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Chapter 1

INT #ODUCT 10N

No study of international relations can be complete
without analysing the interaction of foreign policy and
defence policy. It 1s in this context that the politics of arms
transfer has assumed great significance, especially since the
Second World War, because a large number of Third world count-
ries have to depend upon the developed world for their military
capability. The need tO acquire military capability, therefore,
becomes a major determinant of the national strategy. The use-
fulness of the weapon systems procurea depends upon the security
perceptions, full assimilation of the weapons in the country's
armed forces and the assessment, of the countermoves made by
the adversary. It is here that, in an interdependent world,
nat ions seek linkages which they feel buttress their military
security.

The nat ionalist movements and the resulting decoloniza-
tidn has expanded the locus of international conflict from
Europe into areas of Asla, Africa and Latin America. This has
resulted in the emergence of conflictual behaviour among the

countries within these respective regions. This behaviour in-

fluences strategic thinking of the countries there.

The acquisitlon of military capabilities, either uni- -
laterally or in a military alliance with other nations, may
deter an opponent or provoke simiiar countermeasures by the

opponent in an effort to malntain or restore a more favourable



relationship of forces. <he ensuing struggle for power, there-
fore, becomes the central feature of international politics -
according to the reallst school of thought, which also
em, hasizes the balance of military power in its analysis of
internat ional conflict..l

fRelevant factors which must be considered essential
while assessing the capabilit ies of an individual state are :
military-- in comparison to those of its direct antagonists,
economic, public opinion, intent ion of the opponents and de-
pendence upon allled support. In this context it becomes
essential to examine these conflicts not in isolation, but in
their global context. It is in this perspective that we need to
see the West Asian conflict, which has involved Israel and its
five front-line Arsb states in a constant state of confrontation
for the last thirty-five years. The involvement of Super Powers
or Great Powers in thisg conflict is nothing new, as this

pattern has als6 been repeated in other 'area conflicts' all

over the world.
Most of the Third World countries, esp cially in the
Miadle Bast,y do not have the infrastructure to produce, main-

tain or even oOperate sophisticated weapon systems, and, therefore,

1 For detail,see Hans J. Morgenthau, Politicg Among
Nations (New York: Alfred A. Knopf,1967); James Dougherty

and nobert Pfaltzgraff Jr. ontending Theorieg of
Igte;g%géongl Relationg (Pﬁiladelphig: Lippencott, 1971),
PP e -
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istance
have to deyend to a large extent of the military assista

from Super Powers or Great Powers. This creates 4 depeﬂﬁenQY$
wbich may be influenced by several factors. <ihe arms sales
or:the military aid given by the domor countries might vary
according to their perceptions of the importance and potential
gains and influences that could be acquired by the aid to the
recipient state.

Arms sales are essentially political in nature, i.e.
as a means to achieve political influence or friendship. But
in some instances they also hold economic interest,e.g. the
arms sales to the oil producing states. Yet, it must be
noted that though economic gains are a useful input in aras
trade, and France has a very flexible policy in that respect,
very often economic considerations alone do not lead to arms
trade. These trades underline the political linkages between
the party selling arms and the one receiving arms. Thus, USA
will readily sell arms to Saudi Arabia but not to Libya and it
is easier for Libya to acquire arms from the USSR.

The acquisition of military aid and enhancement of a
country's military capability depends upon the global and re-
gional environment at the given time which influences the
policies of both, the recipient and the donor. One major factor
which has raised the military buildup in the Miidle Bast has
been its geo-strategic location which is of utmost importance

to both the Super Powers. Thus they tend to readily help their
dependent aliies in the region.
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.

The West Asia is important wo the United States

because of the position of the area as a political, economic
ena military crossroad between Asia, Africa, Europe and the
soviet Union. Barlier Greece, Turkey and lran used to form a
defence perimeter against direct Soviet expansion, With the
passage of time, and due to poO.itical changes in this region,
these countries have been replaced by Israel, Saudi Arabia and
now Boypt to form a new line of defence. But the major US con-
cern ouring the last couple of decades has been the indirect
Soviet penetration. It feels that Moscow wants to0 dominate the
strategic land-bridge between Europe, Africa and Asia, and is
trying to gain control of the region by achieving a protectorate
relat ionship with certain Arab nations. %®he Americans feel
that by congentrating military and economic assistance to these
regional powers the Soviets are not only trying to eliminate
the western influence in the region but, at the same time,are
also éstablishing a ' junior partner' relationship with their
Arab clientse |

The U33x looks at this area as its soft underbelly,
and a potential route to the much needed warm waters for its
naval forces. Therefore, it is interested in denying this
region to its adversaries.

It is often true that asymmetry in relationship between
the donor and the recipient state gives the donor ? degree of
inf luence in shaping the policies of the recipient;s But there

are some exceptions, and it is possible that the recipient
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might follow a policy not to the liking of the donor state.
Bgypt under Sadat was given enormous military ald by the
Us8a, which had given its latest weaponry and also technical
advisers to Egypt, soO that it might be fully conversant with
modern sophisticated weapons. This aid had continued even
after the October 1973 War; But, with a change in his per-
ception, Sadat not only asked for the withdrawal of the Soviet
personnel in 1972 but also terminated all facilitlies provided
to the Soviets in Egypt by 1976. Israel too has often taken
steps that have undermined the US influence in the area even
though the latter 1s at present its most staunch supporter and
the biggest suppiler of economic and military aid. Thus Super
Powers and even Great Powers like Britain and Frince have been
losing the ability to 'control' or influence events in thelir
former colonles or zones of 1nfluence.2

The Super Power rivalry has played a significant role
in the West Asia region. Since a direct military confronta-
tion may prove counter-productive, the USA and the USSR compete
with each other by proxy. In this case, the Super Powers support
friendly states or regimes for strategic and political reasons.
However, these 'proxy' states are not stable. Their allilance
with the Super Powers mostly depends upon their own interests

and perception of their security and outside threats. Thus, the

2 Andrew J. Pierre, Th b itics of A Sales
(Princeton, 1982) ,-pg gle..él folitics of Args Sades
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', rOxy' staies way contimue, or if needa be, chan.e gjver to the
oppos lve siae of the fence. A goou examyle 0f this) phenomenon

is founu in vhe Horn of Africa where vhe goviet Union dndclally

’jzgp%*’r&@d’ag%;ia wilitarily agalast Ethiopia whicﬁ! was sSupe
psorted by America. BKé;’Iﬁter oh in 197778, the élliances and
the respective roles were reversed.

| ' Clausewvwitz had rightly pointed out that war is conti-
nuat ion of politics by cther means. 1he level of | military in-
volvement corresponus to the stakes al a given t fme of the
donor state in the reglon. For exampie USSH hag developed high
stakes in Syria since 1978, as it is now the quy powerful Arab
state in the Miuule East re.ion which is stillgpro-USSﬁ, uhile
the other states are Jeaning mosre towards chef'West'. Similar
was the importance of Grenada for the Usa in i?aa, when it put
in a girect show of force and iniervened miliLﬁrily. In other
circumstances, when the stase is less, then aub donor counivry
does not colher much 3b.ut the faite of iisg rebipienn state.
Pakistan was lefu in the idurch by Uua uuring';nd after the 1udd
lpuo-rag War. :

Al the regional levei, Lhe taciwors which have influenced
the demand for arms in the West Asia huve varied from country
to couniry; each having different foreign policy goals and rela-
tlons with local and external powers. The three main reasons
for arms acgisition are: interpnal Security, external military

eont lngencies, and g restige - the last an important factor for
the Arabs.
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The Arab states have to build up their military capa-
bility keeping in view two tbings; the Israeli menace and
the threat posed to their regimes by other neighbouring states.
It is in accordance with these perceptions that changes of
alliances take piace and the Arab states shuttle from Western
sources to the Bastern sources.,

The instability of successive Syrian governments as
well'as its confrontation with Israel, and the continuing
surdish insurgency in Iraq plus its conflict with Iran and Israel
were factors whicn influenced to some extent tine demand for in-
creased military capability and weapon procurement in those
count ries. Though Israel's military power was the most impor
tant factor for strategic planning and wezpoh requirement in
Rzypt, its competition with Iraq for Arab leadership in the
1950s was alsO a serious contributing factor. Moreover, between
196Z and 1967 Bgypt's involvement in Yemen in support of the
republicans against the Saudi-backed royalists caused it to put
more stress on its military needs, as it had to deploy approxi-
mately 60 ,0LU troops and other logistic resources in Yemen.

This diversion of troops and equijment to Yemen reduced Egypt's
military capability on the Israell front as shown in the 1967
Arab-Israell War.

Israel relies mainly upon the use of overwhelming and
effective military force to secure its two most important objece
tives - firstly, to deter the Arabs from using force to solve
the Palestine 1ssue,and secondly, if a war does ensue, to insure

that Israel can win a quick victory with minimum casualties.



The lack of sufficient manpower leads tO the emphasis on high
level of military training anc sophisticated armaments. It
deyends for this purpose upon its looby in Western Europe and
the U3A to ensure the weapon deliveries and appropriate techno-
logical, economic and poliiical support.

Over the years the strategic importance of the West
Asian regldn has growa due to the Super Power global confronta-
tion. There were also other contcributing factors for increased
tension in this area., New states were created due to the de-
colonization process, and Lhere hive been revolutionary changes
in most of these states. Also, during that period, the regional
disputes have not oniy multiyiied but also intensified. These
factors have influenced the pattern of dependency and the donor-
recipient relationship in the area.

in the 194us the area was a preserve of the traditional
colonial powers, Sritain and France, with the USA getting a
foothold in some spots due to its presence during the Secoud World
War. They had bases, base facilities and treaty relatlonship
with most of the states in the reg ion which, along with their
active presence in the area, were deemed to be sufficient to
ensure the protection of their interests. There was hardly any
Soviet presence. Under these condit ions no need was felt to
transfer large amount of weapons to the regional powers. That
was reflected during the First Arab-Israeli War when the Arad
forces were militarily inferior to those of Israel.

The formation of the state of Israel, the First Arab-

Israell War and the state of intense Arab-Israeli rivalry since
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then, as well as the intensification of the Cold War rivalry
in the region in the lybus set a new pattern of arms transfer
and the donor-recipient relat fonship. But, though the USA was
emerging as the major arms supplier of the Western Bloc, the
Israeli factor prevented the US entry as an arms supplier to
this region in the fifties. lhe task of arms supply was en-
trusted largely to Britain and France. After 1965, the USSR
entered in a big way as a competing power,

While the U3ss continued to be a major arms supplier
to some of the Arab states, the USA replaced Britain and France
in the mid-sixties. By that time the Bastern Mediterranean
had become the focus of Super Power rivalry, and both Super
Powers were searching for allies on the littoral. The USSR had
cultivated Syrla and Egypt since 1955. But by 1964-65, when the
Soviet naval presence had increased in the Mediterranean, the
USA had a setback in farkey and Greece when these two countries,
on the southern flank of the NATO, had quarrelled over Cyprus.

Turkey lost its importance as a reliable US ally in the
region, and therefore, tO baiance it USA gave more emphasis to
developing new regional powers which could be more deperdent
upon the USA. In this aspect Israel suited it most. Hence the
USA had strategic compulsions also to turn toyards Israel.

In the 1960s, the growing importance of the Basiern
Mediterranean, because of the Super Power naval rivalry based
upon the newly developed SLBM (Polaris missiles), shifted the
UsSh's percepiion of threat from land-based missiies (Jupiter
in Turkey) to the naval-based missiles (Polaris A-2), which
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reporteuly became operaivional in the Mediterranean in 1963.
‘Though vhe UsSs had sufficient naval force to operate in the
Mediterranean, it did not have other support like port faci-
lities and air bases for naval support and reconnaissance in
the region. It had lost Albania due to ideological disputes in
late 1vbus. Hence it grew more and more dependent upon the
'frienciy' littoral states like Egypt and Syria. Thus, USSR was
forced to support these states economically and militarily so as
to galn politico-military advantage in its Cold War rivalry in
the Mediterranean.

Due to the Super Power rivalry during this period, the
recipient states got massive miiitary aild from their donors, on
easler terms as compared to other periods of confliict. One
resukt of these developments was that the old Arab-lsraeii rivalry
got directly iinked to the Super Power naval rivalry in the regilon,
thus, intensifying the confrontation further.

i he miu~-sevent ies saw a change in this pattern of depen-
dency. There were two main reasons for it. They were the chang-
ing percepiivn of Egypt under Sadat vig-a-vis the two Super Powers
and also yig-a-vig the Arab-Israell conflict per se. His policy
of detente towards lsrael brought him closer to the USA. The
price demanded was not only a peace treaty with lIsrael but also
a break with the USsa., Thus, the USSn was left with only one
reg ional power, Syria. That partly explains the great stakes
that US54 has developed in Syria today. The USA has acquired .

greater flexibiliity. Whiie 1t has succeeded in detatching Egypt

frow Uadn, it has mot given up lsrael, wnich it feels, is still



1l

important ih its strategy, not only in the Eastern Mediter-
ranean but also in the Gulf, especially after the lranian
revolution ana the ouster of the Shah of Iran in 1979.

One factor needs to be hi:.hlighted in the context of
the patitern of donor-recipient dependency. Unlike the situa-
tion since 1955 when the countries of the Third world could
bargain with the Socialist Bloc for arms, the countries of
West Asla t1ill 19565 vere dependent upon only the countries of
the West for their arms sup.ly, whether they be UK, France or
USA. This dependency model was influenced by a unipolar system
instead of a bipolar system which came after the mid.fifties,
and a multipolar sysiem after the seventies. This unipolar
dependency put the Arabs under great constraints, especially
in their confrontation yig-a-vig Israel which had strong back.
ing in the West, where every effort was made to protect it and
to strengthen it. Sadat succeeded in bringing that model back
after 1v75 when he ogt ed for US support in dealing with lsrael,
Saudi Areb ia had never gone to the U3Sa for help, while Jordan
had tentat ively tried it once. Thus, today both models are
operating in the Middie East, bigolar where U334 and USA (West)
are arms suppliiers to tyo rivai powers,and the unipolar where
only West is supplying arms to both the rival parties.

Thus, the intensity of regional rivalry, especially
the Arab-1lsraelii rivalry, and the changing pattern of Super
Povwer strategic interests in the region are reflected not only
in the pattern of dependency between the donors and the reci-

pients but also in the flow of arms to the region. This
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phenomenon can be easily viewea from the lmportance attached
to the Arab-lsraeli conflict and the transfer of arms during
different periods. During the First Arab-Israeli War, vintage
arms (W.W. II type or even earlier models) were supplied to
the belligerent forces, and subsequently an effort was made to
contain them by the Tripartite Declaration of 1950.

There was a spurt in arms transfer in the middle of
186¢s when USSK entered into the picture and Britain and France
tried to match the flow of Soviet arms to Egypt and Syria by
supplying new weapons not only to Israel but also to Jordan,
Iréq and Saudl Arabia. The thira phase of arms transfer began
in mid-sixties and conitinues till today. In this phase latest
arms were transferred by the Super Powers to their local sup-
porters. Thése arms, which were not even tested in battle
condition earlier, were used not only during the October War of
1973, but also in the subsequent battles in Lebanon.

Thus, for a more comprehensive understanding of this
complex phenomenon one needs to study the interaction of four
variables; possible variation in geostrategic significance of
the area for Grest Pcwars over a given number of years, the
nature and intensity of Great Power rivalry as well as the re-
gional rivalry and finally the interaction of regional and
global conflicts. These variables will help one to understand
not only the pattern of arms transfer but also the nature of

deygendency relat ionship between the donor and the recipient

statese.
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chapter 1l
DEP ENDENCY UPON THE WEST (W, W. II - 1955)

This 1s an interesting phase in the analys is of the
dependency model of donor-recipient relationship. Unlike
ot her models, where donorship syndrome is condit ioned by bipolar
or multipolar systems, in this case 1t 1s governed by unipolar
system as seen from the framework of global international system
affecting the reglon at that time. Before 1965, the two con-
flicting parties, Arabs and the lsraelis (or the Zlonists before
the format ion of lIsrael), were dependent upon what is commonly
known as the Western Bloc. This 'bloc' was mainly composed of
three Great Powers - USA, UK and France. Despite minor policy
differences amongst them, they, for a long time, succeeding
in éo-ordinating their military, economic and political policiles
vig-a-yig the West Asian region. The USSk did briefly try to
gain some influence over Israel and the Zionist group when it
voted for the partition of Palestine and sold ex-German arms to
Israel against dollar payment. But the USSR went into its shell,
especlally during the last phase of the Stalinist period, as far
as this area was concerned and major policy changes could be

brought about only during and after the Khrushchev era.

-Igragld e Great Power lmterest

It will be useful to view the Arab-Israeli dispute in
its historical perspective so as to understand the main forces
influencing the relationship not only beilween the Arab states and

Israel, but also between these two conflicting parties and the

13
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internat ional cammunity, espcially the Great Powers.

The main reason for such a unipolar dependency was
that auring, and even before, the Second World War the Arab
World including Palestine was under the Western dominance . All
the different Arab states looked towards Britain, France and
America for assistance in their internal affairs and for the
attainment of their national goals, even in the context of
their dispute regarding the Padestine problem. The 7ionist were
also dependent upgon the West, esp cially upon Britain and the
United States of America for the achievement and establistment
of a Jewish national home in Pal estine.

Bver since the mid-thirties, Britain, conscious of the
need to win over the sympathy and support of the Arabs, had been
suggesting compromise formulas for the solution of the Palest ine
question. However, it could not find a solution which could
reconcile the Arab demand and the zlionist aspirations, espgeciaily
in the codtext of the auti-semitic policies pursued by the Nazis
and the Fascists in Burope and their repercussions as far as
the Palestine problem was concerneue

Thus, throughout the Second World War, Britain froze
the constitutional position in Palestine and held land trans-
fers and immigration at the level of the 1232 White Paper. The
Arab leaders were forced to choose sides between the Anglo-French
alliance and the German-Itdian axis. In this, the Arabs were
greatly divided due to their specific interests and percept ions.
These alliances have to be seen in the framework of short-term

 tactics rather than long-term strategic perceptions of these



Arab leaders.

neportedly, the followers of Mufti Al-Hussaini in
ialestine and the Iracgi militants under fashid All took the
side of the Axis Powers, while King Abdallah sided with the
Britishers in the hope of being rewarded after the war in his
amoit ion of incorporating the Arab region of Palestine into
Transjordan. The same was the case with King Ibn Saud of
Saudi Arabia and Nuri as-8aild of Iraq who had long-term sys-
temic linkages with the West. Even the Wafd Party in Egypt
realized that it would be safer to side with the British, since
there was a basic identity of interests and since both were
fighting against the hostile Fascist forces in Egypt. Thus,
the Wafd Party was protected and projected as a ruling elite
by Britain during that period, even at the cost of the Palace.

The British strategy was based on the importance of
Arab support in time of war. Concessions on Palestine would
help preserve and reinforce this alliance. Since Jewish back-
ing was already ensured in any battle ﬁgainst the Nazis, it was
not necessary to placate the cionists. This balance in the
Arap and Zionist pressure on Britain led tO a freeze on the
part of the British Mandatory authority in Palestine.

Though siding with the British, the Zionists real ized
that they couid not depend solely upon the Mandatory Power to

gain their objectives. The Arabs had shown znimosity towards

1 Barry Rubin, Ihe Argb Ststes and the Palestine
conflict (Syracuse, 128l1), p. 118.
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them for bringing immisrants to Palestine and Britain had
succumbed to Arab pregsures, Moreover, the Axis advances in
the initial period of the war were not very rea:suring to

the Jews, even in Falestine. Therefore, they developed their
own uncerground military organigzatiion, besides the terrorist
groups like the lrgun and the 3tern, which vere often declared
illegal by the British.

It was in these circumstances that the Haganah was
formed. Haganah was an underground organization for self-
defence of the Jewish community in Palestine during the British
Mandate. It was controlied by the elected national institu-
tions of the wionist movement. Besides ilmparting miiitary
training, it also carried cut terrorist act ivities against the
arabs and helped in organizing and bringing in of 1illegal
1mm1grants.2

This period also witnessed an increzsed influx of
immi:rants into Palestine from many countries, especially from
Eastern Burope, which increased the Jewish manpcwer resources
and reinforced the zionist's fighting capability as many of
these newcomers had alrsady obtained training in para-military
activities. During the first year of the war, the Jews realized
that a situation couid arise when they might be left at the
mercy of the Arabs since the Allied Forces in Europe and Middle

East were being defeated and might even be forgced to evacuate

AT

2 !1gal Allon, _gg Making of lsrael's Army (New Yorik,
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Palestine. ToO counter such a contingency the Jews created
the Palmach - an independent military force consisting of
nine companies regularly mobilized for action.
lhe co-operation with the Britigh .rovided the
rulmach with better training in military operations., It also
undertook to develop the infrastruc.ure of the Navy and the
Adr Force through local maritime and air éborts clubs. Palmach
became the "inspiring element within the Jewish community for
.resistance against foreign oppression and a dependable instru-
ment of the political leadershipy for achieving nat ional goals.“3
buring this period the Arabs were also feeling uneasy
and politicaliy insecure. 7o the Arab political circles the
ralestine issue was aguin jeopardizcc as the ney British Prime
Winisier, Winston Churchill, was considered more pro-Zionist
than his predecessor. Unlike 1lransjosrdan, many of vhe Arab
states were sitiing on the fence watching the turn of events,

hoping vo Jump in on the wianning side at the end of the war so
that they might profit politically.

