila line. If
the tough stance taken by the American
Congress on military supplies to Ankara
and FEuropean disapproval were incapable
of dissuading them from this intent, it was
hard to see any way of changing their atti-
tude short of military action by Greece.
Makarios, in liné with the position he had
held to for more than ten years, defended
full Cypriot independence. He stated how-
ever that he was now more willing than
in the past to give effective guarantees to
the Turkish minority and proposed a fede-
ration of cantons which would preserve
the principles of government unity and of
central control in the hands of a 'Greek
Cypriot. The negotiations have revealed
themselves to be even more complex follow-

the Gulf. Meanwhile however
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ing the resignation of Clerides as negotiator
in the spring of 1976.

The Soviet Union, Makarios’ international
ally, has declared against all proposals for
partition, with their implication of a direct
or indirect Cypriot role within the Atlantic
Alliance. The Soviet proposal to enlarge
the tripartite conference to include the
United Nations, aims to take the responsi-
bility for deciding the island’s fate out of
the hands of the Atlantic Alliance. Ameri-
can policy is unclear: the dispute between
Congress and the State Department over
arms supplies, Kissinger's statements on
Turkey which oscillate from the conciliatory
to the threatening and the fears aroused
by the Greek withdrawal from NATO have
shorn all its limitations. The fact is that
the United States, in order to avoid a
further weakening of the Atlantic Alliance
in the area, would prefer not to choose
sides between Greece and Turkey.

The probable Congress approval of the
negotiations concluded by the State Depart-
ment with Greece and Turkey and the si-
multaneous renewal of bilateral Greek/
Turkish contracts will contribute towards
reconstructing in some way the relationships
between these two countries and the Atlan-
tic area.

The most favourable solution for the
United States would be partition. The
island often referred to today as a “poten-
tial aircraft carrier on land” in the Eastern
Mediterranean could become a base for
NATO action throughout the area and in
the USA
must reckon with the Greek decision to
leave NATO. which at least in the short-
term, appears to be irreversible, and with
Turkish threats. In this situation the So-
viet Union has not found it difficult to
pursue attempts to improve relations with
Greece as is indeed shown by Soviet ac-
tivity as guarantor for the application of
Resolution 353, by the Soviet proposal for
an international conference on Cyprus and

by Makarios’ support for the plan. Greece

has found that its strongest support comes
from the European Community. Following
the reactivation of the association agree-
ment, frozen in 1967, many European states-
men, and in particular Giscard D’Estaing,
who is furthermore a personal friend of
Karamanlis, have taken wup positions fa-
vouring a strengthening of ties between
Greece and the nine. Only Germany has
failed to join the group of European coun-

[y
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tries favouring Greece. She has main-
tained the arms embargo, imposed after the
Colonels’ fascist coup, an attitude deter-
mined more by her Atlantic than by her
European interests.

VIll. YUGOSLAVIA, THE BALKANS
- AND THE MEDITERRANEAN

NATIONALISM AND DISINTEGRATION IN THE

BALKANS

For decades the region which lies be-
tween Italy and the Easter shore of the
Mediterranean was known as the “powder-
keg” of Europe. It marked the border
between the Austro-Hungarian and the Otto-
man Empires and with their destruction
saw the breakdown of any unified state
authority. Those local nationalisms, which
under the Turkish occupation had constitu-
ted the region’s only bond with FEurope,
the nuclei around which independent states
were to be formed, now flowered. With
the Peace of Versailles, sanctioning the
defeat of the two empires, new national
states arose. Within these, however, there
were powerful centrifugal forces: ethnic,
social, historical, linguistic and religious
rivalries, encompassed within individual
states only by means of painstaking and
often temporary compromise. The verb
“to balkanize” took on its present pejo-
rative sense expressing the difficulties invol-
ved in unifying a kaleidoscope of peoples.

This situation remained characteristic of
the region in the twenty years between the
two world wars. Panslavic and German
imperialism fed on the divisions existing
beiween the Balkan peoples, who had been
brought together only through the diplo-
macy of the powers, supported by certain
sections of the local ruling bourgeoisie.
The Second World War led to the ending
of German influence in the area. If was
replaced by that of the West and of Britain
in particular, now the main opponents of
Slavo-Communist expansionism. However
there were at the same time two new de-
velopments; namely the creation of an
island of Latin resistance in the zone, repre-
sented by Rumania, and the strengthening
of national feeling in the one country, which
more than any other in the region, had in

the past been torn and divided as a result
of occupation by foreign powers — Yuglo-
slavia.