The Bgyptlians .iu not pay much attention 10 the Pales-
tine issue during the early phase of the war as they were more
concerned about the friction in the Angzlo-Bzyptian relations.

Nuri as-Salu stressed that lraq would enter on the British side
if Brictain promised to impylement the White Paper, gave independence

3 Ibid., Pe 24.
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to Palestine, arranged for Syrlan independence apd suppléed
arms to.Iraq. Britain, hOw@ver, rejected these demands.

By the end of 194z, West Asia was securely in the
hands of the Allies. King Abdaliah, the only Arab Leader to
~ provide support, and Nuri as-Sald, who wag pro-British but |
had gone into a temporary exile foilowing the Hdashid All
coup d'etat, demanied their rewards from the British. They
also suggested that Britain could fu.ther consolidate Arab
support by fucrthering the cause of rFun-Arabism. The Jews,
through Chaim Weizmann, repeated their progosal of peacefu% co~
existence in an Arao federation along side a Jewish state.

The sionist couference of 1lv4z demanded a Jewlsh state
for the first time througih the '3iltomore Program', and King
abdallah responded by offering an alternailve that the Aradb por-
tion of the Palestine be absorbed in the federat ion of Trans-
Jordan, 3Syria and Lebanon.6 But tnls effort of his was countered
by the stronger Arab states of Egypt, Saudl Arbia and Irag, which

hela their own interests in the rPalestine cause and gsaw them-

7
selves as more qualified for Arab leadership.

4 3Jee Majid Khadduri, Arab Personalitieg (Baltimore,1973),

Ppre e4-40 and MaJic Khadduri, Independent Irag (New York,
Awbl), bre 1771,

S Howard M. dachar, a Higiory of igrgel: From the dise
of sionigm to Our ijme (Oxfora, 1977), p. 244.

5] Ae. 1. H. Abidi, Jogrdan: A rolitrical.gtudy (Bomoay, 1uéd),,
b ‘&Vo‘él.

7 3enjamin Shwaarany Jordan, A gtaie of Tension

(ew York, lwby), pp. 233=-34.



Meanwhile, the Zionisis were pursuing their aim of
forming a Jewish Brigade in the British Army, sO that their
men could acquire better training which would help in streng-
t hening their underground military operations and help smuggle
in arms. This was also very useful because it of fered them
battlefield experience which the Arab armies lacked.

It was during this perlod that the United States got
involved in Palestine controversy due to the working of an
effective Zionist lobby in Washington. But throughout this
period America was not 'actively' participating in solving the
crisis or taking sides with either the Jews or the Arabs. The
reason for this behavicur was that at this particular juncture
the Uniteu States had very little stakes in the West Asian
region. In the global context, it had a low-key competition
with the nussians .in support of the <lonists. The Americans
wanted to appease both, the Lionists and the Arabs, so as to
safeguard the Allied supply routes to nussia and the Western
interests in West Asia.
| buring the latter half of the 1lv4us the United States
sided with UK and France and had nearly the same policies con-
cerning the West Asian region. Since Moscow, during the
Stalinist period, was not prepared to ald the Arab states, the
US did not perceive any threat or competition from them. Only
after the weakening of the British and French influence in the
area, and the emergence of the Cold War, did the United States

step in to fill the vacuum, and became actively involved in the
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West Asian politics, viewing it in a global military-strategic

context. T1hroughout this period, the Zionist lobby was much
more effective than the Arab lobby in USA,

The Arabs declded that a broader unity among them-
sslves was a must to impress the West. Therefore,the Arab con-
ference in Alexandria in 1944 resulted in their joining in the
Brivish sponsored Arab League. 4+he conference agreed that
Palest ine was an impyortant part of the Arab World and that 1cé
along with Syria and Lebanon, should be granited independence.

The World wWar 1l period alsoO witnessad an intra-Allied
power rivalry when the Anglo-American forces not only defeated
the vVichy forces in Lebanon and 8yria, but also put gressure
on the Free French Lo grant speedy independence to these two
states, The Freanch had to follow that policy most reluctantly,
and while it did not increase the British influence in Syria
and Lebanon, it did lead to bitterness between Prance on one hand
and the Anglo-aAmericans on the other. This might partly explain
the French policy of coming closer to lsrael during the latter's
formative years. The end of the S8econd World War saw Britain
emerge as uvhe dominant Western Power in West Asia, and a patron

of Arab states, now organized in the Arab leoague, the formation
of which Britain had 1tself suggesied and encouraged.

8 For details see Ahmed M. Gomaa, Thg Foundation of
mm&ugetua%ms&w Mgrtime Diplomacy and Jlnteg-
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Tue memdershiy of ball ¢ cozen arsd states in the

newiy formeu United wnitlous aiso g .ve ah audeu lofiuence 1O
their demands .in ail internationai for.ms. 7The arab Leasgue
Fact of lv4d hid alreacy guou,ed Lhe Aradbs iu 2 new reglonal
wsower nloce 7Thilsy plus the hel, that the Arabs might offer to
the West a.ainst the soviei Union in the Cold Wir, compelled
the British to be more soft in their ayproach towards the Arsb
problems. The Araos ou ithe other hand wanted to deal prefer-

:bly with Brivain rather than with the Zionists on the Palestine

issue.

T rtition of ralestine and the Fiprst Arab.lsraeli Cla

During the period of 1943 to 1947 both,the Zionists and
the Arab states,were in two minds. Even ttough they looked
towards the West for succor, they had realized that the
British might be helpless in solving the Palestine issue. There-
fore, both the conflicting parties develoyed plans Lo achieve
their goals themselves; firstly tbrougt. poiitical means, and
fadlin; that through the force of arms. To that end, both the
Arabs and the cionists were secretly preparing for a showdown.
They began acquiring arms and ammunition openly and somet imes
gecretly with a view to utilizing them when the need arose.

In February 1947, Britain finally gave up the attempt
to find a solutvion, and referred the question of Palestine to
the United Nations. 1he General Assembly appointed a Special
- Ccommittee on ialestine (UNS(OF,, which by a majority vote re-
commended in August 1v47 that the Mandate should end and

Diss

35540569401 /49,
K163 M)

LTI g
TH1Ill2!1I I ‘ ‘T‘H _/A,g/



a2

]
Palestine should be partitioned.

while most of the Jews in Palestine had military train-
ing and many had underground guerilla experience, the Arabs
were not so well prepared even though they numerically out-
numbered the Jews. Yet, knowing their limitations in the mili-
tary field, the Arabs had no choice other than to make

military preparasion.

King Abdaliah of Transjordan was particularly not
sanguine about the Arab military prospects, Anticipating Arab
antagonism to hia 'real ist &' ap.roach, Abddlah gave a series
of surreptitious indicat ions suggest ing his readness to accept
particion of Palestine.lg Thus, the need for an agreement with
the Zlonists and the British. 1In the heart of hearts he thought
that he was better placed to deal with the Palestine issue,
since his Arab lLegion was quite efficient - consisting of tough
bedouin soldiers and British officers, reinforced by British
military and economic aid.n

The Syrians, while rejectins the Partition plan,
prepared to nullify it by military force. In December 1947,

the Arab Prims Ministers' Conference in Cairo, decided that the

° In November 1947 the General Assembly resolved to
adopt the UNSCOF majority report recommendations.
For details see, C. H Dodd ard M. E, Soles,

lgrael and the Arab World (London, 1970), pp. 78-81.

10 See Abidi’ De 6’ Bp o 2428,
1L P, J. Vatiniotis, Politicg and the Mjilit in Jordan:

4 stugy of of the Arabd I».e&..a.l.a'...l__.@l London, 1967),
yo ]
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syrian goverument was to be entrusted with the task of

training the personnel and organizing the Arab forces for
intervention in Palestine. Syria instituted a compulsory géli-
tary training and set aside §2 million for arms purchases.

The Iraqi armed forces were equipred by the British,
but 1ts experience in the] Kurdish insurgency had not trained
it to fight a modern convent lonal warfare away from its borders.
Furthermord, several coup d'etats and purges in the military
nhad reduced its operational capability. The Saudi army, on
the oither hand, was ill-eguipped and ignorant of modern war-
fare due to tribal makeup»of its military forces and lack of
officer materiel and co-ordination, and was capable of only a
token intervention.

Western military experts had énalysed that, though
loosely organized ana ill-equipped, the Arab forces by their
gsheer numerical strength would be able L0 defeat the better
armed military forces and guerilia groups of the Zionists,
some of whom were British trained. But nevertheless there were
many restraints on the actions of vhe Arabs, as they were
divided and were pursuing ind ividual political object ives.
While Transjordan was more dependent upon the British to serve
its purpose, i.e. of acquiring Arab areas of the Palestine,
especlally the West Bank, the Saudis were restrained from

taking any action through fear of losing vital American aid.

12 Anne Sinai and Allan Pol.ack, eds, The Syrian
Arab nepubiic (New York, 1978), p. II3.
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Though Bgypt had limitedinterests in Palestine, its armed

forces were more nationélist oriented and fought bravely.
It took the maximum part in the First Arab-Israell War. They
were, however, defeated by the Israelis because of lack of
adequate arms and military training and the distance involved
across the Sinai. ,

Despite the internal bickering amongst the Arabs,
' the impem ing crisis forcedthem to co-operate. They donated
a variety of weapons to the forces of Mufti Al-Hussaini in
Palestine. By February 1948, more than fority-five hundred
rifles, a million sounds of ammunitvion and a large variety of
other small arms were provided to the Palestinian fighters,
mostly by Egypt and Ix"an.13

The international politicald situat ion during that
period favoured ithe Arabs, because the American arms embargo
and the British Naval blockade maue it extremely difficult for
the Zionists to acquire arms and men. They depended to a large
extent upon the arms that they picked up during the terrorist
ralds on the British and the Arab camps and supply dumps.
Their military capabiliity was fuither enhanced by the arms and

men which the Zionists were able tO successfully smuggle through
the British blockade.

On the Arab side the British remained the only source

of arms supyrly. The partial release of Bgyptian money, which

13 See Lﬂlbin, De l, Peo 188,
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had been olocked by the British auring ibe Second World War,
cam® in handy Lo buy weayouns. Bven though the British
training mis.ion naa been dismisscu from Bgyii, Calro got 4u
waly anes, &8 SCOul cars, aYs personuel carriers as well as
small armws anu Other suyport equipment by June 1vd/. lrag
.eceived aircrafis, swail gquantities of Zb-.ounders, anti-tank
guns, antli-adreraft guns ang aswoured cars ¢fhe number of this
equipmeny supplleca is not Syecifieg7. These supplies of weapons
were reportedly siopp.ed by the British on 3 June 1948 when they
realizec that Irag was overtly using them ag ~inst the Zionists
ia ialestine, Transjordan benefited most. The Arab Legion
£O0L a ic.O mililon ancual subsiay, and thirty-seven British
officers were seconded L0 it as acvisers. A fortyfive-man A
Briti:h Military Mission was also established in Saudi Arabia.l
Whise ovher Arab staies were arming up, King Abdal iah
dobvieu in Lonuon ang s.ught agreewent with representatives of
the Jewish Agency. He hoped that the Brit ish would help him in
his; desire 10 annex 'Arab' Falesiine. 4ne sritish favoured
Avdd.ah's iues as they tiought that other Brab states were of
doustful viabiliLy, anu chat the uaneoggr of 'aArab' Palestine by

Abdaiiah would possibiy averst a chaose.

14 Harry Sacher, israel: ihe Establishmrnt of a2 State
\Loudon’ l}ﬂaa), Hoe liv.
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This was the political situation during the first

half of 1lvdB. Terrorism, pitched fighting, population up-
heaval, massing of official and unofficial armies contribdbuted
to t he breakdown of poiitical order in Falestine. It was in
this periou of turmmoil that the State of Israel was proclaimed
on 14 May lv4s, It was recognizea soon by Lhe Great Powers.
Britain, which t1li now was acting as a policeman, not only
lifted the naval blockade on 14-1b May 1lv48 but also left the

16
ralestinians vo their fate.

As noted earlier, even though ihe Arab armed forces
were composed of $yrian, Iragl, Jordanian and Egyptian forces
and the socalled Arab army under Al-Qawukji, the major brunt of
the fighting was faced by the Egyptians. The Arab Legion, a
well trained force, was not committed to active fighting against
Israel because of go.itical understanding between their leaders,
esp-clially Mrs. Golda Meirson and Bmir Abdaliah on the question
of the West Bank,

When large-scale hostilit les broke out folilowing the
Zionists' declaration of the State of 4srael, the capability in
milicary field of the conflicting forces of Egypt (since it was
the major Arab state to have actively participated in the war, am
Israel were as foliows. 7The British miiitary mission had sup-
plied Egypt with approximately 1luu,uuu Lee Enfield rifles of .su3
calibre and other battlefield weapons ddtails of which are

16 See Dodd and Sales, e 9’ PP o 82—8‘&, Pe 14.
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lacking. The Bgyptians were also supplied with limited

number of gSpitiire fighters, Halifax and Lancaster bombers.

The Israelis on the other hand, had a lot of mixed
variety of Second World War weapons, many of which were the
ones left behind by the 8ritish. With the ald of Czechoslovakia,
ranama and Yugosiavia the lIsraells purchased a lot of weapons
between 1947 and 1948, seportedly sussia had sold them some
ex-German arms agalnst gollar payment., In the amms acaiisition,
Israel's secret transport command consisting of pilots of many
nationalities, played a crucial roie 1n operating throughout
the world. shey transported to lsrael Czech-built Mausersg and
48=3¢ heavy machineguns. Among the aircraft which they smug-
gled into Israel (some from Britailn withcut export licence.
were Boelng B-17 bomvers, Vickers Spiifire fizhters, Avro
Lancaster bombers, North Auprican Harvard attack trainers,
Bristol Beaufighters and Czech-build Messerschmitt ME-1U3
flghters.

Though at the start of the war the Bgyptiins and Israelis
were more or less evenly matched in the quality of their arma-
ment, the Egyptians had more in quantity. The lsraelils overcame
this quantitative differences ver, swiftly. They bought and
smugg led arms and aircraft and had expdérienced personnel to hand.

them. This amalgamate force not only helped in increasing the

17 L. P. Bloomfield and Amella C. Leiss, Controlling
Small Wars: A Strategy for the lu7eug (New York, 196y),

. 324.

©
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military capability of the Israelis but also proved iiself
superior to that of the Egyystlans.

Whatever arms the Arabs culd gather could not be effec-
tdvely used agalnst the Israelis because of two reasons. Firstly,
the arms reached the fighting forces very late, and secondly
the Arabs were not fully capable of using these arms due to
lack of training and command experience. Even the Egyptian
armed forces, trained, supplied and maintainead by the British
till 1947, found it exiremely difficult to keep up to an accept-
able level of readiness. As a result, the Arabs were routed
on all fronts by the lsraelis, which ylacgd the latter in a
better position in the *Arab' portion of the Palest ine.

The First Arab-Israeli War ended officially following the

ceasefire of 2y December 1v48. Luring the war the Arab forces
had restricted their operat ionsg mostly to the area allotted to
the Palestinian Arabs in the Partition resolut ion, while Ben
Gurion was striving to enlarge the Jewish area, and refused to
def ine the borders of Israel.19 The result was that Israel gained
and consolidated more territory than was earmarked in the UN
resolution. The 'Arab' Palestine under Partition resolution was
destroyed. Part of it was occupied by the Israeli forces and

incorporated into Israel. West Bank was incorporated in Trans-

18 Mahmoud fiad, Ihe Strugcgle for Peace in the Middle
Bast (London, 198l1), p. 4.
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jordan, and Gaza came under Bgyptlan control where the pro-
visional government of Palestine was established under the
leadership of Mufti al-Mussaini. A small area near Lake
T ibriz came under the Syrian occupation. Syria decided to
withdraw from that area provided it was demilitarized (accord-
ing to Armistice Agreement 1949). But that area too came under
effective control of Israel soon after the Syrian withdrawal.
Thus the First Arab-Israeli wWar laid the seed of the
refugee problem and the still unfulfilled desire of the Pales-
tinians to have a national home. The war also led to a cont i-
nuing hostile environment between Israel as a state and the

Arab states. Both these varliables dominate the West Asian

situation even now.

Tripartite Agreement of 196U and Arms Control in Wegt Asla

The Western Powers, having failed to bring about a
settlement that could ensure peace between israel and the Arab
states, tried the next be st thing 1.e. to try and control the
arms race among the confl icting countries. Thus the Tripartite
Agreement was signed, on 25 May 195u, infLondon between Britain,
France and the United States. However, it broke down very soon
because it was incompatible with the Western schemes for West
Asian defence, which meant arming notably Iraq and Jordan which
were also Israel's enemies. France too began to Secretly
supbl.y Israel with arms in response to the Bgyptian political

support and military aid to the Maghreb counmiries, especially
to Algeria.
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The Cold War had already started and the US:i was
getting interested in the region, as was clear from the
Tcuman Doctrine. For pursuing common interests, the USA
wanted to go into ,artnership with UK and France and thereby
not only contain the spread of fussian infiuence in the region,
but also L0 have a say in the poilt ics of the region. The
Tripartite Declaration in May 195V called for joint alliled
management of arms exports to the West Asian reglon, based 28
est imated neeas for internal securiiy and external defence.

The Tripartite Agreement was the basis of unipolar
dependency. The Arabs and the Israelis were both dependent
for their arms supplies on the Westecrn Powers. wuring this
period UK, France and USA co-ordinated their political and arms
sales policies for several reasons; firstly, to contain the
Arab-Israeli rivalry, secondly to see that Israel was not made
militarily weaker, since that would mean annhilation of a state
they had contributed in establishing, by the Arabs and lastly,
the WestL was also interested to see the continuing dependency

of the Arabs on them. 1herefore, it had to keep them in good
spirits.

The agreement expressed vigorous opposition to the
forcible change of boundaries or armist ice line, thereby giving
Israel de facto recognition, and encouraged local participation

in a Western spongored colisctive defence system for the

P{V] See Doda and Sales’ n. 9, Po 1U5.
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region. As a further inducement they offered to transfer
modern weayons to these states. Lastly, the Western policies
were so defined as Lo see that the Arabs would not exploit
intra-West rivalry to get political and military advantages
yig-a-vis lsrael, The United States preferred not to inter-
fere, in the beginning, in the arms supplies of UK and France
to their former political wards.

By the time the Tripartite Agreement took place, the
Arabs uid not acguire any major arms, leaving aside some of
the British W. W, 11 vintage arms which were transferred to
them. These included sowe naval vesseis, like torpedo boats,
corvettes and frigates. IlIsrael, on the other hand, went on an
arms acquisition spree. It pought a large number of W. W. 11
Sherman M-3 tanks and upaated its gun. 1t bought duy war
surplus half-tracks from the USA. It also accuired a lot of
aircraft, including fizhters, bombers and transport aircraft.
The acquisition of these specific types of weapons and aircraft,
shows that;right from the beginning lIsrael has lald stress on
mobility based upon a combination of armour and aircraft.

Between the Tripartite Declaration and the Czech arms
deal of 18565, the supply of weapons and arms control affected
mostly Egy&t. Since the Western Foyers were equating Israel with
all the Ar;b states, and Egypt was only one of the several Arab
states, it;got apgroximately one-fourth of the amount of weapon
systems suppliiea (0 lIsrael. Anoivher facior which affectec the
Arab military capability was the French breaking the agreement

and go0ing in for a poiitico-military collaboration with Israel.
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France supplied lsrael with up to date weaponry from iwbd

oawards.

The weapon supplied during tge yeriod of 1vby to 1956
2
to these countries were as foliows:

The emergence and heilghtening of the Cold War saw the
West, especlially the USA, assuming a more seriovus role in the
reglon. To iu, the West Asian region had becomp a fOrward post
to act as a counter to any direct or indirect éoviet advance.
Thus, because of the intensification of Super Power rivalry,
U3Aa began dominagting the politics of this region. For that pur-
pose it wanted lsrael and as many Arab states as was possible,
to be on:its side. Iraq, Jordan and Saudi Arabia were more

'HWestern' oriented in their thinking. The only state which was
‘creating problem exce,t Syria was Egypt.

In August 1951 Egypt reiterated the earlier demand
for the revision of the 18936 treaty. When it failegd to get a
favourable response it unilaterally abrogated the Anglo.Egyptian
LonGOminium Agreement on Sudan and proclaimed King Farouk as the
King of Egypt and the emperor of Sudin. This action was ignored
by UK. Five days later the British presented the plan for the
Middle East Defence Organizat ion (MBJO,, and warned that evacua-
tion of the British forces from the Suez Canal Zone would be
considered only if the MEDO proposals were accepted by Egypt.

21 For details, Jirdl, The %ggg ragg ith the Third uorld
(g;ozgholm, 1971,, pp. B42, 843, 847, 850 and
B838-40.
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Country No. Army Source No. Navy Source No. Alr Force
Israel 5V Sherman, Mk.3 UsA 1 Coastguard Usa 21 NA T-6 Harvard
- cut ter
25 Cromwell UK 1l Patrol Vessel UsA 60  DH Mosquito NF .38
100  AMX-13 France 6 MogortTorpedo France 5 Boeing PI-17 Keydet
oats
50 M-4 Sherman France _ 4 DNA p-51 Mustang
14 Landing Craft Usa 4¢ Fokker sS-1l
2 Landing Craft UK 20  DH Mosquito NF,.38
2 Patrol Vessel UK 21 NA pP-5]1 Mustang
14 Gloster Meteor F.8
o Gloster Meteor T.7
lv  Ppiper L-18B
1¢ Ppiper L-21
S M.H 1521 Broussard France
6 Gloster Meteor N.F,. UK
13
15 Dassault Ouragan France
MD 450
24 Dassault Mystere France
v A
(Tanks)
Bgypt 26 Charioteer UK 1 Escort "Hunt" (lUK. 10 Avro Anson UK
. class :
32  Centurion MK. UK 2 (Corvette UK 20 Supermarine UK
111 Spitfire F.22
151 Valentine (UK& Bel- 2 Motor Torpedo UK 24 (loster Meteor F.8 UK
g4ium Boat
15¢ Sherman UsA 3 Motor Launch UK 2 Gloster Meteor T.7 UK
20  AMX-13 France 8 Coastal Minee : :U3A 10 Short Sealand SA.6 UK
sweeper
20  AMX-1054 France 2 Ddstroyer "2® L& 15 DE Vampire F.52 UK

class

and T .55



Country No Army Source No. Havy Jource No Air Force Source
30 DH Vampire Mk.S Syria
and T .55
5 curtiss C-46 Usa
2 Wesg:llagd “Dracon- UK
y
1l Beech C-45 U3
1l Gramman HU-16A U.sA'
Albatross
3 Sikorsky $-51 USA
7 Douglas C-47 U3A
Y DH-104 Mk.1l Dove UK
15 HA T .8 Harvard Canada
2B
syria No detadls No details 7 Junker Ju 52/3 M France
26 Fiat G.59 4B Italy
1 Fairchild Argus UK
v  DH Vampire Italy
(later transferred
to Egypt)
3 (V) Dh chipmunk UK
23 Gloster Meteor 5.8 UK
and NF013, T.?
6 Douglas C-47 France
o NA T-6 Harvard Usa
1l Beech D 18 8§ UsA
1l DH Dragon snapide UK
4V  Sugermarine UK
Spitfire F,22
Lebanon 40 Centurion UK - - - 1 DH Dove 104 UK
3 Savoia-Marchetti Italy
3M-79
8 KA T-6 Harvard 2 3 UK



country No. Army Jource No. Navy Source No, Air Force ~ Source
(Leb. contdey 2 Percival T.1. UK
' 1 DH Chipmunk 3‘1&-20/ Canada
10 - DH Vampire FPB.52 UK
4 DH Vampire T .55 UK.
3 DR Chipmunk UK
1 Macchi M.B.308 Italy
Irag 25 Churchill UK 20 DH Chipmunk T.20 Canada
2y Ferret Uk 12 DH.Mk.52 Vampire UK
6v Centurion UK p{v Briszoloﬁeauf ighter UK
Mk.l
Approx.1v M-24 Ush No details 8 DH Vampire T.55 UK
2 Westland Dragonfly UK
& DA F-86 Sabre Usa
6 Hunting Provosgsi‘. UK
14 DH FB.65¢ Venon UK
l DHC-Z Beaver Canada
Jordan Sv Charicteer-6 Uh - 1l Beagle Auster T-7 UK
2 Auster asiglet UK
(1964-68) 60 Centurion UK 2 Auster Autocrat UK
(1964-66) 75 Ferret UK & Auster AOP.6 & 7 UK
‘ 4 DHC Devon Mk,1 UK
2 DH Dragon Rapide UK
4 CH Chipmunk T.1v Canada
1l Vickers Viking UK
1l Beech twin Bonanza US4
1l Handley Page UK
Marat hon
10 Hunting Provost UK
T .51 Mk.3
2 DR Vampire T .55 1.4
9 DH Vampire FB.9 UK
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In May 1953, John Foster Duiles, the US Secretsry of
state,visit~d Best asia and came up with hig plans for s
stravegic 'northern tier'. He also said that "the 'internal
front' should be accompanied by sirong external defensive
capacity - but through the independent ‘'non-zligned' Arab col-
lective security pact, strengthened by military co-ordination
ana by modern arms which chg'west, i: wise, would supply |
without political striugs."airhe U3A ais0 ylayed a major role
in pressurisiug Britain tc come to an amicable settlement with
Egypt on the question of wudan, and the evacuation of British
forces from the Suez Canal cone. lhey ai.o0 tried to woo Ezypt
by offering her economic aid for the Aswan v @m in 1964-56,

Till this time the wodel of de,endency was unipolar,
for Bgypty even tnough facing a lot of internal turbulance and
external threat from lIsrael, did not opt for linkages outside
this model. But ultimately this model proved tO be a failure.
The effe«t iveness of the Tripartite Agreement uncer the uni-
polar degendency model was undermineu, primarily because France
broke the arms control by supplyilig acws to Israel, thus,
provoking bitter reactions from the Arab states. The Arabs,
especially B ypt and Syria, vere being discriminated against by
the West. This bitterness of the Arabs reached its peak when
the lsraelis raided the Gaza striy in Februacy 1luvbo and the
UsA faileu to supply E,ypt with the weapous it hac been demanding

" v

22 Erskine 8. Chiiluers, iLhe iioag te Suez \lonaon, 1l9s6g,,
Yo l“l-
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for defencing iuself. Thus, Egyyt broke away from this
unigosar model for the first time and went for an amms deal
with Czechoslovakia. 1he American withdrawal of aid for the
Aswan Uam'crea&ed furthes probiems for Egyet which wanted to
consolidate its shattered economy. Thus, militarily and eco-
nomically harassed by the sionist lobby in Washington, the
Egyptians bhad no optlon but to iook for alternative sources.
The nationalizatlion of the Suez Canal company 5y
Nasser, a political and economic response to the refction of
Aswan Dam loan and to bring revenues needed to build the Aswan
Dam, infurlated the ¥rench and the British who, in collusion
with Israel, attacked Bgyst in 1966. This further consolida-
ted vhe newly developed linkages between the USSn on one hané
and Egypt and 8yria on the other. The lraqi g¢oup d'etat of
14 July lwuB also delinked Iraq from the West. These develop-

ments led 10 a changeover from a unipolar to a bipolar or multi-

polar model of dependency.
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Chapter 111
SBAMCH FOA WBW OPTIONS

1ill the mid-1lvbus the West Asian States were cons-
trained by unipoliar degendency, i.e,, deygendency upon the
Western Bloc only. Both, Israel and the Arab states, were
aependent upon Britain, france and Uss - the last becoming
increasingly lavelveu in the re; ion since the Second World
War and slowly acquiring a dominant partuer redationsnip
among the Lhiee Westeun conor states. With pagsage of time
and the decrea.lng infiusuce of the ex-coionial powers,
8ritain and France, a political vacuum was create¢ in the
reg lon motivaiing USA to stey in to tale Over the responsi-
bility of guarding not only iLs oyn but also the Western
interests as a vhoie 1ln tiis region, in the global interna-
tional context,

In the post-torid War Il period G.eat Britain was
loft economically and militarily weak. Thus, its wWest Asian
policy was more dependent upon the carcot rather than the
stick. 4ihe reassessment of its strategic and political com-
mitments in the regdon clearly showed thiat they wwuld need
greater Arab co-operation than before. IThere were two reasons
for the decline of the British infiuence in West Asia.
Fiestly, the welfarism at home, retrenchment adroad and the
,ranting of independence to lndia reuuced her resources to
bring an influencing force in the region. Secondly, "8ritain
found that supygort for iLhe Arabs in pPalestine ensured no

advantage in relations with kEgyut or leiq - witness the Egyptian
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Bgyitian complaint 1O the United Natiouslin 1v47 and the fate
of Fortsmouth treaty with Iraq in 1b48." Another faulty
Judgment on the past of Britain was the encouragement and
sponsorship of the Arab league which proved counter-productive
to their own influence. And while Britain still held some
bages in EBgypt and lraq, there was great pressure from these
countries for the revision of the treaties which sanctioned
these bases.

France, on the other hand, was ilso rapidly losing
the power toO act as an influencing factor in the politics of
the West Aslan region. In 1¢43, the Lebanese nationalists had
acopted a provocative poiicy towards the Free French. When
the Jlatter reacted forcefully, the 3ritish intervenec on the
Lebanese sid< and thus damaged the Freach position in that
country. France was humiliated in a similar situation in
1v45 in $yria. OLuring that period, a rising tide of nat ion-
alisw was spreading throughout the region which eroded the
interests of France and Sritain alike. The Buropean Powers
saw Lhat it would be diffdicult to keep a hold over this region
by force. Britain's inability to take a decisive action in

the regional problems was clearly revealed when it dropped the
issue of Falestine into the lap of the United Nations.

1 Elie Kedourl, "Britain, Prance and the Last Phase
of the Basteran Question", in J. C. Hurowitz
Soviet Auerican sivalry in the Middle Eagt

z 060,
1971), p. 193.

New York,



Eptry of USA

with the decrease of the British and the French in-
fluence in the area it was quite natural for America, the
third western partnec, to take over the leauing role in
West Asla. After the Second World War, America was one of
the three members of the Western ‘unipolar bloc' which pro-
vided help to West Asia. In the post-War period it was not
so much in the lead due to its lesser stakes in the region,
but that attitude was soon to change.. Stalin' s denouncement
of the treaty of neutrality with Turkey, the demand for joint
Russio-Turkish manasgement of the Straits, the prompted seces-

sion of Azarbaijan and Kurdistan, drove Turkey and later Iran
2

closer to the US.

Stalin's heavy handed politics and Sussia's slow
advance towards the West Asian region provoked American interest
in this area. "The United States has cons istently opposed
Soviet expansion in all parts of the world. Alarmed by the
rapid fall of all the Bastern Buropean staies to Soviet domi-
nat ion after World War l1I, the United States developed a
policy of containment that attempted to ring Soviet Rnssig with

states allied to and pledged to resist Soviet expansion."

2 Je C. uurowitz, "0Origins of the Livalry", in J. C.
Hurowitz, ed., Soviet-American siyalry in the Middle

Eagt (hew York, 1971), pe .

3 P. M. Dadant, "American and Soviet Defense Systems
vis-a-vis the Middle Bast", in Willard A. Beling,

ed., The Middle Bast: Gugst for gn American Policy
Poe 174.
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President Truman of America had pointed out that the

problem of Palestine was unsolvable, but nevertheless hb
supported thae immigration of Jews into Palestine, keeping in
view the 1946 Us presidem ial elections. His attitude satis-
fied the Zionisis but dispieased the Arabs, especlally saudi
Arabia. lo February 1948 Truman was disturbed about the
prospects of a civil war in balestine because of the danger-
ously tense imternatijonal situation - the communist threat in
Buroge and the takeover of (zechoslovakia. Truman wanted to
avoid a major crisls in Palestiue as he beiieVed that the
United States would be required to respond with troops if any
armed conflict took piace. With American trooys séed down in
Palestine they wouid have legs leverage in Burope. March
1948 saw a shift in the american policy. It called for aban-
doning the partition decision and instead advocated installing
a temporary UN trusteeship in Palestine. But, in spite of the
American efforts, a full-.scale war in Palestine could not be
avoided. 4he creation of the State of Israel on 1lb May 1948
was foliowed by the American recognition of the State of Israsl.
For three years, Truman's decisions had vaciliated
according to the changing pressures of the movement. He had no
firm conviction regarding the Zionists goals in Palest ine.

While the reyresentatives of the State and Military Departments
advised Truman against taking a pro-Zionist stand for fear of

4 John Snetsinger, n, the Jeyish Vots gnd the
Great ion of lgrg California, 1974,, py. 8b-86.
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agitating the aArabs, his close associates and personal staff5
urgea bold sponsorshipy Of the cionist movement in West Asia.
Truman's West Asdian poiicy was conductea with the short-
range poitiiical expediency im view rather than the long term
nat lonal goals.

she acvent of the l¥bus saw the United dtates getting
more and more invo.ved iu Jest 4sia to yrotect the Western
interests iu this region. lhe sntagon supyorted London's
Jeplember ivbl ,roposal for a joint West Aslan command, in-
cluaing Bgyptian officers, unuver a Britigh supreme commander.
But the Egy,tians preferred the departure of the British from
the Suez Canal base.

Concernin: the Western defence interests in the regior,
Britain tried to work out a2 West 4sian defence plan in November
1¥bl. 3ut abandoued it in favour of American proposal of the
'Middle Bast Command' - which St igulated that all the states
which joined in this Command would be placeu cn the basis of
equality and the facilitlie, granted by these states Lo the
Cotmic:ang would be‘subject Lo sprecific agreements., Bgy.t rejected
these erposals.s The reason why Bgypt was the only country to
be ap.roached out of all the West aslan countries with thesge
#roposals, and ithe lmportance of Egypbt tOo the West wasg that it

was the cornerstone of any defence system in West Asia, due to

Ibld., pe 3,

faouf abdel el Sayed, ihe Baghdad Fact in World
Poligics (Geneva, 1871), pe 13.
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the British military bases in the Suez Canal gone and the
leading role it played among the Arab states. In August 1udz,
the idea of 'Middle East Command' tOok a new shape and emerged
in the form of 'Middle Bast Lefence Orsanization'. While the
British thought that they could go ahead with that organiza-
tion even withcut the Arab pacticipation, the Americans were
of the view that no 'Middle Bast Defence Organization' could
work without participation of the regional countries.8 This
American policy continued till the coming of Bisenhower, but
nevertheless, the MBDO could never take a firm shape.

The slow but steady rise of the United States as an
influencing power in the West Aslan reglon shifted the atten-
tion of the Arabs and the Israelis towards it, so as to get the
max imum benefit while at the same time to influence the US
policy in their favour. Egypt, lmmediately after the July 1952
revolut don, which brcught the 'Free Officers' to the forefront,
began to look towards the United States for help. President
Naguib suggested that Bgypt could come to a compromise on the
Sudan if the U3A aided the former. The U3 ambassador to Bgypt,
Mr. Caffery, suggested to his government that instead of making
Bgyst a strong member of the MEDO, it would be better if USA
helped Cairo in making an effective military force for the

7 John Coert Campbell, Defenge of the Middle Bagt
(New York, 1961), pp. 42-43.

8 Ibid., pp. 44-45,
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9
country's protection.

while General Nuzuib was leaning towards the United
vtates for aiu, Nasser was more cautious in his ap, roach.
1hough he wanteu arms %0 easure the military's loyalty, yet
he did uot want to lose his sup.orters by masing concessions to
the americans witucut adequate returns. When Nasser asked ti.e
Americans for arms, the laiter were surpsiseu and pointed out
that they already had aun arms agreeaent (February lobd; in
which the suBricans wele o supply Bgypt with s0,00,WUL worth
of arms. But since the ,revious a.reement was for counter-
insurgency weapous only, it was rejected and a new liisc of re-
quirements was given Lo UsA in hovember 1vbi, which included
tanks, 3 squadrons of jel fighters, artiliery and shi,s. lhe
cost of this equi ment was to ve ,aid vack in Byyptian cotton.lb
It is important Lo note that when a direct approach
to en.ist the Arab states, especially Egypt, into a Western
sponsorec defence alliance in West Asia falled,the Western
Powers tried to infiuence che Arab 3tates throurh Turkey, a
member of MAiC. dhough the Turks met with some initial success
with Bgypt, ult imaiely nothing concrete came out of it. Similar
approach was made by the 1Turss tc coax %audi Arabia, 8S8yria and

lebanon into joining the Lefence Organizstion but their attemprs

Y darry wuoin, The Arub states anuy the Falegtine Confiict
ide

(S/racuse, ivbi,,ps <

iv Mohameu Hassansin Helkali, Thg (airo uvocuments (New YOrk,
1.31\31 9 bire 3Ged7 o
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met wiith fallure.

puring this periou both, the zicnist and the Arabd
lobby in UwA, were unaole L0 .ot any worihwhile commitment or
heiy for their naivional aspirations wiich included military
aid for strengihening iheir respective armies. Only a slighily
favourable ear was given to Jordan and Irag, both pro-wastern
states, wnile Bgypt and 3yria, bolh non-alizned countries,
were treated with caution. Sauai Arabia tried to influence
America through AfAMCO but with little success., The total US

ald given 1o these states belween 194y and 192 was 215 follows:

12
Table - Us Adld to dest Asia: 194u.19b< (in ¢ million)
country Bconomic Military Total
Arab Stateg MR ;
Iraq (VN v VS
Jordan 52 v 4 502
Lebanon PR V) v 2.0
Saudd arabia Vo4 v O.4
Syria : Vel v Ved
Total ©.8 v 2.8
israel 86 & v B8 S
Total 28.3 ¥ 9603
11 Jee El 3ayed, n. 8, py. 14-15,
12 Us Overseas Loans and Grants, Oblications and lLoan

py ° l4-280

Authorizations, 1 July ;945~éh Seiptember 1977,
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The & ove study clearly shows that the United States

. ave only economic ald to the Arabs and Israel up to 1952,

The noticeable point is that no military assistance was glven,
and that the economic aild given to Israel over the 1949-52
period was tremendously more than what was given to all the
Arab states during the same period. In com.arison to these
states, the military and economic ald given to Turkey and

Iran over the same period, emphasises the importance given

by the UsA to these Lwo states during the same period.

Ltable - US Ald to Turkey and Ifan: 194v.19b2
(1n 4 million)d3

{country Economic Military Total
Iran 185 17.3 33.8
Turkey 225 .1 256 .8 481.9

Tot 81 241.6 274.1 515 o7

Fgypt, during the ,eriod following the 1952 revolution,
was seeking suyport from the United States for the treaty re- .
vizion from the British concerning the Suez Canal base andg the
future of Sudan. Besides these demands for treaty revision,
Fgypt had also demanded weapons from the USA to gsecure its borders
agadnst Israeli aggression. WLhen hard-presszd by U3A to join

MELO against the Soviet Unilon, as a guid pro guo for arms add,

13 Ibiao, PP o .1.7, b'v.
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Nasser repiiea that he could mot disregard "a killer with a
plstol sixty miles from me at the Suez Uanal to worry agzut
somebody whno 15 holding a knife a thousand miles away."

The United States, in response to the Egyptian appeal,
was able to bring about an agresement between Britain and Bgypt
in July 1v64, "under which Britaln would evacuate the Suez
Canal Zone within twenty months and finally leave Egypt after
72 years of occupation. This agreement and the continuing
goodwill being displayed by America towards the Bgyptian revo-
lut don G1d not please the lsraelis. They wanted the Bpritish
army to remain in E y,t,for the British were both, a distrac-
tion to the Egyptians and also a buffer along the Suez. The
Israelis did not want the United 3taies to remain on good terms
with Egyyt."ls

With the Eisenhower Administration in power in the
wWhiLe Housz, new ap.roaches were imade in Jaauary 1863 by
Byroade, the American Assistant Secretary of State, to solve the
Sudan question and towards the problem of arms supplies to the
Arab nations. In s.ile of the new apprcach taken by Eisenhower
towards West Asias, Ali Sabry, who had gone from Egypt to America
to acquire arms in November 1862, came back empty handed.

Churchiii liad requested Bisenhower not to suprly any arms to

14 See H@mal’ Ne 1Uy po 41.

15 lbid «y po 43,
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Buy,b as Lhey might be usec %0 fi.nt éd «wiil British soldiers
iu the susz oas: . wsullug Lhat perloc,tie american iufl.ence
vig-a-vig the Arao sitaies was at the lowes. e:b, because the
arabs Lhow niv Lhial conti:med ameglcan support to the lsraelis

was detsimenta:. LO the Ar.b dinterestse

increasiog Arab=lsraclil Ten.ion

There were valid reasons fcr Lhe Avab demand for arms
from UwA and other «@stecu svurces. she Todigartite Declara-
tiou of 1lvou nad put an arms control on the suuplies of arms to
this reglon. Tnis arms control favoured Israel more than the
Apao states since lhe “rab states were treated as a sigle
unit in compgarison vo lsraei. Thus, the military capability
of an individual Arab state was reduceu. Bven when the arms
were Lransferseu by the western rowers L0 West As iy, uro-
western arao s.atves liske Irig amndd vosdan were favoured in com-
parison 1o K. ypt ano Sycla which were i€aniig more toward. non-
aligbment.