At the end of the Second World War
the Balkan-Mediterranean area was sub-
divided into six states apparently aligned in
a communist bloc consisting of Yugoslavia,
Albania, Bulgaria and Rumania and a
western bloc opposed to it, consisting of
Greece and Turkey. This division into zones
of influence was however anomolous
with respect to the rest of Europe as was
seen, three years later. The Cominform'’s
“excommunication” of Yugoslavia led not
only to a divorce between Belgrade and the
Communist bloc but also to a resurgence
of Albanian nationalism (although the for-
mer was only to become evident many years
later). Meanwhile the west had intervened
in Greece (under the Truman Doctrine) to
crush the Communist guerrilla movement
there and to maintain Europe’s south-
eastern flank within the Anglo-American
sphere of influence. We thus witnessed a
novel and curious phenomenon. The Cold
War between the Communist World, led by
the USSR and the Western-Capitalist World,
led by the United States, had given rise to
a new Balkan anomaly: namely two Com-
munist nation states organized along So-
cialist-Collectivist lines lying outside the
Soviet bloc: Yugoslavia and Albania.

Within a short time there was a new
anomoly, the drifting of an Eastern bloc
state, Rumania, linked to the USSR by
military treaty (the Warsaw Pact) and eco-
nmic alliance (Comecon) towards a nation-
al or nationalist policy, going so far as
to be a devisive factor within the Soviet
system. Finally, in the last few months,
the only two countries in the area linked
to the Western system, namely Greece and
Turkey, have moved towards a mew break
both with that system and with each other.
Greece has left the NATO integrated mi-
litary organization. The two countries have
reached the brink of war over Cyprus.

Thus, as a first conclusion, we may state
that since the Second World War, the Bal-
kan Mediterranean area has contained six
extremely different states, only poorly inte-
grated with their respective blocs: Yugo-
slavia, Communist but non-aligned; Albania,
totally isolated with respect to existing
alliances (following the Chinese rather than
the Warsaw Pact on the non-aligned “mo-
del”); Rumania, a Communist Soviet-bloc
member which nonetheless fails to follow



policies dictated from Moscow often oppos-
ing them on nationalist grounds; Bulgaria,
a faithful Warsaw Pact and Comecon mem-
ber within which have even arisen pres-
sures for full integration with the Soviet
Union; Greece, a capitalist country which
having left NATO’s military organization
has remained within the western political
alliance but yet which has tried to adopt
a “French” foreign policy and has hinted
at non-alignment; Turkey, again a capitalist
country -this time fully integrated into the
western politico-military system but which
has questioned its existing ties and within
which there exist pro-Islamic tendencies
which could in the future lead it to turm
away from Europe towards Asia.

The extreme differences which exist be-
tween the positions and attitudes of the
countries of the Balkan-Mediterranean area
make it a factor of uncertainty in the calcu-
lations of both blocs. The zone has always
been recognized as the Achilles’ heel of the
Atlantic Alliance. In practice, although this
has yet to be recognized by political and
diplomatic observers, the situation for the
Warsaw Pact could be very similar. Bul-
garia, the omly faithful member of the al-
liance, is geographically isolated. Insistent
Soviet pressure on Rumania and Yugosla-
via could have a de-stabilizing effect over
the entire zone. What is more, quite apart
from its role as a potential area of conflict
between the western and (Communist sy-
stems, the region is made even more unsta-
ble by its proximity to the Middle-East,
a constant source of crisis and tension, and,
since the summer of 1974, by the situation
on Cyprus.

We can therefore draw a second conclu-
sion. The differences between the six states
of the Balkan-Mediterranean area are
aggravated by their proximity to areas of
confrontation and tension between the two
blocs. . There is also a third danger, namely
the tendencies of the Great Powers to
maintain if not to increase pressure on the
states of the area, exploiting real or presu-
med problems in their internal affairs and
in their relatinos with each other to force
1t.hem, directly or indirectly, banck into
ine.