» more seri. us factor (o0& Lhe aravs, especizdly B yut,
was Lhal Frauce, oue of iLhe partaners of Uoa anu Jritain in the
Tripartive agreemewt, mace covert avilerpis in lob4a al proviuing
lsruel with miiicacy aic ang bDegen suppiyin . i. with Myswescre
jot fighter sircrafts, adkis-ld light tanks, anti-tank vehicles,
75 mm recoilless guns and ani-:adrceraft batterins.lﬁ Un

receiving infosmation ihat the lfench w .e were supplyiny arms

16 For detalls see, Merry and Serge Bromberger, Secrets
of duez (Lonuon, 1vt7,, p. 34.
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to Israed, Nasser decided to help the Algeriansg so that

Egypt could make France "need their arms in Algeria so that
they will not be able to give them to Israel. We will oblige
them to use them far away from us sO that they will not be
"used against us."l?

ihe Arab-lsracli tension kept om increasing since
1954 and culminaied u the uaza rald of tebruary 1955. In 1954,
3en uurion initliated terrorist activities against the Egyptians
and tried to bring them in conflict with the Western Powers,
{his was done without the snowledge of iLhe lsraeli Lefence -
#inis.er, Pinhas Lavon. Though the atteupt falled, it produced
bad olood between Byypl and lIsrael. ln February 1965, soon
after Ben Gucion came out of his retirement, "reguiar lsraeli
trooys smashea across the arnistice line at Gaza in a meti-
culously planned and hsavily armed attack that killed thirty-
eight an¢ wounded thirty-one Egypt lansg."

The Gaza rald came as a shock to Nasser, and the vul.
nerability of Ezyyt sgalnst future such attacks by lsrael was
und-rlined. He redoubled his efforts to get military aid from
the Western Fowers, especlally the USA, but the Western impassive
attitude irritated him. Nasser even tried to buy obsolete arms

from Worid War 1l dumps iu Belsium. Some he got from Italy. He P

17 wee heikal, ne. luy po 47,

18 Erskine 5. Childers, Ihe soad to suez (Londops
1.364), b leo
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approached dweden, Switzerland and Spain for arms purchase.

He tried to get the British release the 8V Centurion tanks

that the Bgyptian zovernment had contracted to buy and had
already paid for. The 3sritish sent 18 tanks and promised to 9
deliver the rest if Bgypt stopped attacking the Baghdad Pact.
But none of these ad hoc measures could increase the Egyptian
military capability to match the growln. Israeli strength.
Egypt was desperately sesrching for fresh options which were
»rovided by the Eastern Bloc.

At the Bandung Afro-Aslan Confererce in April 1965,
(hina's Chou En-lai offered Nasser arms. In May the.e were
preliminary talks with the russlans but no decision was arrived
at. In June, Nasser warned the American Ambassador that if the
Wlest would not sell Bzyyyt the arms needed to bring her forces
up-to-date, and 10 secure adequate counter-lsraell defensive
capacity, she would have to turn to the Soviet Bloc. That
sunmer,Bgypt got from Britain forty (enturion Lanks, but shipped
without a single round of ammunition. On protest, ten rounds .
per tank vere sent, not even enough for ypreliminary firing tests.zb
Entey of USuons Nagger Opts for the Egstern Bloc

The Western pPowers did not heed Nasser's warning of soing

to the Soviets for military aidd, as they thought ithat he was

v See leikal, n. 1lu, p. 46.
Y4 See Cbilders, DNoe 17, Po 133.
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bluffing. This attitude, plus the Western inability to supply
Bzypt with the weapons it demanded, the Egyptian threat per-
ceyt lon of the israelis and iis legitimate need for defence
equipment left no option Lo Nasser except to look towards the
RBastern sloc for help. Bgypt concluded an arms agreoment with
Czechosiovakia worth ¢2ou million which was made public in
seplember 1vbo. Simultanecusly, Syria too had opted for the
Soviet arms.

After the fall of iis pro-West dictator, Adib Shishakli,
in 1954, Syria like Egypt thought that the Baghuad Pact was a
threat Lo hesr sovereignty. Thils concept of mutual threat by
the western sy onsored and militarily backed regional alliance
of the 'northern vier' states of Turkey, Iran, Iraq and Pakis-
tan, "created a convergenfe of interests between ~amascus and
Moscow that led vo military and ecOnoumic agreements as well as
»0lit ical coligboration in the Middle Bastern and international
arenas. The Syrian-Israell dispute over the demilitarized zonas

on their common border was the occas ion for the earliest indi.

cation of this ccllaboration, in the form of the first Soviet
veto in the Security Council in Jznuary 1954.“21

Soviet military co-operation with 3yria dates from
Janua.,y 1lwbé, when the Syrian government thought that the West
was putting 'impossibie conditions' for purchasing arms from it.

This resulted in the first sSoviet -Syrian arms accord. After the

21 Yaacov «0'i, "The History of Soviet Intervention in
$yria", in Anne Sinai and Adlen Foliack, eds., Lhe
Syrlan Arab depuplic (New York, 1uv768), pe ©3.
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1906 agreement, follow on agreements, teciinical assistance

and goodwilil naval visits followed in the usual Soviet
patt.ern.22 The Turko-Syrian crisis of 1967 resuited in the
large scale supply of Soviet miiitary equiyoment 1O Syria, wbich
was far above the immediate absorption capacity of the Syrian

armed forces.

Soviet interest in the West Asian region had increased
immediately after the Second World War. Previously it was
involved only in Turkey and lran, but slowly,with the change
of events and alliances in the region, 1t started paying more
attention to the Arab states, as the area const ituted the 'soft
underbelly' of ihe Soviet Union which could be threatened by
Western Powers which were very active in this area.

doviet interest in the West Asian region suffered a
setback in 1945 under Stalin, whose heavy handed policles did
nothing but iower the image of the Soviet Union. His attempts
to con.rol tﬁe durkish Straits by denouncing the treaty of neu-
trality and non-aggression with lfurkey, and the attempted
secess ion of Azarbaljan in dran met with fallure. Hussia was
forced 10 withdraw its troopys from Iran with embarrassment in
front of the Security Council. These bold attempts made by
Stalin, drove Lurkey and later on Iran into developing close

23
relat lons with the United States.

22 For detalls see: George Lenczowski, Soviet Advanges
in the Middle Bagt (Washington, D.C., 19E), p. 105

23 See Hurovi‘z’ Ne 2’ Mo 50
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The Soviet Union, in the latter half of the 194us,

did not aifferentiate between the Zionisis and the Arabs.
During the discussions on the fuwure of Palestine, the Soviet
representative urgeu that it should eivher be partitioned or
turned into a binational state. Later, on 11 hovember 1v47,

it came to an agreement with America Lo implement the Partition
Plan. After the formation of lsrael, the Sovlet Union even
helped it, since it thought that it could crfeate a new area

of influence and thereby check the Western patronsge of israsl.
feportadly, the Soviet Unlon sold some ex-German arms tO

lsrael during this period.

Ihe coming of hhsushchev 10 power saw a marked change
in the Soviet polilcy towards West Asia. His policy of peaco-
ful coexisience, and the emphasils given to the policy of
oifering help to the newly independent states made a¥mark on
different raegimes in the area. The emergence of Cold War made
sussia more worried about West Asia, as iU was of utmost stra-
tegic importance to her. From now On the strategy of the
Soviet planners was to break through the slow encirclement which
was the result of the Western yromoted blocs and alliances with
Turkey, lran and some of the Arab states. Apother dlong tesm
aim:of the Soviet Union was t© acquire 'warm water' ports for
her naval fleets. 1lhls made it essential for the aussians
to try and influence the Arab\lictoral states with acceés to
the Mediterranean and the Suez Canal.

When the Western Powers formed the Baghdad Pact, the

dussians denounced it as a Western alliance (in disguises bent
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upon building American bases at its back door. The US
illusion .hat sussia would not give modern arms to non-
communist West Asian states was shattered when the Soviets
started vigorously searching for aArab fiiendship in response
to the Baghdad Pact. 4n winning over of Bgypt and Syria in
196b, based on the str-tegy of peaceful coexistence, the
Soviet Union degiroyed the West's monopoly of the modern wea-
pons masket in West Asia. i1n the years that followed, lraq

and femen alsO becauwe iussia's close supporters in the Arabd

Basgt.

As a rival arms purvejor to Arab states, the Soviet
Union did not question the non-aligned policy of these states
vis-a.vis the Cold War. The formation of the Baghdad ract
led nussia to help and supposrt the non-allsned states of West
Asia to coun.erbalance the Western pressure. Byypt and Syria
in 1966, Iraq in 1vb8 and Yemen in 1v¥62 came closer to the
Soviet Union. One main reason why they wsat to the USSa for
arms was the refusal of the Western Powers to supply them
enough arms to maintalin their security vig-a-vis Israel. The
Arab need for arms during this period had another legit imate
cause. That was the fear of the 'hawk' elite of Ben Gurion
and Moshe Layan which had emerged powerful in Israell politics.
These men were hard-iine <ionists who believed in 'no-border'
theory for lsrael and favoured anh expansionist policy.

IThe Western arms control over this region was lost in
1985 when the reluctance of the West to give the confrontation

Arab states enough arms forced Egypt and dyria to look for
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other options,which they found in the Soviet Bloc. Since

the West nad strategic imterests in Egypt it dig try to
counter the growiag B, /.itian viit towards the Soviet Union.
America and Brivain offered es.onomic aic to Byy.t, especially
for the cougtrucivion of the Higzh vam al Aswan even after the
arms deal. iegoOtiations on the High Lam continued des.iie
the Czech arms deas. Brivadn stepped up iis acms supplies Lo
Byypt,y vhoupyh in a token form. Meauwnlie, U3In too was busy
establishing firm ties with thne Bgyptians.

Following Demitri She,iiov's visit to B.ypt in July
1eb 5, Eaipt had entered into new trade ag.eements with the
Ussst in deprember of the same year. In February 1953, UsSSs
and Bgypt signed a cooperat ion agreement on atomic eneryy,
followed by eét.abdshm‘ent of a .ermanent Soviet tradse mis.ion
in Bgyy.t in July 1955.24 The Soviet ald to Egypt plus the
pressures from the .ionist and the Cotton lobby in the U3A
resulied in the Us withdrawal of the aid for the Aswan High
bDam. 4he refusal of aid vo Egypv turnea out to be an uancal-
culated risk on the part of the awerican ,olicy m kers, because
from that Lime onwards Bgy.t became wore and more dejendent
upon UsSid for economic and military assiscance which hnd thelr
pelitical impiications. These developments im the region
as well as vhe changes in the Ureal Fower role changed the

character of dependency in this region from unipoiar to bipolar.

24 3ee Charles Jd. Mclane, Egreign Add in Soviet Thirg
dorld Folicies (lLondon, 1988), pp. 212.13.
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This new model continued for about two aecades.

The refusal of the Americans t0 g ive aid for the _
Aswan vYam led Nasser to nat lonali:ze the 3uez Canal Company in
July 1956.30 He hoped that the naiionalization of the Canal
would bring in revenue to buiig the Aswan Yam, and at the
same time it was meant as a political rojoinder to the West
for the manner in which Egypt was refused that aid. The
YWest 4d1d not take the nationalizat fon easily. It tried to
pregssurise Egypt through poiitical means like the London
conference, and when they fuliled, the three concerned parties,
French, British and the lsraelis, decided to attack Egypt
simultaneously so as Lo cow 1t downe. |

ihege three participants hac different motives for
attacking Bgypt. Britaln wanteu Lo remove hasser as the leader
of the Arab world, and repiace him by svme one who would re-
yresent the framework of aAnglO-Arab infiuence. Ilsrael's main
ambition was not only to inflict a crushing defeat on the
B, yyvdans and to win verritory and galn acces: to the Suez
Canal and the ded 3ea, but aiso Lo lower the prestige of Bagypt
by showing the superiority of lsraell mizht over those of the
Arabs. The Prench wauted to avenge the Bgyptian support to
the Maghreb nat lonalistis, especially to the Al:erians, They
also wanted to humiligte kasser for attempting to nationalize
the Suez Canal Company in which prance had almos: fifty per

cent shares.

25 For details see iteikaly, n. 10, pp. $8B-68,
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On 7 August 1vb6, a secret agreement was reached in
Paris by which France was t0 supply amms secietly to Israel.
3en Gurion respondea in Septenber ivud by saying that lIsrael
at last haa one true aiiy. By the middle of Seplember the
Anglo-krench pianned expeultion was ready for action. The
Anglo-French plans to atiack Egypt in coordination'qith
Israel were finalized iu Paris on 13 October 1,956.aJ It is
important to note that while these military preparations were
being finalizeu, efforts were being made to solve the dispute
through a negotiated settlement. But such a settlement did
not suit Britain, Yrance and Israel. On £9 October 1953, sixty
krench Air Force jets, manned by French piloi s, flew from
bases in France to lsrael via Cyprus. This action was in res-
ponse Lo Ben uurion's request, as his airforce chiefs had
tola him“that they would be unabie to give the Israeli army
ground sup,ort while protectin; Israeli skies against Zrab
air attack. The French slso helped Israél in abblg way during
the Suez war of 1vb3. Whlle their transport aircraft dropped
supplies to the Israelis deep in the Sinai,the lrench naval
vessels guarded the lsrasli coast ana shelied the targeis in
Egypt. . .
| The defeat of the Egyytians in front of this triple
onslaught was not surprising. 1ln fact fv could hardly stand
up to the arms of the Israelis. "“Egypt had scarcely begun to

achieve proficiency even in those (zech-deal weapo:ns that had

26 See Bromberger, n. 16, pp. <8-354.
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by then been assembled ... only some Egyptian crews had

barely begun to learn how to use only some of the new Soviet
tanks. Most ¥ the MiG jet fighters were still in their crates...
Bgypt had only.forty trained pllots, ten for bombers, thirty

for fighcers.'&7 Egypt had no option but to order ;ts troops

to withdraw from $inal to the West Bank of the Suez, and to -
blockade the suez “Yanal itself by sinking shipys there.

While this one-sided battle was raging on, the USA,
though a part of the Western Bloc, did not ap,rove of the
attack. It compeliled France and Britain to abandon their plans
of forcibly seizing the Suez Canal.  Iscael had already been
.iven the ultimatum to withdraw 1V km from Suez by UK aad
France, in addivion UsA also forced it to withdraw from the
Sinai. This act brought to an end the coliective imaze of the
three Western Povwers working together for the defence of common
interests in the Arab-Israeli Zone. The Suez Crisis eroded
the influence of traditional powers like France and Britain,
thus making it possible for USA to assume the role of the pri-
mary defender of Western interests in the region. Thus,
Soviet-Amer ican rivalry in this region ot transferred to
Soviet -American rivairy. +he Bisenhower loctrine of 19567 was
in essence an exciusive American guarantee of what had formerly
been a Lcipartite one.

From this tim onwards USa started taking a leading role
in matters psrtaining'to West asilan politics and security. It

27 See Childers, ne« 18. b. 244.
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intervened in the Syrian Crisis of 1lvb7 anu 1n Lebanon in

1968. The Usuxn during this pecriod was supplying its o-uen-
gent Arab staives with mouvrn weaponry to undermire further
american infiuence. It made good the def:=nce equipment 1lost

by Bzy,t during the lvv6 war. But even auring this phase there
was no significant arms transfer firom America eivher to the
arabs or to Israel. The British and French kept on supplying
militéry eguipment Lo both, the lsraells and the pro-Western
Arab states. It was oniy after the mid-gixties that the

United States became a direct ani major suppliier of weapons to
its partners in the context of the Arab-lsraeli confrontation
in the region. That change in the mid-zixtiss reflected the
changes in the giobal strategilc environment based upon induc-

t ion of new strategic weapons, speclally the submarine launched
palilstic missiles, which influenced the arms transfer policy
of the two Super Fowers in that region.

Military Equipment Suppilea by Great Fowers to the

Arabg and lgrael, 1953-196J
Country count ry (No.) armour (No., fighting (No,,; aircraft
(supyp lier) (receiver, ships
< France Bgyut (av) AMA=-13 - -
T (20) AMA-LUbA | - -
gyria - (3) Patrol Boat (6) Douglas C 47
'Ch" class
israel (1560) AMA-13 (2) Motor Tor- (5) Max Holste
pedo M.H., 1621

(3U) AMA-1UO Boats Broussard
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table contd.

tount ry Country {No.) Armour (No.) fighting (No., aireraft
(supplier) (receiver) ships
(3WL) M-2 and M-3 - (6L) Dassautt M.D.4bl

(lu) k-4 Sherman

(JU) aMbL-8U/9U

Uk Egypt (3z) Centurion () Destroyer
Mk I1I "4" class

(161) Valent ine

irag (25, Churchisil (8, ratrol
Boats

(2v) Ferret
(11v) Ceaturion

(1lw) Saracen

Ouragon

(6U) Dassault Mystere
v A |

(14) Nord 2buLl Norat%

(24) Sud Vautour &

(24, Dassault super
Mystere B.2

(5) Sud Alouette I1II

(72) Dassault Mirage
II1 - ¢J

(1w) Potex/Bedek CM-

170 Magister
(built under
licence)

(15) DH Vampire

F.52 and F.55

(¢, WYestland Dragon-

fly

(12) Gloster Meteor [.

(5) DH 1v4 vove Mk.1l
(8) uloster Meteor
NF .13

(12) DH Vamyire Mk b2

(6) DH Vampire T.66
(10) Bristol 3saufight
Mk. 1V



by

Israel

syria

E

I1srael

(6)
(4)

(4)

(1b)

(14)

(2)

(15)

(2bv) Centurion (2; Patrol (20)
vessel

DH Chipmunk

Bristol 170 freigt
ter

Westland Dragonfly
Hunting Provost

Dt Venom: FB. 50
DH Heron

Hawker Hunter T.8

DH Mosquito NF .38

() Landing craft(14) Gloster Meteor F.8

(2) Destroyer "4" (5) Gloster Meteor T.7

class
(2) submacrine
"a" class
(lov) M-4 gsherman(8) (oastal (b) Curtiss C-48
2:22;er (1) Beech C-45
(7) Douglas 6-47
(1, Grumman HU-16A
Albat ro ss
(3, Sikorsky $-51
(5) NAT-6 Harvard
(1) Beech D-185
(4V) M-24 Chaffee - (6) NA F-88 Sabre
- (4) Landing craft (1¢) Piper L-18R

(60) Piper L-21

(2)
(6)

3ikorsky $-55

Boeing C 97
Stratofreighter



6v

US3at

Bgypt

Syria

(1w, sTa 152
(3oL, 8la av
(lzv, 1-L4/00

(40L) 1-34

(6v) Js 111
(130) T-H4

(loy,) Bla bz
(e, T =34
(150) T b4

(b) Bell 47 G
(2) Hiller UH-12 A

(€) Convair rBY-5A
Catalina
(7, 8ikorsky 8-58

(Jv, Motor (lV, An-2

Torpecvo Boat (l2, An-le

"¢ 5" class (z) Mic-1b
(6, Fleet Muue- (v, 1i-14

sweeper "“i4gs"

class (8By) MiG-17
(¢) westltoyer, (&) 11-<8

“Snoryl" class (3V) Yak-18

(8, Submarine, (4) Mi -1
"W class (40) M1 - 4

(1, Subzmarine, (8L) MiG - 19
"MV" class (&) Tu-16

(2) Inshore mine- (40) MiG-21cC
sweeper, (bU) MiG-2iC
"l esul" class

(1963-64)

Delivery started

of 804", ang "homar"
type catroi boats.
nunber unspecified.