SECURITY, INDEPENDENCE AND TERRITORIAL IN-
TEGRITY

. The events of the last thirty years have
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shown that crises on the borders of the
Balkan-Mediterranean area have had reper-
cussions within individual states and have
risked not only to weaken the latter but
even to destabilize the whole region. As if
this were not enough, both blocs have tried
to oppose any drawing together of the sta-
tes of the zone, fearing that it might change
the local balance of power, that is to say,
that any attempt at regional stabilization
might upset relations between them. This
has been apparent ever since 1948 when
Yugoslavia, Albania and Bulgaria made a
first attempt at establishing a regional or-
ganization, broken off immediately after
the excommunicationn of Yugoslavia by the
Cominform. It became even more clear in
1954 when Yugoslavia, Greece and Turkey
joined together in a Balkan Pact (which
is still technically in force today). Moscow
and Sofia viewed the pact with suspicion,
thinking that it was directed against Bul-
garia. For Belgrade, however, the pact, re-
presenting as it did a deviation from the
Yugoslav policy of non-alignment, was of
purely tactical value. When the USSR with-
drew the excommunication and accepted
the validity of the Yugoslav road to social-
ism it ceased to be of any political signifi-
cance.

There were to be no new initiatives of
this kind. The Rumanian proposal to
create a “nuclear-free” zone in the Balkans
could not really be called a proposal for
the drawing together of the countries of
the region. Rather the idea should be seen
as part of a broader Rumanian policy of
using ad hoc diplomatic means to insure
against Soviet pressures which might com-
promize Rumanian national independence.
The proposal received no support from
NATO which did mnot wish to see itself
disarmed in Greece. There was no more
talk of regional pacts in the Balkans and
this for two reasons. On the one hand
such pacts were seen, in the face of the
differences existing between the countries
of the region, as impracticable; on the
other it was thought that they were not
the best means of safeguarding the inde-
pendence of the latter, guaranteed in several
cases by the military alliances to which
they belonged.

Nor, finally, can the Trans-Balkan Confe-
rence held in Athens from January 26 —
February 5, 1976, on ‘Greece’s initiative and
with the participation of Yugoslavia, Ruma-
nia, Bulgaria and Turkey be considered an
attempt to animate an organic alliance
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since its objective seemed limited to feel-
ing out the possibilities for increasing co-
operation in the economic, ecological, trans-
portation and energy fields among the coun-
tries of the region. Exactly because of
these predetermined limited cobjectives (in
the so-called “spirit of Helsinki”, this ini-
tiative may in an indefinite future bear
precious fruit; however, inasmuch as one
can judge now, not enough to overcome
the bilateral and regional rivalries which
- still are the major obstacle to an effective
inter-Balkanic cooperation.

Whenever one talks of regional disputes
in the Balkans one immediately thinks of
Macedonia. However there are similar, if
for the moment less significant, problems
on the borders between Albania and Yu-
goslavia (Kossoco), Albania and Greece
(Epirus), Rumania and Bulgaria (Dbrugna),
Bulgaria and Greece (Thrace) and Greece
and Turkey (from Cyprus to the Aegean
islands). Outside the Balkan region, as
strictly defined, Yugoslavia still has to re-
solve a number of “national questions”
along her north-western frontier with Au-
stria and Italy, questions which for the
Belgrade government represent a continual
irritant, a permanent infringement of nation-
al sovereignty, unity and independence.
Thus Yugoslavia. finds herself under pres-
sure from all sides, from the “B-zone” to
Macedonia. This pressure is seen as a
threat not only to national independence
but also to the country’s two peculiar
characteristics, her neutrality and her sy-
stem of workers’ self-management.

But why Yugoslavia? Why is Yugoslavia
more affected and worried than other coun-
tries by events in the Balkan-Mediterranean
area? Why has she manceuvred more effec-
tively than the others? There is an easy
first answer. Yugoslavia has more to fear
than other countries from any change in
her precariously balanced position, both
internationally and insofar as regards her
internal unity and cohesion. The new Yu-
- goslavia which arose thirty years ago as
an autonomous power mneeds internal unity
and cohesion more than anything else. It
is certainly no coincidence that in their
recurring rounds of polemics with the Yu-
goslavs (the last of which was fought in
April 1975) the Soviets minimize the im-
portance of, even if they do mnot contest,
the fact that Yugoslavia achieved her own
liberation from Nazi occupation, without
any crucial role having been played by the

Red Army. It was this role of the Red
Army which in Moscow’s eyes justified the
Soviet Union in interfering in the domestic
and foreign policies of the ~Communist
states. It was this right that Moscow claimed
in 1948. Tito’s workers’ self-management
may have represented a new and original
way of resolving the economic problems of
the country and of imposing socialist poli-
cies with the direct help and participation
of the workers. It strayed from the royal
road of democratic centralism and centraliz-
ed planning and was condemned as heresy.
Yugoslavia was excommunicated. It became
clear just as it was again to become
clear in the case of Czechoslovakia that a
country’s loyalty to the doctrine and prac-
tice of Soviet Communism was to be mea-
sured by her internal and economic as
well as by her foreign policy.