(15) mogor lorpeuo (§) Miu-1b UTl
Boat (25, MiGelb
(2, Pieet mine- oy, Miu-17
syeeyer "I4s"
ciass (8, 11-14



Supply startea in
1963 of 'homart
class patrol
boat s. Number un-

(iv; Yak - 11
(7) Mi-l

gpecified (1v) Yak-18
(1v) Mi-4
(7) 11.28
irag (lw) T-54 (12, Motor Torpedo (17) M1G-17
(45) T-34 Boat s “p&" (15) Yak-1ll
class
(2b) J8 111 .
(3) Submarine (15) I1-14
(2) BIuxn 1bZ hager
) chas (1v) 11-28
More supplies of
T -34/3b between (1) 11.280
(1le6UL-196d)
(1) MiG-15 UT1
(2) An=2
(17) MiG-1Y
(iv) Tu-16
(¢, Mi-1
Delivery of MiG-21
started in 1963
nuaber unspecified.
Source: This table does not include the arms supply

to the Arab countries from Czechoslovakia between

1903 and 1963.
fegister, 1he Ar

For details see $1ridl, Arms Trade

rade with the Third Woxld
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Chapter 1V
USA #EPLACES Fo#aNCE AND UK

The entry of the United States of America into the
west Asian region was gradual and spread over a period of
years. Even after the end of the Second World war it kept a
low profile and let the ex-colonial powers play the dominant
role in this region since during that period the stakes of
the USA were much lower than those of the French and the
British in tnis area. It had startea off by participation in
the Arab-Israeli conflict when it went in for the Partition
Plan for ralestine. Then, in 19560, it became a partner of
France and Britain in the Iripartite Agreement to impose an
arms con.rol in West Asia. Later on, after the Suez Crisis
of 1956 and the Iraqi coup d'etat of 1958 the USa indicated
its greater involvement through the Bisenhower Doctrine of
19567 and by becoming more deeply involved in the committees of
the Baghdad Pact (CENIO) and by signing bilateral agreements
in March 1959 with Turkey, Iran and Fakistan.t

Till 1957,the United States, was following the Truman
Doctrine, which was aimed at containment of the communist move-
ment all over the world, thus, the US move to encourage Western
sponsored regional aliiances in the West Asian region during

this period. But this policy was changed with the declaration

1 P. M, Dadant, "American and Soviet Defense Systems
vis-a-vis the Middle Bast", in willard A Beling, ed.,

The Middle Basgt; Quest for an American Policy
(Albany, 1973,, p. 175.
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of the Eisenhower voctrine in January 1v67. lIn the perilod
following the Eisenhower dJoctrine, the United States started
taking wore active interest in West Asia to fill in the
vacuum created by the British anda ¥rench departure from this
region and the consequent decroase in the influencing capa-

city of these ex~-colonial powers.

Super Poyers and the Bastern Mediterrgnean Strategy

But even while all this was taking place, the American
strategic interests in the region, especially the socalled
'northern tler' were declining. There were two major reasons
for this declining interest, especlially after 1962. One was
the beginning of the detente poiltics between the two Super
Powers foliowing the (uban missiie crisis. The other was that
during this period more sophist icated itBMs and 3LBMs had be-
come operational which were capabie of hittuling a distant target
at long range with effective precision.

The introduction of the 3).44 system (Polaris, in the
Indian Ocean and the Mediierranean Jea meant that the focus
of uthe Super Power rivalry had shifted from the land frontiers
to the sea i.e. from the ‘nortkern tier' to the Indian Ocean
and Mediterranean, with Iran occupying a new strategic role to
play in US poiicy in the Arabian Sea. The sea ower had also
acquired and strengthened new bases like in Deigo Garcia. The
process had been initiated in 1964 with the creation of the
British Indian Ocean Territories (B10T) of which Deigo Garcia
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was a part. Subsequently other islands were given up and
Deigo Garcia base agreement was negotiated and finalized bet-
ween 1966 and 1¥66 between UK and USA.

As far as the oLBM strategy is concerned, the active
de,loyuent of these missile submarines was relatively more in
the Atlantic, the Facific, and the Mediterranean rather than
that in the Indian Ocean, where also, there was supposedly an
escalat ion of Super rower naval rivalry. In the West Aslan
context, the naval forces of the Great rowers were sharply
confronting each other in the Mediterranean, especially its
Easvern part, enclosed is it was between Syria, Labanon, Israel,
Bgypt, Libya, Greece and Turkey, thus making it more compact
and strate&iéally important region in the context of Super
Power naval rivalry.

\

N The Eastern Mediterranean has been an arena for the
1§

sérategic struggle for povwer, previously between Britain and
dussia and now between USA and USSHa, thus signifying the conti-
nuat ion of the old rivalry of sea power vs land power. The
Soviet Unieon views the Mediterranean as a weak spot which leads
to its back door, the Black Sea. 1t also serves the long
standing'goal of the susslan ambit ion of having access to 'warm
water!. The susslans triea unsuccessfully to get a foothold
in the Mediterranean after the Second World War when they en-
couraged a civil war in Greece and put alplomatic pressure on
Turkey.

The ,0st-World War II activities of the Soviet Union by
which it was trying to get a stronghold on the Mediterranean,



like the demand for revision of the Montreux Convention of
1936, trying to get control over the Turkish Straits and the
demand for return of parts of north-eastern Turkey which had
been g}ven up by the Soviet Union soon after the Russian revo-
lutionaand interference in Greece through the local communist
pvarty led to the America's Truman Doctrine and subsequently to
the incorpcration of Turkey and Greece in the Southern flank
of the NATO in 19862,

During this period Western line up of bases was as
follows: US had Sixth Fleet bases in Italy, Greece and Turkey,
vhile Britain had them in Suez, Cyprus anéd Libya. France had
bases in Maghrepo and aiso military linkages with Israel. 1In
1855 the Soviet Unilon dramat ically leaped over the 'northern
tier' and broke the virtual olockade of the Black Sea by a
combinat ion of carrot and cannon tactics. In 1lvbo aussia con-
cluded an arms deal with Egypt and Syria, thus increasing its
stakes in the region.3

The USSK was not a Strong naval power as it did not
have a 'blue water uavy'. Following the change of evants in
the fifties, it not only lost its chances in Turkey and Gredce

but also in Yugoslavia following Tito-Stalin controversy. The

2 J. C. Hurowitz, "Origins of fivalry", in Hurowitz, J.C.,

ed., Soviet -American Rivalry in the Middle East
(New York, 1971), p. S.

3 Jesse W. Lewis Jr, The Strategic Balance in the Mediter-
ranean (Washington, 1976), p. <.
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only piace where naval facilitles were avallable to sdussia
was albanla, but even they were lost by the end of 19ois
foslowiug the socallea ideological dispules between Albania
and Usba. Thus, by the beg inning of lv8us when the second
generaition of strategic nuclear weayon sysiems, roiaris 1l
and 111 nad oecome operational in the Mediiuerranean, ithe Uson
nad only iow-£8y contacts with the Lwo Bastern Medliierranean
littoral states of syria ana Egy,t. The Joviets _erceived that
if they wanted 10 malch the Westecn dominance of the Mediter-
ranean they woulda have to develo, and strenizthen contacts not
only with Egy,t anc Syria but also with countries of the
Maghreo, especialiy Algeria which had become independent in
1962,

By 1v83 the American S$ixth Fleet had become very power-
fuli in vhe Mediterranean. it cousisted of two task forces,
each buiiv arounu an air.raft carcier, a crulser, several des-
troyers and submarines \including the cnes nsving ouclear mis-
siles - Poirardls 11 amd 111,, amynibious assauit ships, mine-
sweepers and support ships. ihe Fleet not only ,rojected the
Awmerican naval and alr power over the Mediterranesn and the
Midale Bast but also its sea-iaunched missiles were capable of
hitting the dSoviet targets ug Lo Centrai Asia. As the Central
element in the Western security system in the Mediterranean, the
sixth Fleet replacec British and French bases west of sSuez
after 1vbs. Turkey was incorpgorated in «~AlU in 1952 and was

used as a forwara KalO base on which 1o Jupiter missiles were
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installec in the iste fiftles. 3Sut these land-based 13
missiles wrre of legser range and not s$0 effective and wers
removed following the entisy of submirines into this area which
were armed with the polaris missiles of estended range and
precision.

The Soviet Uniou reacted in a big wvay tO counter the
American predominance in the Mediterranesn. 1ivé4 saw the
entry of the wussian task force in the Mediterranean in a
big way. To deter the US Sixth kleet, by 1986-37, they had
thirty vesseds including submarines, guilded missile frigates,
destroyers, landing crafts, sup.ort ships and a helicopter
carrier (newly developed,. 1his Soviet naval strength was
doubled 1n the Mediterranean during the 1987 crisis.

1ime and again after 1Yb8 the Soviet Union public:lly
warned the United States that it would not abide Ameriesn mili-
tary and poidtical ,aramountcy in the Middle East, so close to
dussia. During this phase the soviet arms exports to the
Arab states vere primariiy alimed at undermining the sixth Fleet
by otocxing accessibi_ ity to im_ortant arab coastal couniries.
At the same time, Soviet naval and air basge facilities in Egyut
and 3yria were intended 1o dolsier voviet miilivacy cayabliity
in vis-a-vis the swericans in the Middie East especially in

the Eastern Mediterranean ana aiso LO lend support to the Arib

capablility.

——

4 lbidc' P 5.
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While the Sdper rowers naval rivalry in the Mediter-
ranean was tasing a hew turn, due to the induction of the
Polarié submarines there, the arab-lsraell relations were again
getting tense and were on the verge of exylosion. The cause
of this renewea confiict was the diversicn of the water of the
river Jordan for lsrael's domestic use. "in lv83 lsrael simply
flouted the Arab world by d-cléring, des; ite the Arabs, that
she would withdraw from the Jordan uy tc the limiis of the
Jonn:on rlan and, worse, by aunouncing that the water would be
used o0 irrigate the Negev, an acquisition by lsrael in 1luvds
that has ever stuck iu Lthe Arabd 3ulxet."b la respgonse to this
act of Israel, the Arab states, in the January 1964 Arad summit
Conference, declded that though they did not want toc go to war
with Israel Qver the diversion of water from Jordan river,
they planned to reduce the flow cf Jordan, and RBgyptian Lt -General
All pmer was appointed to comwand a jolant Arab force which was
té be set up 'to ward off the exigting danger in téchnical and
defence filelds.' Israel's stand on withdrawing Jordan's water
within limits of ihe Johnson klan and the threat that it would
act to protect her rights put the Aprabs in a delimma. As they
knew that they would have to face the wrath of the lIsraslil
milivary, and the susyicion between the Arabs themselves, did
not permit them to agree on stationing ©f troops on one auncther's

tecritory. By september ivéu, ii became clear that the Arabs

o C. H. DOdd and M. B. Sales,}lgrael ana the Arab_dorld
(Loadon, IoP0) 3y ppe L3z=Y.
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were not militarily capable of chalienging lsrael on the river
Josdan lssue, therefore ail the Arab states except lraq, Syria
and UAn were either indifferent or Opposed Lo it.

After the break-uy of the Bgyyilan-Syrian Union l1n
1981, Syria accused Egyyt of neglecting the ralegtinian problem.
These accugations were leveiled agein in 1lYod when Israel di-
verted the water of river Jordan. In order to show his interest
in preserving the ralestinian entity, Nasser cizlled for the
first Arab Summit Conference in Lairo in January 1vs4. During
this period the ralestine issue and mcvement were under the
Bgyptian influence. lhe conference on ralestine held between
s May and 2 June lY64, announced the establishment of the
ralaestine biberation Organization (PLO,. 1 also adouk ed a
ralestiue Nationai Charter and decided to establish a ralestdns
Liberation Army (ris,. buring this period, under the chairman-
ship of ohugayri, ril was under the Egyptian infiuence and 1iis
+Olicies were the exiension of bgy,tian golicles. "lhe rLO

ayr.odntments, or.anizztioun, trainin, anc gcuivities wvere declded
by the arab League and in fact by Egygt.”o

Simultaneously, other i1 alestine liberat ion organiza-
tions like al.taiah, as-Silga etc. were created which used to
launch attacks agalnst Israeli targets etc. The situation
changed when the ‘Al tatah' took control of the PLO in 1988.
Al-Fatah movement, started by XYasser Araf«t in late 196us, right

WP e

() gee Aryeh Y. Yodfat and Yuval Acmon, PLO:; Strategy
and kolitics \London, 1uBl), .. 4&.’
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from the start emphasizea the mili&ary thrust of its movement
carried out by its miliiacy operation was launched in January
1960 .

Syria, with the coming of the Ba'th party to power in
February 1965, started backing Al-Fatah. It helped them by
supplies of arms and training facilitles in which brought the
?LO increasingly under the influence of Syrila., The 8Syrians
utiligec the rLO for perpetuating Jordan-Israeli clashes -
the L0 used to infiltrate imo Jordan and from there carry
on attacks against the Israelis. 3ihe Igraell countered these
moves of PLO by retaliatory attiack on Jordan - blaming the
latter as responsible for rLO's actlon.

The Palestine Liberation Front (¢LF, was another group
vorking under the instructions of the Syrian intelligence. It
wvas formed in l¥b» "“by Alwad Jabril, a former officer of the
Syrian army, and Abmad sarcur,a former Jordanian officer, with |
the aim of waging a guerilis war against 15:&31."7 T hough
al-Fatahh and the st achieved liitle success in operatl ions
agalnst lsrael, thelr conitinucus atiacks éna Israeli counter-
attacks resulted in escalat ing the tension in this area, aad
were indirectly responsibie for the outbreak of the June 1967
War.

Another factor which heightened the continuing Arab-

Igraeli tension during this geriod was the Israsli attempt to

7 Ibid’, yo 3"0
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acculre soyhisticaied wea.oOns and the indigenous product ion
of some missiles with French and US support (power reactor
al Dimone in Negev, - both for its misslle product ion and
nuclear programme. Barly in 1986 it was confirmed that ¥ pench
aevospace comganies were coo.erating with lsrael for develop-
ment of medium rangeé two stage mlsslle based on Franch SBAEB
fopaze test vehicle. The Israelis succeeded in launching their
adaptation of .he French uabriel rocket in iv6l. Under these
cl.cumstances, Egypt felt lusecure and decided inat it cught
t0 develoy, armawent (missiles, in iLs own country on which it
could depend. For this purpose it nired sowe German scieutists
headed by rrofessor Woifgang rilz vo develo, rockets and air-
craft. The lsraells tried to dissuade tne German scient ists
by harassing them - sSending them parcel bombs and by kidnap.ing
some of Lhem, In spite Oof all this Egy.t produced and fired her
firgt missile (Al hahir, on 21 July 1963.9 By the end of 1862
Bgypt had produced two migsiles, Al-Kahir (325 mile range) and
Al-Zafir (duv mile range,. In 1v63 the Egyptian developed an-
other missiie Al Afred with a range of ap.roximately 65W miles.
Another developmernt during this period was the third

party transfer of Us arms to Israei via uest GLermany as part of

~.ar reparat ions. In December 1ubz lsrael had signed a reparations

8 Aviation Week gnd Space lectnology, i¥ January 1963,
Do el
9 Mohamed Hassanein iHeikal, lhe (airo Documentg (kew Ydrik,

1973/, e 207. L4
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sett lement with West Germany under which they had agreed to
pay three billion doliars over a fourteen month perilod, as
compengation for kazi crimes against the Jews. Nasser saw
this move on past of the West és an attempt to strengthen
Israel economically and militarily. Nasser spyoke about this
to many international figures, but they could ao nothing
except hot icing and agreeiﬁg that this step would lead to

further comgilcation.

In 196v Ben Gurion had met West German Chancellor
(Adenauer, and told him that 1ts previous arms supplier,
France, was changing its po.icy under de Gaulle. Britain was
caught beiveen the Arab and Israeli delimma and America was
hesitating to directly supyly Israel with arms. Therefore,
Gurion suggested that Germany should give the Jews 'means to
defend themselves against another attempt at national genocigde.
As the Americans did not want to get directly involved in the
arms deal, as that would have destroyed hennedy's friendship
with Nasser, they literaliy forced the West Germans Lo supply
milivary weayons to Israed.

After the deal was finaiized, israel oought, from the
$60,0LLLU, WU credit yrovided, two Britisn submarines, 2UL
American ration tanks, dW armoured carriers, 72 1vb-mr self-
yropelled guns, 33 1bS-mm howitzers, 6 torpedo boats, American

F.84 jet fighters, Italian G-©1l Jet fighters, French Noratlas

v For details see Howard #. Sachar, A listory of lsrael:

Erom the aise of clonigm to Our Tiwe (Oxford, 1077),
Py Ldv -64.
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transyort aircraft and 1o helicopters. They also bought 2
4U.mm radar equipped rapid fire guns. deportedly West Germény
agreed to buy lsraell Uzzi sub-machinegun.11

In 1962 the United States was gradually acceding
to lsraeli arms scquisition programme. The lv6z agreement for
the transfer of HA-A surface tO air missles tolésrael was an
imgortant factor in the West Asian arws race."  iet, there
was no direct shiyment of arms from Us to lsrael till1 1934 when
a few HAwn SAMs were supypiied vo lgrael. wWhatever US arms thab
Israel had acquired earlier were from third party sources. In
1866 Us agreed tO sell 24 A-4 Skyhawk light attack bombers to
lsrasl but these planes were delivered in December 1267 i.e.
after the June War. While buying weapons from Britain, Frénce
and USA, Israsl had also tried to achleve self-sufficiency in
piroducing sma.l a.ms. Besides the Uzzi sub-mrchinegun, it
produaced L1H flame thrower and Metol 82 mm bazooﬁas. In case of
tanks, they combined AL with the Sherman to produce light and
medium tanks with high velocity 70 am/80 mm/ 105 mm guns and
£¢00od manoeuvrability. l:lssrael alsoO procured motor patrol boats
from France and ltaly. By lv67 lsrael had develoyed a signi-

ficant capability to produce and upgrade weapons and adrcraft

RIS

11 For detalls see «elkal, Re ¥, ppe 3228,

1z See Harold A. dovey, Uniteg States #i)itgry Agsistance
(New YOI‘k, 1960), Pe 20,

13 For detalls see Lincoln P. dloomfield and Amelisg C.
Lelss, Controlaing Small Wars: A Strateqy for the 1Yiug

(Hew !Ol‘k, 1969) 9 P e4c=d o
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spare ,arts, thus effectively enuvancing iis military capa-
pility anu fire pover.

seeing the slow butu steady arms osuildup in Israel,
it was but natural fcr Egypt Lo fesl threatened and therefore
t0 look wowsrd her new ally (Usuu, for help. For strategle
in.eresis \as mentioned earliier, it became compulsory on the
»#irt of the nussians to hel, the Egyptlans by supplying them
readily with nevw arms. 1he purpose of ithe new arms ald was to
strengthen and updale Egypl's land, air and navai‘capability.

By the end of 1loby¥ aussia hac sent Lgypt 1L Miu-17
fishters and 6V li-ub bombers. BY iYd< approximately 1iu MiG-1i®
fi hiers were delivered. «eportedly an agreement was reached
beitween USSa and Bgypt in 1Y6u by which the former was to
supply MiG-2i fighters and 1u-15 bombers to Bgypt. These
supplies began from ivéec onwards. The a2 surface-t0-air
missile supplied in 1vw6< became integrat-d with the MiG-2i, in
an air defence role by 1986.14

In the field of armuur, Egypt haa acquired T-34
tank lamm alately after the Suez War, By 1960 it contracted to
buy approximaiely bu T-54 tanks from U3Sk; these were further
supplemented by T-bu tanks (with infra-red light) by 1963. By
1967 the Soviets sup,lied Bgypyt with heavy howitzers and long-
range rapld fire fleld guns of recent design. Along with these
there wa- an increase in Egypt's naval capability. The USSu

supplied E,y,t with 1. minesvwesyers, missile patrol boats,

14 For detail see, ivla., p,. 334,
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15
6 escort vessels, il submurines and 6 destiroyers, which

made the Egyptian navy quite cspuabie of playing a vital 1c¢le
not in the defence of Egypt ,coper but aigso in the Mediter-
ranean. 3ince lvbs, many Egyptlian pliots and officers were
trained in Uson and the aoviets technicians and mill.ary
advisers accompanied the arms suppiles to Bgypt to irain the
Bgyptians in dealing with modera weaponry and also tO main-
tain sophisticated equipment.

In Syria, meanwhile, a new group of (leftist) Ra'th
party had come to pover fo.lowing the coup d'etat of February 23,
lv66. From this time onwards U3SSa grew closer to 3yria and
declared that it shall not tolerate any interference in an
area £0 close to her southern border. The 8Syrians were not
only helped poiiticaliy by the udoviet attitude bur also gained
milivarily through <@oviet arms alki. Un 4 November 1986 Syria
also signed a mutual defencs pact with Egypt, so that the
latter may come to the help of the dyrians if they were attacked
by lsrael.

The Americans siding with the lsraelis and the
dussians backing up the Egypvians and the Syrians, once again
linked up the Arab-Israelii rivalry with the Super Power rivalry
in the regzlon. This escalaved the regional tension and was
thus reflectes in the arms transfers of the donor countries to

the recipient states. The US dependence on Israel was inereasing

during this jeriod, as nne of the 3uper Powers was trying to

1<) Ibid oy Pl 3&)-9.