Although it forced its withdrawal, Yu-
goslavia’s successful resistance to the ex-
communications {and the international
pressures . which went with it) in no way
meant the end of Soviet attempts to in-
fluence policy decisions in Belgrade. Pe-
riodically  “Cominformist  organizations”
are discovered within the country. This
kind of interference is accompanied by
pressure from outside, that is to say, mainly
from Bulgaria, over the Macedonia question.

The Jugoslavs also at times had other
fears, about western attitudes. In particu-
lar there was the question of relations with
Italy, which was accused of playing the
game of those groups within NATO which
sought to keep their option open on the
border issue in case Yugoslavia should be
torn apart following the death of Marshall
Tito. These fears should now have been
quietened following the announcement, on
the Ist of October 1975 of a fimal settlement
of the border problem. This was ratified
in a Treaty signed at Osimo on the follow-
ing 10th of November. This may lead Bel-
grade to be less suspicious of her neigh-
bour. It is unlikely however to lead to any
relaxation in internal vigilence or in fears
of interference by the great powers.

If she seeks to avoid international pres-
sure, Yugoslavia has only limited means at
her disposal. In domestic policy she can
attempt to reduce te a minimum internal
disparities in a country where traditional
ethno-cultural rivalries, rooted in history,
are aggravated by unequal North-South
economic development and where the fe-
deral power structure provides a purely



institutional rather than a real remedy to
the situation. In foreigm policy she can
insist on the inviolability of her neutrality
and can seek to settle local crises and dis-
putes within a system of relations with other
states based on the principles of non-inter-
ference in each other’s affairs, and respect
for each other's independence and sovereign-
ty. These principles will only be safe if
unresolved problems which might give rise
to new disputes and crises can be settled.
Formal agreements (such as those reached
at the European Conference on Security
and Cooperation) are insufficient.

Are such policies capable of maintaining
Yugoslavia’s “original” features? It is a
commonplace that policies are worthless if
they are not based on a wvalid political
analysis ‘and executed by capable men. Is
this the case for Yugoslav policy today?
In its thirty years of existence, although
the Yugoslav federal socialist republic has
followed a generally coherent line, it has
wavered in the way this line has been
applied. A period of bureaucratic central-
ism was followed by one in which too
many powers were delegated to the indivi-
dual republics. This led to centrifugal
tendencies favouring the richer, more de-
veloped regions and worsening the imba-
lance between North and South. At the
same time separatist feeling was implicitly
encouraged, especially in 'Croatia where it
reached alarming proportions. It thus be-
came necessary to return to a more restric-
tive line, though to democratic¢ rather than
to bureaucratic centralism. Greater limita-
tions were placed on the autonomy of the
individual republics and on their economic
planning. There was a re-evaluation of the
role of the Communist Party which in some
periods had lost much of its importance.
The most recent constitution gives it legal
hegemony over the workings of the state.
These fluctuations in Yugoslav policy inevi-
tably affected national leaders. Every change
in policy was matched by a change in
personnel. Those held to be guilty of any
given deviation or failing were cast aside
and replaced by the faithful supporters of
what had now become the dominant line.

Outwardly these internal changes and
the fluctuations in economic policy had no
effect on foreign policy. There was no
straying from the “royal road” of non-
alignment. Relations with the outside
world in general and the Communist world

in particular were nonetheless affected.
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Thus certain separatist tendencies could be
attributed to Western interference. Policy
changes favouring centralism might be seen
as reflecting “Cominformist” influence. It
is no coincidence that in his many warning
speeches Tito has depicted domestic and
foreign enemies as working hand in hand
to sap the country’s unity and strength, to
undermine its domestic policy of workers’
self-management and its non-aligned foreign
policy. Even though on occasions the re-
ference to foreign enemies seems to have
been determined by tactical considerations,
it is clear that foreign interfererce has ta-
ken many different forms. The East has
obviously preferred to use “ideological”,
the West “political” and economic wea-
pons, in their attempts to divert Yugoslavia
from the course she has chosen. Nothing
which occurs in Yugoslavia is the simple
result of a legitimate autonomous dialec-
tic within the party. Always outside inter-
ference plays a role. Thus for the . Yugo-
slav ruling class there is a close connec-
tion between their basic policy option in
domestic policy (workers self-management)
and in foreign policy (non-alignment). Any
threat to one of these choices constitutes
automatically a threat to the other.

Thus Yugoslavia has to fight on two
fronts. An attempt to retreat on either of
these would be seen as an attempt to
destroy or to compromise the independence
of Yugoslav policy-making. This explains
why Tito and his trusted followers are so
sensitive to the approach of threats to the
unity or the territorial integrity of the coun-
try. If the case of Macedonia, which we
have already mentioned, constitutes the
most visible of such threats (in that the
Bulgarian refusal to recognize the very
existence of a Yugoslav Macedonia repre-
sents an embryonic claim to be allowed
to annex the territory) there are also fears
for other regions. In Croatia, the crisis,
four years ago, within the Communist
party was worsened by separatist and auto-
nomist tendencies which represented an
“internal” threat to the unity and territo-
rial integrity of the state (there was no
explicit outside involvement in the crisis).
In Kossoco, an autonomous province inhabi-
ted by Albanian-speakers, there have been
similar problems and at the beginning of
1975 there were nationalist demonstrations.
It does not seem as if there were organized
from Tirana.

These nationalist phenomena, even when
they are not encouraged from outside, give
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rise to the fear that after Tito’s death,
which can no longer be far off, Yugoslavia
will undergo a process of “Balkanization”,
implying the destruction of the unity of
the state.

The question of what is to follow Tito
is the torment and the delight of the pro-
Slav press. The Yugoslavs are fully aware
of the dangers and are both attentive and
notably suspicious of what is said of them

abroad. However the arguments they use
are not limited, as would be perfectly
logical, to domestic pollcy, to the safe-

guarding of national unity. They extend to
cover international affairs. In other words,
the Yugoslavs see a close connection be-
tween the wunity of their country and the
maintenance of the balance of power in the
Balkan-Mediterranean area,

Il the dismemberment of Yugoslavia
might lead to a chain reaction affecting
the whole of South-Eastern FEurope the
converse also holds. Any destabilization of
the region is very likely to encourage
centrifugal, mnationalist forces within Yu-
goslavia. Belgrade therefore has attempted
to adopt preventative measures both inter-
nally and in her Balkan .policy. This ex-
plains, in domestic- policy, the return to
tighter centralist system, consecrated at
the last Congress of the League of Com-
munists in. May 1974; and in international
affairs, Belgrade's role in the Cyprus crisis
and her insistence, during international
negotiations, for example at the European
Security Conference, on the indissoluble
links between security in central Europe
and security in the Mediterranean.

This diplomatic activity is supported by
activity on another plane, that is to say,
in relations between communist parties.
The aim is the same: to maintain Yo-
goslav independence and sovereignty in the
face of the threat of Soviet hegemony.
During the long, painstaking preparations
for the Conference of European Communist
Parties, Yugoslav representatives fought
not only for the recognition and practical
application of the principle of non-interfe-
rence in the domestic affairs of other states
and respect for independent, national roads
to socialism but also for the extension of
the conference to include delegates from
European Socialist parties and other pro-
gressive forces. The e&ffect would have
been to reduce Moscow's influence over
the conference and to bring in new Yu-
goslav allies. At the moment Yugoslavia

is only supported by Rumania. It seems
however that Belgrade's proposal is inevita-
bly going to be rejected, clashing as it does
with the USSR’s clear aim of reinforcing
and perhaps expanding solidarity within
the Socialist camp, reducing to a glimmer
any hope of evading super-power influence,
not only on the military-diplomatic plane
but also in the wrealm of politics and
ideology.