76

create snother suitable and powerful ally for itself in the
region following the Greece-Turkey rivalry over Cyprus and
the growing disenchantment 0f these NATO partn@rs with ;he U3A.
The wboing of Turkey by US3K also decreased its importance as
a dependable ally in the eyes of the Americans, especlally since
the signing of the economic agreemernt between Turkey and USSa
in 1965.

lhe situation in early 1lv65 couid be summed up as
foliows. There was an increa:ing economic,polit ical and mili-
tary support to Israed from UsA. The Us-Bgzyytien relations
had further deteriorated due to high-banded policy of Dulles
eacriier and later on oOf rrvsident Johnson. Formation of a
unified Arab command was restricted by the political differences
among uthe Arab states, and Egyot's military engagement in Yemen
in support of the repubiicans. Isrsel was also guriang this
period golng through an economic and political crisis. “lsrael
needed a war, not onliy in fulfilment of its central dream of
expansion but, moro so, to malntain the integrity and cohesive-

ness of the young state and the continued lo,alty and support of
18
the diaspcra Jews."

Israel unleashed an attack on the Jordanian village of
As-Samou on 13 hovember 19653. This was done asg a reprddsal

against the increasing Falestinian guerillia act ivities in the

18 See Mahmoud fiad, 1he Struggle for Peace in the
Middle Eagt \london, 1v8l,, p« 17.
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Israecli border areas. The tension was further escalated when
on 7 April 1v6?, israel launched an ailr strike against the
3yrians, destroying six of their Mils. The concentration of
the Israell forces on the 3yrian border and Igraell Chief of
gtaff, Yitzhak sabin's statement that Israel would carry out

a 4lghteninyg attack against 3yris, occupy Damascus, overthrow
the regime there and come back,erought about the Bgyptian
resyonse Of massing its fcrces in Sinal so that Israeli pre-
ssure on 3yria should decrease. Asg a further check to Israsli
intent ions, Bgypt promulgated a law banning the passasge of
Israell ships and strategic material through the Gulf of Agaba.

The details of the prelude to the June War are too well known
to be repeated here.

Factlon of interests which affected the role of
Super Powers iu this region, during the 167 orisis are as
follows: Because Of the Soviet yenetration in the area, the
western oriented govecrnments iike Israeld had bewne increa-
singly important to the United States. ouring this period
Soviet military aild had been concentrated in Egypt, Syria and
lraq - the three countries which represented the greatest threat
to Israel's securiuvy.

During 1987, lsrael expected the United States to
neutralize the chances of Sovilet interference only, as it 414
not need military help from USa, since it was capable of dealing
with the Arabs militarily. A statemsnt was made by the Israell

17 Ibido’ pe 17 .



8

rremier lLevi Bshkol on 17 April 18967, that Israel would rely
primarily on her own army and that 1s why it should be strong
as they had spent much more money on arms in proporticn to
the population.

The British deyendence on Arsb oil made it difficult
for them to stand againstu these countries openly as their in-
fiuence wés slowly declining. selations with Egypt had been
severely strained over Yemen and officially broken over
Qritish act ion against sahodesia. Though concerned for Israel,
the Britigh could not commit themselves to iel Aviv ag British
interests in the Middie East became more dependent on Arabd
acceptance. The Americans were hesitant in involving them-
selves in the region for fesr of amother 'Vietnam'. Forcing
the Gulf of aqaba blockade would have infuristed Nasser and
led to deterioration of relations and economic retaliation by
the “"progressive" Araba.

. During this period the Soviet policy was characterized
by qualified support for Egyui and Syris, accompanled by
cautious movemenis of Soviet navwel forces in the Mediterranean.
Since they dia not want a confroantation with the USa, the
Soviets asked Nasser 'not to fire the firsc shot’.ls

The massing of Egy.tian army in Sinai and the closure
of the Gulf of Aqaba was inierpreted by lsrael as an act of
wak, for the waterway was as a lifelline by lsrasl. Bulk of
iuts oil and other strategic raw material passed through that

rassage. The growlng tension, the removal of Uafk, the massing

lb Ibido, j). 36.
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of Arab armies oniiis frontiers anc the Strong Arab propaganda was
used by lsrael as a justification to launch a pre-emptive

strike against Bgyyt on b June 1867, foilowed by attacks against
Jordan and syria. In this attack the Egy.tian air force was
neut ralized on the ground 1itself. Jome sources have acmitted
that the lsraell attack had be~n expected and the only reason
for the ca.astrophe was lack of co-ordination and command in
the Bgyy.tiazn air force. Similarly, the misinformation supplied
by Marshal amer about the readiness and capability of the army
was reporteuly resyonsible for the relaxed atiituce of the
military yianners. Thus the lsraell offensive caught them

19
unawares and they were comgietely routed.

On 6 June, Indis and ¥rance sponsored a draft reso-
lution in the U.N. caliing for imnedlate ceasefire. vwhile
20Vi6t Union and sowe other countries su.ported the resolution,
the Unlted JStates Oy ycsed any relerence to lsraeli withdrawsl
and continued employing pressure and delaying tactics. Israel
weanwbile kept on iivs miliiary operations till the 1V June till
it had consolidated itg position in the 3inai, the west Bank and
the Golan he ights.

The sussians were alarmed at the attriticn rate (50sx) of
the Soviet suprlied mircraft. One of the reasons given for
the poor show of the nussian egquigment 1is that it had not been
modif ded for desert warfare. The Soviets became increasingly

involved in the Syrian-Ilsraeli conflict after the all-owt

1 1Ibid., Ppe 23-50.
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I1sraeli offensive against the Syrilans in the Golan Helghts.
The .ussians "accused lsrael of violaiing the ceasefire reso-
ilutdon at the U.is. ... that unless lsrael unconditionally and
imnediately ceaseu operations against Sy;ria, Usdy. foresaw
confroutaL§on and «.. WOuld Lade necessacy act ion including
military ."du The SovieiLs were worried apout their image in
the Arab world, as vheir aily's defeat would reduce thelir
credibility. prooably for this very reason umussian advisers
remained in the frontline artillery ,ositions under Israeli
at tack.

Chances of Uu 1niervention on behalf of lgrael de-
creased radically since there was no ov-rt 3oviet move to inter-
vene ana also sin.e the war was shoit -l 1ived, declsive and
largely confined vo land-air engagements. The Super rowers
tacit ly agreed 1o attemyt to restrain the antagonists anc to
avold direct invoivement. The only element of uncertainty was
that the Super FPowers nau no firm agreement to keep out of the
conflict,

Followiug the six-d.y war the uoviet Unlon increasec
its arms supplies L0 LEyy.t ana Syria, while Usa increaged its
arms supplies o Israel. The French under de Gaulle changed
their policy towards the Middle East. They not only imposed an
arms embar;o on lsrael, but also suppylled Mirage fighters to

Lebation. The weagon 10sses Of 2il the countries were replaced

v J. T. Howe rigis: 3ep iower and Glohal Politics
in g;1§gug_’Ag_gM'%xv‘:.La;ssacnusetcs, 1971), pe 103,
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by their respective comors. ihough the repiacements were
often of a better quality than the yrevious wveapons.

Jordan was hardpressed for replacement as US had
im,osed an embarso on weapon transfer to it. kussia wvas
willing to supply arms to Jordan but King Hussein refused.

When hardpressed by bis aimy ofiicers, and fearing a revolit,
Hussein once agaln appyealed to U3A and Uh for arms. His visit
to Moscow in Octooer iyG7 forced the Americans to resume sup-
rlies of minor articles and spyare parts. Afraid of the
increasing doviet interest in Jordan, the American tried to
check it by signing a new arms saies agrecment with .{ordan
wbich provided fos the suppdy of tanks and aircx‘aft.61

After the 19G7 War, the Bgy.tlan began to rebuild
theirAmilitary capability with the hely of doviet Union. Within
2 year the war of attrition intengified gieatly. In reply to
the Bgy,tlan artillery bacrages across the Suez Canal, the
lsraelis carried out zir strike into the Rgyytian interior
with the helpcdt the $ky Hawk and Phantom fighter bombers newly
acauired from the USA. "4n desperation rresident Nasser
begged thé Soviet union 1o take over Egypt's air defence itselfy
m3sian exgerts arrived to set up and man a screen of SAM
missiles sites on vthe ground amd aussiaggyilots Joined EBgyp: ian

ones in patroliing Egypiian air s.ace."

<l For details see voliai, rhe Third World: Trade in
Major Weapops (1lv6u/6Y), p,e 61-84.

o2 vavid Hirst ano lrene 3eeson, Jadat (.ondoa, luBl),
po alo
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The Soviet unicn starteud its suguply ol men and equi,-
ment frow Februsry 1¥?.. 4he uew traasfer of Soviet arms
coasisted of 8u MiG-2l inverceptors; <7 vattalions of surface-
to-air missiles (8aM,; banks of cleciroanic ecuipm~nt to counter
that carrieu by the enemy intrucers and four MiG-20 high altl-
tude recon.aissance aircraft and the crew tec man them; in all
two Soviet alr force brigades and an air defence division.ga
By April iv7., the Soviets were fuily operational but thrir
role was defensive and they operated over defined areas of the
country only.

aelieved from pressure, the Bgyptians .tarted bu:luing
upy their military capabliit, as the SiMs hau neutralized the
israeli airforce to a large extent. The aussian presence helped
48 a moral booster to the EBgy,ti:n pzii0ts who had tad 2 uouble
(lvbad, 1wd/, experlence. 1i enablea them to traln, become
more experlenced sv as 1o match Lhe su,erios craft of the lgraslis.
By 1971 the wussians were reportedly operatiang 3U%5 of the MiG-&Eis
and <vp of Fhe S4Ms anc maintaining most of their electronic
equ\iyments-d‘l

The Egypytian had started laying more stress on the Saks
for air def nce role. Though effective, the 3AM-2 and $i\M-3 were

nol mobile and had to remain in static position hich limited

23 saad El Shazly, Ihe crossing of Suez: The October
War_(1973;, (London, 198U), p. 18.

2% Ibido,po - VI
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their area of performance. Out of Egypt's 80LL,0CU strong
army, only bu-bo per cent were fleld 1ro0ops as the rest were
stationed tc guard the vital instaliations., Only the
Bgyptian navy cousd be said to have deen stronger than that
of the lsraelis. It gainea mure fire-powsr sfter the Soviet
suppdy of AUkan missile boats - which had proved its effective-
ness by sinking the Israeli destro&er '£ilat' on 21 October 1vwa7.

Isravs not only had a gualiiative superiority over
Eg¥pt dn airforee and ihe army, but its navy too was adequate
for its needs. 1t had im its possession 12 SHAAR vessels from
France, and built their own okuwhEF class boats in Haifa., It
was a missile boat, carryldng 7 Gabriel missiles and was the
Israeli response to the Bgyptlan KOMAR., (Israel also indi-
genousiy bullt a light fighting vessel DiBU, which carried
torpedo tubes and machine guns). Despite its qualitative super-
lority the Bgy,.tian navy was neutralized, since 1t could not
operate without adequate air cover, and waé always valneradble
to lsrael's air strikes.

The Syrian losses Of 1lu67 were also replaced by the
Soviet Union. 1he dyrians aise trieu 10 apyroach to West
(1968, and t¢ China (lY¥éYy) for arms. irsobably it was g method
of pressurizing the Sovieis into selling them advance weagon
systems. B8ut Syria nad L0 depend uit lmately upon the West for
its weayons. Within a year it received from the Soviet Union
arms worth spproximately s3uu miilion. -About 1Wo Soviet
advisers and technicians arrived in Syria. The Soviets bombers

~2ldd vislus to Syria, and the Kussians supervised the construct ion
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of navad facilitles in bataqua and iartous - useful for both
the Syrian, ana the @»0viet uavy Operating in the Mediter.anean.
By 1¥?v, 3yria was LOtally dependent upon U3S« for
its milivary hardware. Among the supplles received were 175
late model M1G-2is and SU-7 fighter bombers, and 85 MiG-.1Z8
fighters; Lbu-dW tanks, over luv armoured personnel carriers,
4V fleld guns and mobile rocket launchers; 40 SA4-2 3aM missiles;
two minesweepers, 6 hOHAu-clags missile patrol boatg sng 12
motOr torpedo boals. Another miiitary ald agreement was signed
with Us8a in 1971 for 3t aircraft anc twenty two helicopters.
But in spite of all ibis, the Syrian forces remained of poor
quality partliy because of the legacy of the eight major
coup d'etatg in Syria, wi.ich had seriously damaged its military
elite.
The induction of large-sgscade of new arms in Hgypti and
8yria on one hand and lsrael on the other, as well as the war
of attrition between Bgyp. and lsrael threatened to invoive even
the.super Powers mol only becauss of active U3 support to lIsraeld
but also becaus¢ of the airect Soviset military presence in Egypt.
Such a confrontation woula have seriously harmed the growing
deterte and the SALI negotiations going on between USA and USSk
at that time. A way had to be found to contain the situat lon
with the help of Super Power dislogue. The attempgt at bdbringing

25 soger F. rajak, 1pe Soviet Syriap Military Aid

W®lationshi in Aone Sinai and Atten sollacikk, edS.,
The Syrian arab_sepubiig (New York, 1976), Pp. 87-98.
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peace to this region through the initiative of the U3 aectetary
of Jtate Willism uogers, and his peace plan, vere initially

met with faillure as Israel rejecied theam in Yecember iv6v. But
finally through Super rPower co-operation a ceasefire was
orought about by August 1v7V and the actual fighting stopied
till it was renewed with the October War.

Throughout this pericd, the pattern of dependency
followed by different states of the region were varylug. Israel
while operating within the framework of unipolar dependency of
the West had shifted from Ui and France to U34d as the prime
Jonor of arms aid. In the Arab World, the unipolar dependency
of Jordan and Saudi Arabla on the West continued, while Egypt,
Syria. and Iraq were largely dependent upon the Soviet Union.
This model of Egyptian dependency was tO continue even under
Sadat till 1974 when Egypt broke off with the USSR after the
October War and under the pressure of Kigsinger's diplomacy.
Bgypt then went back to its unigolar dependency of the UWest.
These dramatic alignments during decade 19Y64-74 were conditioned
not only by the fury of the Arab-lsrasli conflict-and Great Power
supyort’to the W reglonal frisnds but also by the enhanced

strategic importance of the Med iLterranean for the super Fowers.
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aVEWS ING THE CPTION3 - 3ADAT FOLICY

Emergence of Sadat

The emergence of Sadat after the death of Nasser,
saw the former delink himself gradually from the Nasserite
formula of continuing confrcecutation betyeen Egypt and
Israel under the framework of Pan-Arabism. He sought to
delink the two aspects; Pan-Arsbism including support for
the ralestinian cause ani his desire to regain the liost terri.
Lory of Egypt throwh poiritical negotiations with Israel.
While maintaining his Pan-Aréap .oscure he initlated a dislogue
with Israel under the auspices of the U3A. This shift aiso
highlighted Sadat's new look at Egypt's relations with the
Super Powers. "Sadat and the informat ion media under him
seriously doubted the willingness of the Soviet Union to
gupport Bgypt against Igsrael in the context of the newly
emerging detente between the Super Powers. In the light of
this new orientation in its foreign policy, theiSadat rez ime

started its search for new options after 1871."
Sadat was of the opinion that if Egypt broke away
from the Soviet Union, then the USA might be convinced into

pressurizing Israel to negotiate and thus take Egypt out of

the ‘no war - no peace' situaivion. By breaking away from

i he to Singh, “Egyutian Non-Aiignmermt,” lnternational
Studies (Ghaziabad,, VvOi. 2u, nos, l-z, 1980,
Ppe 32-3-‘- i

86



87

dussia, Sadat also saw an opportunity to win over the support
of tracitional Arab states, like Saudi Arabia, which would
yrovide him with an wdditlonal leverage vis-a-vis America
and also furnish Bgypt economical relief, The oil was galn-
ing unprecedented importance during this period and thus,
Arab oil-proaucing couniries heid a powerfui leverage over the
wWwest which was mostly dependent uyon the aprab ¢il for its
economic and industrial growtth

By delinking ‘Lf frcm the Soviet Union, Bzypt could
also initiate an open-ut v 0. y and thu., attract inv: str.oots
oot only from the pro-Wesivern arab staves but aiso from the
West_itself. Thus, these ; vceplions of Sadat made Bgypt gra-
dually return to the unipolar dependency, as opposed to the
dependency pattern foliowed by Bgyyt under Nasser. In the ini-
tial phase, esgecially from 1v7¢-72, Sadat despite his
intentions to break away from the ussian influence, was foreced
to malntain a pro.Soviet stance. This was essential since
sadat needed time to establish his regime, and at the game tinme
to weed out the pro-Hagser and pro-Soviet elite from power,

when the ceasefire oetween Bgypt and Israel was about
t0 expire on 7 tebruary 1¥7l, Sadatl proclaimed that he woulid
renew the ceasefire for three more months if Isriel gave a
aefinite time-table for withdrawal of its fouces from the BEast
bank of the Suez. Bvea the arrival of wunnar Jarring, the Ui

mediator could not influehnce the lsraelis into making any
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o
concess ions. @adat stated that the Americans were continulng

the same policy of helping lsrael but not forcing it to come
to a negotlated sesttilement.

ln an attempyt to wean the United States away from
its commitment to lsrael, 3adat sought to put diplomatic
pressure by once again approaching the Soviet Union. But this
attempt of ~adat falled as dichard Nixon, the United States
Fresident, refused to submit to thig pressure tactic.3 But
at the same t.ime the Americans vere worried about the escala-
ted arms airlift by the US3a to Egypt - which in the long run
might lesd to a confrontat ion beiween the Supyer Powers them-
selves.

Neither Ezypt nor lsrael were prepared to acéept each
other's terms for a ceasefire and a solution of the border
problen. whatever pressure the Americans tried Lo put over
Israel, was oveb-ruled by the counierpressure created by mobiliz-
ing public opinion in the domestic politics of America by the
Zionist lobby.

The status quo of 'nOQwary no peace' was proving to be

a cogtly phenomenon to Bgypt. While the war of attrition was

P William B. Guandt, "The Arab-lsraeli Conflict in
American Foreign rolicy", in Itamar hobinovich and

Baim Shaked, eds., From June to October (New Jersey,
l878/ ) Po 17.
Ibid vy pp « 17 —240

For details see: Shimon Shamir, "Nasser and Sadat,
196 -1873, Approaches to the Crisis®, in ltamar

nabinovich and Halm Shaked, eds., From Jupe to October
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copstantliy dnainibg men anmdmeterial, nothing positive was
emerging out of it, while at the same time it was demoraliz-
ing the military. At this junciure the Egyptian opinion

was that the Soviet Union was the oniy power which had the.
capacity and the will to help Egypt‘in liberating her lost
territories. Bgy.t needed more Soviet arms for crgating 3

' credible' capability for armea confrontation -~ if so peeded
for starting a poiitical dialogue.

As a momopoly supplier USSn controlled the release of
arms to the Bgyptians. A major reason for this was that the
wussians wanited to preveut an acms race in the region and
com rol the courge of events in West ~gsia and at the same time
avoid a confroantation with the Uniteu States. In return of
cheap and speedy uelivery of arms with no strings attached, Lh-~
Bgyrllang were prepared to offer milicary facilities to the
Soviet. if 4t dicu not cauge the Egy,..lams any nindrance.

In May 1971 the Sovmet}Union aprlroached the Egyyt iaus
for axpanding the doviet naval facilities qt Alexsndria and
Mersa Matrouch, where they wanteu to station a Soviet fighter
brigade. The «aussians also wanted to build two radar statlions,
both at the Eést and the West side of the bagse. The Rgy,.tians
thought that this was more of a political than a military
request, and offered a compromise. They sgreed to grant naval
faciliities to the Soviet Unilon ,rovided the sussians were pra-
pared to defend the Egyptian air gpace from Alexandria to the
Libyan frontier. lhey further demanded that the doviet brigade

Tlewamyg
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ghould be put under Egy,tdan high command and the Soviet
fighter pilots were Lo be reglaced as 3000 as Egypt had enough
plious of her own. As Lhe Bgypllans were demanding more than
what the aussians were prepareg to rigKk, there was no agree-
ment ana Lalxs came Lo all ena.
1o pressurize the united Stales to medlute beiweea
Egyyt and lsraei, and aiso at the same lime tO reagsure the
Bgyptian ,ro-3oviet elite that by removing All Sabry from
yower sadat had not severeu tles with Udud, Egypt signed a
Treaty of Friendshlp with the Soviet Union.on 27 May 1971.
To the Western observers this stey made Jada'. a staunch Soviet
ally, for even Nasser had not taken su.h an extreme step to
show solidarity with the USSx. This treaty, which came into
force from 1 July 1971, contalned militafy implications for
ooth the parties in srticles 7, 8 and 9.0 By signing the
Treaty of Friendship, sadat's strategy was “to'xeep and stuseng-~
then over redations with the Soviet union uniil we have build
a modern and powerfui country both economically and militarily."
In 1¥71, Lthe je.r of decision, Sadat was jlaying a
very complex game. While malntaining a arms-defence ralation-

ship with the s0viet Union he was also very keen to enlis. US

5 Saad el Shazly, The Crogsiug of Suez; The October
Mar, 1¥73 (London, luByu), ppe. 7172,

For detalls see Jingiigne 1y pe 320,
ShaZly’ De b’ }.‘- 720
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help 10 soive the Bgyyt-lsr-ell crisis. 1his ied o his ini-
tiative Lo engage the United States, under the soger's Plan,

to medizte between Bgy,t and lsrael., Many attempts were made
by Bgyyt Lo bring about a peaceful soliution, but Israel's
haroline approach served as n obstacle towards a negotiated
setilement. In an effort 10 pliease the United 3tates and other
pablties concerned ¥adat wls even prepared TO concede (o0 several
lsraell deménas provived Lhat Egypt could recover 8inai.8
soser himself haa remarkea .vat "EgspU hau made a major conces-
sion 4n February when it agreed ihat 1L would enwer inlo a

fo.wal peace treaty with lscael, something which ali Arab states
)
haa avoided in the past."