Belgrade’s insistence on the defence of
Yugoslav independence, even in inter-com-
munist affairs, is directly proportional to
the USSR'’s insistence in trying to impose
Soviet hegemony over the socialist camp.
Moscow is trying to cancel the effect of
those centrifugal forces, which, in Soviet
eyes, are attempting under the cover of
“national roads to socialism” to escape
from her influence. We have already seen
how the attacks published by a number
of marshalls of the Soviet Union, in April
1975, on the role played by Yugoslav
partisans in the liberation of their country,
were part of a broader pattern of political
and psychological pressure aimed at win-
ning recognition of the Soviet Union’s
“right”, as the liberating force behind the
transition from capitalism to socialism in
the countries of Eastern Europe, to a lead-
ing role after that transition. Such recog-
nition. would represent for the Soviet
Union far more than just an ideological
statement of principle. It would have con-
crete political and diplomatic repercussions
enabling the USSR to extend its sphere
of influence in the only direction open to
penetration, towards the. Balkans and the
Mediterranean.

THE TURKISH-CYPRIOT CONFLICT AND SECURITY

Recent events in the region from the
Middle-Eastern conflict to the Cyprus crisis
have allowed the Soviet Union to play a
very important role. Not omnly have old

“Great Russian” expansionist tendencies
re-emerged but it appears to have become
a goal of Soviet policy to establish a perma-
nent presence in the area. The zone is
of vital importance for two reasons. On
the one hand, given its proximity to the
West's essential oil fields, it holds the key
to the prosperity and maybe the survival
of the USSR'’s great historical and ideolo-
gical antagonist. On the other, a Soviet
presence in the area would enable. the



USSR to avoid the risk of being surrounded
and thus of being forced by the opposite
bloc to retreat from its position of influence
in the region. Now it is clear that even
if the Turkish-Greek alliance represented
in the past a barrier not only to Soviet
expansionism but even to a Soviet presence
in the Mediterranean, a “breakthrough” in
the Balkan region, along the Bulgarian-
Yugoslav border could -always have outflank-
ed such a barrier. The success of such
an operation would not only lead to a ra-

dical change in the present balance of

power in the region but would also leave
the Balkans as a prey for the super-powers
whose fleets would be masters of the Me-
diterranean.

At least so far as the West is concerned
recent events have made this a possibility,
leaving the United States with absolute,
uncontested control over the area. Already
the French withdrawal from the Atlantic
integrated military organization had greatly
increased the relative preponderance of the
American Sixth Fleet, in no way rivalled
or influenced by the Italian, Greek or
Turkish fleets, whose role was a purely
local one. Now that Britain has announced
her intention of completely withdrawing
from the Mediterranean, that Greece has
withdrawn from the Atlantic military or-
ganization and Turkey has “contested”
the presence of American bases on her
territory, NATO’s strategic naval forces are
now almost completely American, although
Italian ships play a modest role. In other
words, within the framework of the Western
alliance the European is gradually but ine-
vitably being replaced by an American pre-
sence, the result being on the one hand to
give added importance to the United States’
role in the solution of the Middle-Eastern

crisis and on the other to encourage the .

‘Soviet Union to increase its own presence
proportionately to meet the new American
strength in the area.

If the USSR wishes to maintain its pre-
sence and contain that of the United States
it must secure its rear in the Balkans,
including Yugoslavia. Yugoslavia is a non-
aligned state and her ports are by this
token closed to third parties in the event
of war or serious crisis. In such circum-
stances, furthermore, the Convention of
Montreux would prevent Soviet ships from
passing through the Dardanelles (so long
as Turkey remained part of the Atlantic
system). A friendly Yugoslavia whose port
facilities and waters were available to the
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Soviet fleet would be extremely convenient
for the USSR. Similarly Yugoslavia's pass-
ing into the socialist camp would greatly
strengthen the position of Warsaw Pact
land forces, which in this way would come
into direct contact with a further NATO
country, Italy. The Southern front on the
Greek frontier would also be broadened.
Yugoslavia would thus come to play a key
role in Soviet strategy both in Southern
and Central-Eastern Europe. The Yugoslavs
know very well that in these circumstances
their independence and sovereignty would
become meaningless.