After the faliuve of wovers Lo dring avout a peace
seb tlement uadat tried 10 use Lhe new Us Secretiry of 3tate,
Josuph 31is5¢c0,y in 197172 Lo Open a fresh diadogue with Igrael.
But the terms and condit dons put by 4srael were not acceptable
to Bgyst, as it would have allenated Egypt from the Aradb world
since a constant lsraell demand was to delink Egypt lan-lsraeld
negotiations from the broader Arab-israeli conflict. v

The idea of a peaceiul settlement and America's help to

achieve it, might have crosseu Sadat's mind when Henry Kissinger

& For details see Mahmoud niad, 1g§ Struggle for Peace in
Middie Bast (Loudou, ivbl), ppe 1B57-cU6.
) John Builock, Lhe Maxipg of War; ihe Middle &gst from

1v@87 to .73 (Lonaon, 1u¥74), .. &7.

lb 3ee Qinbh’ (¢ l’ v 3‘80
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said that the American goal was to ‘exgel' ithe .ugsians out of
Bgypt. 1his US perception ana the Saudi influence might have
motivaied Sadat Lo experiment with the idea of removing the
nugsians, in order tv gain the confidence and ailay the fears
of the Unilied S$tates. But even now, Sadat was carefully watch-
ing the tucrn of events in the lndo-Pak war of 1u71l. The
resulting Indian viciory (with Soviet mili;ary aid) might have
puc.in;o his mind ithe thought that if thetgoviet Union sincersly
wanted, it eould grovide E.ypt with arms necessary for winning
her next armed conflict with lsrael,

In July iv7l, it was finalized by the Egyptian ﬁigh
Comuand L¢ yu ahezd with arms bulldup, specifically keeping in
mind the planned of fensive on lsrael.ll The Soviet Union was
taken into coanfddence over this matter and a formigable list of
arms required by ithe Bgyptlan forces was presehted to tkem. The
arms deald which materialized iu vctooer 1v71 included: 1u TU-16
oombers with air-to-surface m.s8slles (range of 90 milessj 1LV
Miv.2lim, out of these bu were Lo be delivered before the end
of ilu71; v MiG-29, to De suprslied in 1972 with Soviet pillots
to man them till iLhey could be replaced by trained Rgyptian
pilots; one brigade of mobile (uadrat (3AM-6) missileg; one
battalion of Z4v mm mortar; 3 rMP bridges etc.

Besldes supplying Egypt with the above mentioned equip-:
ment, the Uds. was also requirea to help Egyyt to manufacture

the D-3V lcv ma gun; <4 mm twin-barelled ant i-aircraft gun;



ud

Ak agutomatic rifle and okG anti-tank rocket launchery as well
well és,the manufacture of ammunition for all the above men-
tioned weapons. The iHussians were required 1o 8/t up spare
pults factories for the aircrafus, and manufacturing un}ts for
units for nadar (3-15, and tank radios (a~-l2d, i-124;.

The Americans objected to the Egyytian acquisition of
the TU-16 bomber, as it was a weapon system capable of being
used against ships - and ithat 4t was a musslan ploy to intro-
dguce it in the area for their own interest in the Bastern Mediter-
ranean region. Sadat Jékingly retorted to the American fear
that 'Bgypt had no inteniion of waging war on the United Stategé

The joviet reluctance to furnigh SCUD, surface to
surface missile, MiG-23 ;nterceptors and TU-22 supersonic
bombers ied Lo a squabble between Sada. and the sussians, in
which the former was able to retl most of the demands fulfilled.
A feeling had emerged that the Soviet Union did not want to
supply what it had promlsed, and also tbét the sussians were
setting more out of the deal than the Egyptians. in the army,
the feeling was the stiongest. The wpresence of Zu,L00 Soviet
advisers was a coustant source ©f friction for the Bgyptian
@military officers.

Egypt was hardpressed for an enhanced military capa-

bility. Sadat wanted that Bgypt should be self-gufficient and

12 1b1d 0, p' 78.
13 Ibld.,' Pe 80.
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capable of producing mocern armament and electronic equip-
ment . Britain and France had shown interest to cooperate
with Egypt in this field. As Sadal knew that it would be
impossible tc get hely from the Western countries till the
Soviets were in Bgypt, his move to remove the sugsians might
have been tO assure France and Britain also that he was not
totally tied up with the Soviet Union.

On 8 July 172 Sadat informed the Soviet ambassador
of his degision of expelling the &u, WL Soviet advi.ers within
two dayse. IThe expulsion of the 30viets from Egypt was supe
pOsed to 0@ u signal to the Vnited Staves and lsrael that
$adat was prepared tO sacrifice sussia to come under the uni-
polar dependency of the West, prcvid;d that the United States
came forward to help Egypt.

Though the Soviet expulsion was made to look like a
rebuff against the Soviet inabiiity to suyply advanced wea-
ponry to Egypt, It could also have be'en a premeditated and a
well-planne& move.lb By 1972 8adat's and Sadek's public criti.
cism of the Soviet Union had increased in intensity. “Sadek's
hostility to communism blinded him 10 the distinction between

cozmunisw as an ideology and the doviet Union as a Super Fower

14 See David Hirst and Irene Beeson, 3Sadat (Llondon,
1vBl), pp. icv-36.

16 loda o py. L9/-B., 1n 1¥71, aogers had sug.ested
to Sadat that i1f mussian presence in Egypt was
reduced then America might come in to help. This
hint was repeated by rrince sultan of SalddinArébia.
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with national and global intercsis ... (and, the strategic
fact of Soviet indispensabiiity to E@ypt.ls

iThe removal of the Soviet aavisers and technlclans
left a huge gap in the Egy.tian military capability. Some
hizhly sophisticated weapon systems and electronic equiphent
like the four KiG-203 (used for reconnaissance,; Smalta (elec-
tronic devices used for jamming §§3§ 8:M's of Israel; Taken
(elect ronic devices used for Jjamming enemy's radar transmission),
plus the soviet electronlc reconnaigsance ard jJamming scuadron
were withdrawn by the Soviets. The guadrgtISAM system was very
esgent ial for vhe Eyyptian air defence and, therefore, the
Soviets were requested unsuccessfully to stay behind.

By this time 9adat was feeling insecure, He was sus-
pecting that hig regime was being undermined anc that the
sugs ians did not want Ezypt Lo go Lo war. The detente between
USA and Usdsd. had eroded the tensions of the Cold War. Jadat |
probably felit that ihe Joviet Union wanted Bgypt tO reach a
peaceful solution 30 that it wight not be dragged into a direct
coafrontation with the USA.17 But that percey.tion was not
correct. The woviets were adamant that the detents would not
affect thelr relations with Hgypt, and that they would keep on
supporcigg Egypt and keep on supplying her with the required

weapons.
16 2ee ShaZly’ lie Uy po 34
17 lbid oy Po llv,

]B lbm.’ Yo BU.
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The expulsion of the sussiansg might hive also served
two other purpcses. Firstly it relixed .he enemy (Israel)
which thought that without the “oviet pre.ence Bgypt would toiter.
gecondly, with the Soviets out of the way Egypt ccould wage a
war with lsrael without direct doviet interference - arising
out of thelr presvnce - L0 wage «r coailrol the conflict.

Though Sadat had publicly ex,elled ithe Soviet techni-
cians, he stilil nevaed the Soviel suyyort eliher as an in-
ceniive to the UaA to initlate di,lomat ic moves or if that
falled Lo break the deadlock by resorting to force of arms.
ihus, it is not surprising thst even after ex.elling the Soviets,
Jadat went to them again, this time only for arms - despite
his fear that the sdusslans were a poiitical threat to him, both
in 4internal and exiernal affairs.

Ip October 1972 and early 1973 the Egyptians and the
Mugsians once agsin made an attempt at rebuilding their rela-
tions. Egypt was desperate for sophisticated armaments and the
soviet Uniop want:d to retain the facilities provided for its
Bastern Me diterranean fleet al lFersa Matrouh and Alexandria,
though sig;e July iy72 the use of Mersa Matrouh had drop,ed off
slightly. Sadat al:0 indicated that the Soviets could cont lnue

to use these naval facilitises.

1o Jesse W, lewis Jry I ratepdc 3alance ip the
Meditercanean (wWashington, 1978,, p. 67.

2V See Jon D.ulassman, arms for_ the arfgbg: The 3Joviet
Upion and ¥ar in_the Middie East (Saltimore, 1976),

bo 5.
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A ney agreement was reached between the Scviet Union
and Bgypt in February-March Y73 under which the Soviets were
to supply Bgypt with one squadron of MiG-23 fighters, one

brigade of /-17E (8CUL, surface to surface missile, 4oLy BMP

(mechanized infamry combat vehicles), 5U MALOTKA (SAGGE.)
ant i-tank gulded weagon System, one LUADSAT (SAM-6) brigade
and field artillery inciuding 18. mm gun. &Reportedly Soviet

Union also supplied Bgypt with 31uaEid (shoulder fired 3AMs).
The Soviet Unlon al.o agreed to send back the Mii-26 recorrais-
sance and electronic counter-measure squadron consisting of
four aircraft that had been withdrawn eariier.

shoush the sgyutilans were able Lo salvage their mili.
tary supply problem, the departure of the sussians from Byyyt
seriously affected the latter's air defence system. Although
Egyptdans hagd absorbed most of the 3ah bailtalions, they could
not bring out enough pilots to man the ¥iG-21s. For solving this
problem of fighter pilots, Bgy.t appsioached .he Democratic de-
public of Korea and met with some success. In June 1973 the
Korean pilmts ar.sived in Egypt and became fully operational by
July 1973, and even though they were a smgil force of 2¢ pilots
only, they put up a splendid performance.
The Ogtoher Ygr

Despite repeated attempts and signais to the United
brates and lsrael to resolve the border issue, Sadat met with

failure as lsrael kept t0 its hard-line approach. Therefore,

21 aee Shazlyy he Oy peo 6V,
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in order to break this impasse of ‘oo wal, 00 peace', and to
bring the issue to a Juacture where both, lsrael and UsA couid
oot sit quietly, sadat proceeded with a calcuiated escalation
of the confiict. LEgypt, after deliveraie planning and prepa-
ration in coliusion with Syria, iaunched a Xe-empiive strike
across vhe Suez and the Golan Heights against Israel. In the
history of Arab-lsraeli armed confilict this was the first
instance when 4rab statis had attacked first wiﬁh premeditated
planning and with some success. The military capabilitles of
Egypte, Syrigzand Israel on the eve of the October 1973 war were

28 follows:

22 Ailicvary Strength of Bgypt, Syria and Israel, Oct 1973
Eorges Ezypt gyria Igrael
Army PV VIV 0 . 120, UL £75,00v (on mobilizat don)
2 armoured divisions ¢ armoured divisions 10 armoured brigades
3 mechanized infan- < lnfantry divisions v mechanized brigades
try divislons 1l armoured origade v infantry brigades
b infantry divisions 1 mechanized brigade & parachute brigades
¢ independent di4fan. 1 infantry brigade 3 artillery brigades
tigibedgades 2 commando brigades Approx. ly7uLy medium
1 ail.borne brigade i1 recon:ualissance tenks including 4W
battalion M-48, 25U Ben Gurion,
1 parachute brigade J .arachute battaiion 6V0 Centurion, 2W
3 artiisery brigades 7 artiliery reglments lsherman and Super
<6 commaLa0 oabtitalion 1< SAM bat teries with Sherman, 100 T1, 100 M.
3V J$-3 hy tanks dld-2 ana SA-3 6V,
i, 350 TH4/55 tanks 3V J3-3 hy tanks
' luu 1 .82 tanks 24V T-34 tanks WO AFV, including AML.¢
20w BTd-4u W Ze544851mediun lb-AML.Su; S tag hound
Bian-6Up, Blabup, tanks armoured cars;
01-64 and BTu-152 76 8U-1UW &P guns 1000 ¥M-2 and M- 3 halfw
1V SU-1w and JN- 1w FE-76 I, tanks teackss
152 8p guns 1W0U0 BT g-bK/80u,

Bl d.152 APC
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The crossiug of the Suez Canal was a complete success

as the Israells vere caught by surprise.

Bgyytian planning

and innovaiive approach helped it in blasting through the

socalied imyregnable Bar Lev line across the suez.

(previous footnote contds)

760 ldc mimy ldy mm
and lﬁé am guns
4y 2V3 am howitzers
oW &7 nm, 85 mam
and 1w mm ATK juns
SulAbrPEn ATGW
24 FuDG-3 88M
Some FnlOU~7 SSM
1w SAMLLT 8SM
L3Uagded ur AA guns
L3U=bT-2 or AA gUNS
SA -7 STstsLA $AM
regerves: SuL,W0

16 ,ULL (includ ing
coast guard)
8 ‘W' clags sub~
malr ines
6 'a' clasg sub~
marines
O destyroyers
4 @scorvs
1l corvette
12 201 submarine
chasers
iU fleet micesweepers
12 inshore mine -~
sweepers
le '03A' class patrol
boats with 'Suyx’
SSM
7 'KOMAR' class pat-
rol bosts with
'3Lyx' S3M
38 MIB
14 landing craft

Some 1<« mm, idv @mo

and 1oz mm guns
Some ATGW.

37 mm, 57 aa
80 ma and 1V mm
Anti-Alrcraft guns
S4-2, SA-3 and
3A-7 STuELA

SAMS

2,000 personnel
3 'T-43' class mine-
sSweepers
¢ 'CH' class
slbmar ine chasers
< (oastal bPatrol
vesseds
'alman' and 'Vaa’
clags F¥B with
'Styx' SSi
12 motor torpedo
boat s

But the

45V M-113 APCs
35y howitzers including
1W mm, 1556 nm and some
175 mm SP how.
166 mm how. on Shergan
chagsisy
9L 124 mm and 160 om
mortars on AMX chassis
120 mm guns and how.
130 mam guns
SV 9Umm SP ATk guns
and jeep mounted recolles
riflds
COBdi and mobile S8 10/11
AT GUWs
3w 2umm, 3lmm, 4umm
Anti aircraft guas
deserves 18¢,wUW0

5,06 (on mobiligation)

5 Subnmarire s

1l dest royer

1l 'aBE3uol' class FiB
with ' gabriel' 8sM

12 'SAAN' class riB
with 'Gabriel' 8sSM
9 #4iB

23 small patrol boats
vy landing craft
3 Nkaval commnandes
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leraeli armed forces soon recovered from the shock and halted

the Bgyptians a fow kilometires beyond the Suez Canal in the

Sinai before they could reach the passes.

pass, and was pianned 0 hold on there.

(previous footnote comtd.)

Adr Forge

232

a3

nel nel
2b Tu-15 'Badger'
medium bombers
b 1l-28 'Beagdle!
light bombe rs

20w M4G, Yak and
L-2Y trainers
50 11-14 light
transports
2V An-lc medium "
190 Mi.l, Mi.
Mi-5 and Mi-8
helicopters
14y BAM sitcs each
having 6 8Sa-2,
GA-J and some
SA-6 launchers

306 Zhe i
38.

Shazly, ne 4, pe i65.

iv,uw person-

Soue ld-eB ilght
bombe rs

80 MiG.1l7 fighters
ground attack

21v MiG-24 ‘Fishe aircraft
bed' imterceptors J3u SU-7 fighter-
8v SU-7 'Fitter! bombers
fighter bombers 2w Mig-21 inter-
-lGUL MiG-17 'Fresco' cegtor
fighter bombers 8 Il-14 trausports
3 C~47

5V hellcopters
including 4 Mi-1,
8 Mi.4e, and
22 M1-8

73-

The Egyytian attack had limited o%%ecuve, up to Mitla
But Egyptlan Minister

2V ,UW personnel (on
mo bil izat don

12 Vautour 1light
bombers

9b F4E flghter/
bomber/ interceptor

& Mirsge 111 B/C
fighter-bomber-
interceptor

160 A-4FE/H Skyhawk
fighter bombers

24 Barak fighters

18 Super Mystere B.2
interceptors

8 RF-4AF reconnalssanc
aircraft

23 Mystere IV 4
fighter bombers

30 Ouragan FB

85 Magister trainers

1V Stratocruilser

transports

2uv Noratlas, transpor

1V C-47 transports

2 C-13UE transports

12 3uper Frelon heliw
copiers

1z (H.b3 G helicopter

20 AB-Z00A "

&b UHelv lroguois "

5 Aloutte II

iv 34M batteries with
6V BAkhs

ihe pilitgry Ba y The Institute
for Strategic Studles (London, 1¥73), pye. 3132, 33,
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of War, lsmail, reportedly pressed his military commanders to
move on further thus exposing the Egyptian army to Israell
air attacks as the Egyptian SAM umbrella could not provide air
cover over the extended area of combat. The Israelis fully
utilized the oppoatunity provided by the thinly spread out
Bgyptian army. A determined lsraeli counter-offensive led
by Areil 3haron crossea the Suez Canal near lake Bitter and
gucceeded in totally cutting off the Egypiian Third Army.
Israel was not militarily wesk in any aspect during
the 1v73 war. In January Lv71 the Ud Congress had authorized
oW million as miiitary assistance w0 lsrael. The ald pack-
age had included 15 Fhantoms and 1b Skyhawks, Shrike air to
surface mis.illes and Walieye gilde bombs for use againsgt 3als,
8L tanks including M-8us etc. Lhese supplles were suspended
after the breaikdown of Jarring talks. After Prime Minister
Golda Melir's visit to US in becember 1971, Us agresd to supply
Israel with 8¢ Skyhawk bombers and 42 FPhantoms. These werae
delivered during 197< and lw7Jd. In March 1lv73 the United
States agreed to sell an addit ional 48 Phantoms and 36 Skybawks.z4
Further on, as the war progressed, the United States supplied

igrael with some of its latest weaponry through a massive airlift.

24 See "01l and Security": A Sirnl monograph Humanities
Press, New Yorik, 1lu74, b, lUG-T7.
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These sophisticated weapons included the MAVERICK T.V. guided
air to surface missile which was usedmost tellingly ageirst
the trapped Egyptian Thira Aray.

Egypt and syria received neip from the 6nher Arab
states in different forms. Aihough the help offered was more
often financial than miliiary, Egypt had realised, due to
past experiences that financial aid did not help when the battle
was joined. Ultimately Egypt and Syria thought it dbetter to
be provided with fully trained and equipped soldiers along
with aircrafts and other wveapon systems,

When accuiring help from Irac, Bgypt had to tread
cauticusly;&sis% ally 4n war, Syria, had strain®d relations
with Iraq. \As the Iraqis were to be pe8ted in 8yria, the pro-
blem of overall command came up. But this was solved and Syria
agreed that Iraq could bulild up their bases and install their
equiyment cn the 8yrian scil. Iraq during this period was
facing the perennizl problem of Ku:.dish insurgency and ‘he
porder dispute with Iran ove. Shatt al-arat. 1herefore, it was
not in a .osition to commit a larye number of 3ts troops to
the Arab-lsraedl War.

Despite its pressing probiems, lraqrput seven milliion
dollars in a London bank at Egyptlan disposal to cover urgent
defence neeas and sent a manned sSquadron of Hawker Hunter air-
crafts to Egypt in March 1873. On the Syrian front Iraq sent
3 MiG-21 squadrons and 1 MiG.17 squedron which started combat
missions from 8 October 1y73. lIlrac 8lsCO sent one armoured

division and one infamry division to Syria which fought on the
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Golan front.