The most immediate danger for the Bel-
grade government is thus a dramatic wor-
sening of - the situation among Greece,
Turkey and Cyprus leaving a vacuum in
the South-Eastern corner of Europe, which
would rapidly be filled by the two super-
powers. The re-opening of the Suez canal
has greatly shortened the route to the In-
dian Ocean, the strategic and economic
importance of which is growing rapidly.
American and Russian ambitions to reinforce
their presence in the %FEastern Mediter-
ranean have grown proportienately. Both
on the military and on the political-diplo-
matic plane, a Soviet presence already
exists. This was clearly shown in the sum-
mer of 1974 when the USSR proposed an
international conference, on the Cyprus cri-
sis. She hoped by her participation in such
a conference to take the management of
the crisis out of exclusively western hands
and thus to win acknowledgment of her
diplomatic role in an area from which pre-
viously she had been rigorously excluded.
The Soviet initiative visibly worried Bel-
grade not least because of the uncertainty
which persisted as to the line which Greece
and Turkey would take in their relations
with third countries and with each other.
The disputes over Cyprus and oil in the
Aegean sea created a situation of instability
which was in no way compensated for by
the prospect that in the distant future
Greece might leave the Atlantic Pact to join
the non-aligned countries. Paradoxically
this was not encouraged by Belgrade where
it was feared that it might incite the Ame-
ricans to use any means to prevent a de-

-velopment which would cause them to lose

political and military positions of especial
importance following the opening of the
Portuguese problem at the opposite end of
the Mediterranean. Although the conse-
quences of the Portuguese situation were
more political than military it nonetheless
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accentuated tre uneasiness and uncertain-
ties of American and NATO policy.

There were similar doubts on the situa-
tion in Turkey where euphoric nationalist
and pan Islamic ferment could in the future
lead to unforeseeable reversals of policy.
Taking all this into account, it is easy to

see the risks of instability inherent within

the region quite apart from those resulting
from the proximity of the Middle-Eastern
war theatre.

Finally there is the question of nationa-
lism, at present flourishing in Greece and
Turkey. When the nationalist feeling which
is still strong in other parts of the Bal-
kans is taken into account, it is clear that
we have here yet another destabilizing fac-
tor in a zone which, as we have already
seen, has always resisted any attempt to
build stable regional coalitions. In the
summer of 1974 the Cyprus crisis led to
the fall of the colonels in a wave of na-
tionalist emotion. Karamanlis succeeded in
controlling this but at the cost of Greece's
withdrawal from the Atlantic military orga-
nization and of setting of similar processes
in Turkey. The crisis showed clearly how
membership of collective security organiza-
tions such as NATO provides no guarantee
against mnational pressures and demands
which within certain limits take priority
over foreign policy decisions, which have
been held to for more than twenty-five
years.

Nationalism is hard to control and may
have unforeseen results. The Yugoslavs
have already seen in their domestic affairs
the damage which national feeling can cause
to the unity and cohesion of the state.
Justifiably therefore they have looked on
nationalism elsewhere in the Balkans as a
further disturbing element in an already
unstable and precarious situation. For this
reason, as we saw earlier, far from rejoicing
at the damage which would be caused to
one of the blocs if, in a moment of irritation
at policy decisions taken by third parties

(NATO and the USA) contrary to their
interests, Greece and Turkey were to cut
their Atlantic ties in favour of a ill-defined
“national” policy, the Yugoslavs carefully
weighed up the possible repercussions on
the balance of power in the Balkan-Mediter-
ranean’ area. The phenomena of Greek
and Turkish nationalism were simply new
destabilizing influences in an already deli-
cate and unstable zone. Memories were
awakened of the old “powder-keg of Euro-
pe”. The realization that the area repre-
sented the Achilles’ heel of the two alliances
produced new worries. There was the risk
that these new nationalisms would be fed
and encouraged by the great powers for
their own hegemonic ends.

There has been and there is in Yugoslavia
a strong fear that the Balkans might in the
future become as in the past a zone of
confrontation between rival imperialisms.
Yugoslavia herself might be the scene for
such a confrontation. Already she has been
under growing pressure to turn from the
path she has chosen. If this were to occur
it would mean the end of Belgrade’s policy,
unique in Europe, of workers’ self-manag-
ment and non-alignment. In order to avoid
this Belgrade has actively been trying to
make other, especially European, countries
conscious of a danger which threatens not
only Yugoslavia but also the whole balance
of power in the Balkan-Mediterranean re-
gion and thus in Europe.

With what results? Yugoslavia placed

_great trust in the European Security Con-

ference. These hopes do not seem to have
been justified. Both blocs, and especially
the Western alliance, seem uncertain as to
the future. Both superpowers seem to
wish to continue détente. In consequence,
as Soviet pressure has grown no one has
listened to the Yugoslavs' pleas. The si-
lence and inactivity of the European Com-
munity in no way favours the maintenance
of the present precarious balance of power
in the Balkans.
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