Algeria sent one squadron of MiG.21, one squadron of
sU-7, one sguadron of MiG-17 and one armoured brigade to the
Bgyptian front. In addition, algeria degosited 2Uv million
dollars with the sussiang to cover Egyptlan and Syrian arms
purchases. Libya sent two sqQuadrons of Mirage IIls to Egypt
out of which one sguadron was manned by the Libyan pilots and
the other by the Bgyptlans. 1t aiso sent one armoured brigade
to Egypt. MoOrocco sent one infantry brigade to Bgypt ana one
tank regiment to Syria. 1lhey could not send the promised F-5
squadron to Egyit because its pilois were arrested following
an attempted goup d'etgy. Jordan sent two armoured brigades
to Syria. BgypL recelved one infaniry brigade from Sudan, one
infantry battalion from Tunisia amd one infantry battalion
from Kuwait « However, Jdaudi Araoia and Kuwaii falled to send
the 'Lightening' squadrons which they had promised.

All in all, a very good show of unif ied help was put
up by eight Arab states which sent their forces to the Arab-
Israeli front. Yet, the fact remains that the o0il rich pro-
West Arab statis did not help in a big way. The possible res-
traints could be internal grobiem Or external pressures from
thelir donors. Saudi Aradbla for example, could offer only one
infantry brigade.to the Jordanian defengsive front. Another
yroblem which affectea these loaned forces was the delay in
the ariival. Even if they diu ar.ive, many were ill-equipped

and without active combat experieance and hence could not add

much .0 the wvar effort.
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The military option of 3aaat failed miserably and
ended 1n the disastrous routing of the arab forces. The
Egysiian Third Army was compietely cut off and was virtually
held for ransom by the lsraelis. Sadat himself was tO be
blazed for it as he nimself interfered in military matters,
often overriding the decisions of his more able and exper-

ienced military commanderse.

| Sa8dat Negotiates; On seeing Fgypt in a desperate position
Jadat asked the Joviets for political help in the UN., The
result vas the U3-U3Ss sponsored ceasefire which was ap,roved
by the s curiiy Council on 22 October i973. Resolution 338
called on all parties to cease fire within twelve hours, and to
begin 'the impiementation of Security Council wesolui don 242 in
all its parts.' hen lsrael refused to abide by the Council
decision and kept on pressing iis military obje ctives, Brezh-
nev threatened that “"if the United $tates was not prepared to
Join in the dispatch of forces.to imgose the ceasefire, the
Soviet Union wousid act aloue."‘s 40 enforce this the mussians
alerted their airborne divisions to ve 're-dy to move'. In
respounse the Americans crdered a grade-three nuclear alex'l’..&6
Ult imgtely, aft.er two more Security Council resolutions, a United
Nat fons Emergency Force arrived im the battle zono but by that

time the Israelis had attained their military object ives.

25 see Hirst and Beeson, n. 1%, pe. 164.

25 Ibid., Mo l&i Lewis, Ne 1Yy ppe 8u-86.
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The halt in fighting provided fresh opportunities for
aiplomat ic indtiatives. Sadat, while still keeping his
Soviet option open, began to lean wmore and wore on the Uda.
“hat was the beginning of the socalled Kissinger diplomacy
which paved the way not onry for a Us-Bgzypl dan detente but
also Egypt-lsraei peace treaty. The Americansvwere finally
successful in coaxing Sadat iato 'going it alonei. Henry
hissinger, during this period of hils 'shuttle diplomacy', wanted
to igolate Egypt from the Other Arab stales especially from
Syria. Therefore he literally biackmailed Bgyst on the 1issue
of the trapped Bgyptian Third Army, and was able to secure
Bgyk's approval for the resumption of diplomat ic relations
with the US, which tte Americsn administration had strifen to
achieve ail through the previous five years. The United States
used 4its increased miliiary supplics to Israel as well as its
leverage with oil rich pro-West Arab statts like Saudi Arabdbia,
to press Bgyst to come LO the negotiating table on American
terns.

Though the Soviet Unlon had stuck through the whole
October Crisis with Bgy,t, it was now faclng difficulty with
meintaining the samelink with Bgypt as a result of Kissinger's
diplomacy. The Soviet Unicn continued to extend its militaxry
as well as poiitical suppyort to Egypt. IUL not only supplied
Egypt with advanéed weapons like MI1G-23 fighters, 1-62 tanks
and ant i-tank missiles but backed Egypt politically in the UN
and outside it. But the Usbd was often surprised at moves made

by Egyst which could weaken their negotiating power with the US,
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as when bgypt's peace projlect was cogmanicated to Moscow after
it nad veen anuounced by Washingnon.d7

The sussians who were till then very active on the
Arab side, were facing new problems, Bgypst had nearly isolated
them from the first sinsl disengagement of 1974, After 18974
there was a clear waning of relatilons between Bgypt and the
gov iet Unlon, as Sadat influencea by Kissinger became mcre ang
more dependent upon the United Staves.

sadat's willingness to switch ov-r to the Yastern
camp and the return L0 unipolar deperdency syst o at iast
brought posit ive response from America. It succeeded in pres-
suriz ing lsrael %o acceut the seconu disen: :gement agreement
which was signed in October ly7u. This pattern of dep—endency
led to the subsequent peace processes, all uuder the U3 ini-
tiative and supervision, leading %o the Camp David Accord.éind
the flaal geace treaty in 1979.49 sadat's shift towards America
was now coumplete, lIn 1876 he had already abrogated the 1v71
‘Friendshipirreaty with ﬁhe.SOViet Union, and over snd sbove
all, refused all the Egypt ian facilities used by the Soviet
forces. The Bgypt-Scviet dependency breakup was now out in the
oren.

Previously (post-1%73)Egypt had recelivead support from

the moderate Arab staies, but after Sadat's Jerusalem visit in

27 38 “iad’ Ne 5’ Pe <0 «

28 For detalls of Caamp Daviu Agreemeut, see The Jerusalem
rost, Feace wupplement, April 1l¥7w,

oY Ibid.
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November i¥77, the suvsequent Camp David Agreem:znt and the
final peace treaty, Byy,t was totally isclated in the Arab
world. Sadat had for the first time in the Arab history with-
crawn Bgy,.t from the Arab-lsraeli confilet. By that action,
Egypt, the strongest frontline state, had ieft other Arab
states in the lurch in opder (o secure itself from further
Israeil sggression. This comprommse on behaif of Egypt was the
acceptance of defeat - both po.dticai and military, though in
tesms of tercitory Egypt got odack what it hac lost in 1967,

In this new dependency 4pon the United 3tates, Egypt
was reduced in its political power and manoeuvrability. Be-
caus: while it could not match the Zlonist lobby in America, it
also lost leverage yis.a-vis the UL due to its isolation in
the Arab world. To galin more leverage Sadat tried to pursue
an 'open door' _.olicy, but this resulted only in Western economie
»enetration in Egyyt, putting it more firmly in the clutches of
the Western economic system. 1In order to compete with the
Israelis for Us attention, Sadat even offered Egy,tian soill to
be used for Us strategic inlLerest and as a base for the Rapid
development Force. Bub thisg attempt also falled because in U3
percept ion lIsrael rewained the mors dependent and competent

ally to serve their interests in the West Asian region.
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Till the early ssveatles, the patiern of degendency
in the regicn nad been directly infiuenced by the inter-
action of two forms of bitter rivairies, the Cold War and its
of f-shoot the Greal rowers' strategic iuterests in the reglon,
and the regional rivalries, especially the Arsb-lsraedl
rivalry. a+he Great rPowers have, over a numoer of years, ex-
rdoited the iong-standing arab-lsrarli conflict to strengthen
their linkages with regional powers, especially by supplying
them with modern arms.

Ioitially, since the West had a near monopoly over
arms supply 1o this regiou, it could distribute favours amor:st
the re._lonal powers dependin: upon their willingness to follow
the wWestern line, especially in relation to the Cold War
issues. Others, who were geeking tO0 foliow a more aulonc uous
1ine of apyroach to Cold War issues, were often ignorec. The
-military conStiaints of these states were finally reduced after
1vbd when the new voviet reglime under trremiesr Khrusche. made
it a policy to supply arms Lo non-comuuuist countries also.
Thus, the earlier unipolar dependency was re.laced by a bipolar
dependency as discussed in the previous chapters,

But these yove factors began fast losing their impor-
tance to influence the role of military dependency within the
context of resional and glooal alliances. Since the acvent
of the seventies 01l emerged as a new factor in influencing

Great Powers. 3ince all the Western industrializec nations

18
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depend upon oil for their sustenance and economic growth
the West Asian rezion became symbolic of their source of
energy. Thus, there was a new panic to control their 1ife~
line (o0il, areas, especlally after the oll crisis of 1973,
and the Great Pouers, eSpeciall& the Western Powers nodified
their strategies to the new situation. _
in 1973, followlng the Gctover War, the 01l producing
Arab states put an embargo.on 01l going to several of the
westera countries. To a great extent the embarg® served as
a pressure on the Western Powers 1o stoy aiding lasrael un-
conditionally aud at the same time it led the Western Powers,
especlalliy America, Lo pressurize israel 1into seeking a
pOlitical settlement rather than a military one. Another factor
which emerged as a considerable tem;tat ion was the recycling
of the petro-dollars of the oil praiucing Apsdb states to the
Wwestern countries through the transfer of modern technology
including military tecrnology. Therefore, the Arsb threat
to sell or not to seldl oil aid in fact give them more options
and a leverage over the Western rowers than enjoyed by them
before. Ultimately it dia affect the pattern of arms sales
also.

"Ihe energy crisis that emerged from the Yom Kippur
war in October 1v73 illusirated the linkaze that existed
between the political and economic dimension of the Middle
Bast trisis ana reinforced the wili of the BEC to devaloy a

Euro-Arab p0O.lcy outside the ciplomaidc confines of the Aran-
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lsracli confiic. from which Lhey were exciuded by the Super
rowers, as iliustratea by thne agreement vetween the Us~ and
UsSa to limit atiencance at the Ueneva conference to themi
selves and Lhe ,artles direcidy engaged in ithe conflict.”
Inhe west European states like France, dritain, Iltaly, S,ain
and West Yermany are not only more deyenuent oa Aradb 0il but
are aigo grestdy luterested im the recyciing of petro-3ollars.
ihey are more willing now t0 gell their arms to the 4rabs in
return for assured oil supyly and 10 recycle the petro-dollars.
_ Buents after 1978.72 had yet another impact upon their
policies. The fall of the 3hah of Iran and the Soviet mili-
tary interceuntion in Afghanistan in lu7% had brought the
ucvievs cloger co’the coveted odifielas, thus making it much
wore importaat cn gart of the Euroéans ¢ maintaln a pro-
Wéastesn infiuence i the area ang thus reauce the danger of
instabdiivy.

| " ‘fhe arab statesg, since th-y were _aying for the arms
4&011 or money,, were 0ow ih a yposition to go and shopy anywhére
and thus had a new optlion cu.gside the tradl ional unipoiar or
bigoiar model of dependency. In response to this cholce, the
susogan arms manufacturing countries pursued an active arms

sales policy in Arab markets, in which France took a leading

role. 1lhe oil factor aid beip in qualitatively chang ing the

1 Dominique Moisi, "Burope and the Middle Bast", in

Steven L., 8plegal ed., The Middle Egsy and the Wesgtein
Alliance (london, 1¥82), p. 26.
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ethos of dependency, since the reciplents were now not

totally dependent upon the donor states as they had bean

earlier. Sauail Arebia and Iraq, by placing bulk orders with
! rance, diversifiev their sources of arms supyly and broke
the earlier monopoly on thelr arms supply.

Iraq had started to look for cptions as early 1¢7¢,
when 4t made an arws for oil deal with France and obtalned 7¢
aémoured cars urgently needed for the hurdish wér. But the
real oyyortuniﬁy caume for the French after 1v¥73. 1raq had
geloed a lot by the 0il price hike and had accumulated some
capital, which was used Lo buy arms from the West."Iraq's
trade patterns shifted completely in the space of a year or
two from heavy dependence On tpe woviet bloc to an equally
heavy dependence on the wast."g

Seelng this trend of the Iraqlis shift towards the
West, theA30v1et Union tried to pressurlse them by effecting
6n arms embargoin June.July 1975, but it proved futdle.
Instead of being pressurized by the “oviets the Iraq took this
opportunity to diversify their sources further’and offered to
buy more from the ¥rench. In veptember lv75 9addam Hussein
and the Iraql Chlef of Staff, sbd al-Jabber Shanshal, visited
France to negotiate the new armsaéeal and the arms on Order

began Lo arrive in lraq in 1¥7b. Jraq regortedly placed an

2 Francis Fusuyana, "New Lirections for 9oviet Middle

Bagt Poldcy in the 198us: lmplications for the Atlantic

Aliiance", 1ln Steven L., Spiegel, ed.y, The Middl e Egsgt

3 dee Siril, Ho d_«isarmam

raook ,
1978\'. PP 518-&40.
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order for 13u freuch helicopters which included bV Alouette llls,
8V sA-d¢ch uazeiles, 4 SA-3oul rumas ana LU gusec brelons,
armea with air-.o-surface missiles Lo be used in an anti-

shiyg rcle. Besides the helicopier 1i aiso negoliated for

4v Mirage F-l, Jagjuar and Hawk (armed trainer planss)’m‘fm-%i-'

4
AMa-3v tahns and patrol boats.

in 197v, the lraql Defence Minister ma.e another trip
to rrance and dyain in order to supplement and replaee bulk of
Soviet equipment by the 19Bus. While the Iraci placed a
#26u miliion order with France for arwms, they chalked out a
plan for purchase of vl mililon worth of weapons and war-
sh.p8 over a pesiod of five years.5 In 1979, following the
start of lran-Irac¢ dispute over dhatt el-.arabd (which escala-
vea invo a war in iu8.,, the lracgi  laced new orders with
brance wnich included anoiher 4 Mirage r-1 .lanes, two 3,4uu-
ton anti-suowmarine frigaves, six QherbOuli-class fast patrol
boats, Su.er kreion helicoylers ana a large number of AMa-dy
tanks, lraqis aiso neld talis with the wpanist tc sev up a
factory in liraq to proauce smalil arms.0 »s 8 guid _pro quo,
in exchban,e of awrms, the lragis promiseg L0 supply an additional

luv,Wu barrels a day of oil to trance. 1nus, while securing

its enhanced oil supplies, ¥rance also profited by increasing

4 Jee n. . dingh, Lhe rersian uulf: A:ms and Arms
wontrol (Canberra, 1vBy,, pe 45.
5 3ee Fukuyama, Ne <4 po 134,

See waghingion koOst, 13 July 1979,
loid.
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its arms outpJt to cater o the demands thereby enlarzing its
arms industries in the L rocess.

“ihough Ir.q was leaning more towards the West for arms
in the post-geventies era, and more so after the stafrt of the
war with Iran in 180, it sulili depended to a large extent
upon the dSoviets not only for arms which were provided for
in earider contracis (worth stue milliion annually, but also
for its na:. lonal security yis-a-vis inwernal trouble (nurds,
and also LC check anys ex.eruais aggression, But even though
lraq deyended Lo a greal extent upon the soviet Union, the
latter was left witn very litile leverage over Iraq which
nad been under its votal deyendency til%r;nd of the sixties.
This was openly demonsirated at the Tripoli Summit in 1v77
(following Sadat's Jerusalrm visit, where the Iragis, in
spite of nugslan pre-sure, demanded that <yria should explicitlv
retract its acceptance of Ui resolutions 242 and 338,

Saudi Arabia has till date not been involved in any
direct or indireét armed conflict with Israel, ihough being

i Arab state, iis threat perceyitions are ironically from the
radical arab states themSeives. The Camp ivavid Accord snd
Sadat's isolation froam the Arab states ;ave Sauci Arabia the
opportunity to p.ove itself as a leader of ithe Arabs. 9o, to
fullfdl viis ro¢e»it needed wo fight for the ralestinian cause
in a more acu ve manner. AL the {irsi sasghdad summit sfter
the Caum, +4via, Lhe saudls were anxious that the meetiug con-
centrate on deciaing Lo take cohesive acition against lsraei

8
crather than a vandetta against Bgypte. Awoiher factor which

—-cn

8 Jee@ urabam 3enton, Arms 38ies _gnd the Military,
Arms waie Lo Saudi arabia, Middle East Yearbock 198¢.
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spurrec vhe sauul bullduy of armed fosces was the recent
Israeli bombing of lraq's nuclear reactor, which confirmed
tne Sauul fear that dgrael would stop novhere iniits aggres-
sive role Lo Stop any Arab state getting a military edge over
itgelf.

saudi srabia had throughout the past followed the
anipoiar dependency model and had relied heavily upon the
West, especially America for 1ts aras acquisition, This depen-
dency has increased noy because the West is mmmw backing the
Saudi eaﬁdidacy L0 succeed the Shah of Iran as the dominant
rower in the Gulf region. »+»he 3audis nave also stepped up
thelr efforts to establish a prime role for them.elves as the
numober one ally of .he United States in west Asia, thus de-
serving U3 consideration both as a key com.onent in security
rdanning for cthe region and as a reciylent of some of the
latest Us weayonry. Nevertheless, the 3audis are using oil,
petro-doliars and tools cof diplomacy as itheir main weapons
rather than guns.

1hough deyending heavily upon American arms and poli-
tical support, the Saudis have taken a different approach
toward their arms acguisition. As the 0il became more crucial
to the worid the fear of external threat (even from Great or
Super Powers., increased, and thug, the Saudis began to suffer
a ioss of trust in their aliy's sbilit ies and willingness to
defend it. ror when their own economigal survival is at stake,
ola allies maynot prove trustworthy. It is well known that

twice in 1974-75 and again in ly78-79 there were strong
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presswre grouys in the UsA openly aovocating the advantages
of seizing the Saual odl core.9

ln order tobe less depeident on its arms acq.isition
and security upon the Uua sauui stnifted from tLhe eariler total
deyenuency upon vhe Anglo-daxcns, Uus anu 3rivain, and started
aiversifiping the sources of iis arms acquisiidon programme o
o.her Buropean countries like France ana lvaly. At the same
t ime, the 3audis started laying stress on regional coo.eration
zwong the princedy rulers of the independent Arab Gulf stafes,
to unify iheir milliary capabilities and to help preserve
that part of the world from foreign intervention. Interest-
ingly wauail arabia pro.osed & ‘unificaition of the source of
arms supply 10 the interested countries with a view to permit-

ting the development of co-operatjon in the flelds of train.
ing and use of thelr respective weaponry.'lb

Hoping vo defend ihe world's largest pool of oil,
Saudi Arabla nas embarsked upon an expyensive crash programme to
modernize iis armeu forers., From 1Y7?20.78 there was a spurt of

arms purchase from the vest, which inmcluded }-oE Tiger fighter

adrcrafi, American bM-0v tanks, FrencH AMA-3V tanks, British
Scorpion tanks, aniti-aircraf. guns, artiiilery and armoured cars,

Freuch (ausalLE and British nAriEsn ant i-alrcraft missile sysvems

9 For details of American i¥.au 1O selze the oll flelds
of Saudi Arabim, see Military sneview, May 197Y.

v See Jaudi's aspire for irime aole, Hinsu, March 1s81.
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etc. 1n the anti-ian K gulded weayoOn sysiem the 3auuis prefer-
ced the MAVSalik and the Paaylis. They also showed interest

in the Anglo.krench low-level sirike aircraft, J:guar and the
rrench Mira. e_suby.

In the saudi Army, most un.ts have U3 eculpment
although tour separate mechanlzed battalions are being equip-
~ed with Yrench tank chassis mounting a specially desigaed
SupHltE anti-aircraft mis ile system. Sup.ort items come
from ali over the world viz, radar feem Britain, and other
ecuipment from West uermany, ialwan, horea and 3elgium. The
big.est coavract of all, belongs to the saytheon Corporat ion
which supplied the HAsn migsile networx.

ihe Airforce of wWauaul arabls 1is one which 1s under-

oing a rapid development to increase not only its defensive
ro4e but aiso its strike cspabliity. Mos. Of he alircraft
cgome from the United States. Lockheed not only yrovides che
Hepguleag transpyort aircraft, but also a variety of training
and other services. In 1y73 the Us fallure to provide the
vaudis with k-4 _khantomg forced the latter to go to France and
reportecly a Hirage deal of about 35 airraft was finalized
during the visit of ifrencn befence Minister's visit to Saudi
Arabla in September 1973, and aircraft were delivered by 1v74.
Later on the 3Jauai mil.tary chiefs chose $he American F.156

in preference to the French }Mirage-2uyy .

IS see for details, SMEh, tie 3y ppe dY.DL,
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To countries which bave lately been competing with

USs fOr a.ms aales to sauddAArabia have veen France and 3ritain.
while Britaln signed fis biggest ~ver export deal with

saudi Apabia in 1ly7o (a five-year training programme which

would .rovide work for 7by Bfitish companies), the French have
sold more armour to the 3audis than they possess themselves,

and in 18280 were negotiating a contract with France worth

about Suue million francs. Italy is the only newcomer to the
.dauud marken.‘ At present it supplies the Augusta Bell heli-
copters. Tnekﬁaudi Navy is al-o uuasrge ing a crash development,
stress being lalid on fast vess<ls carsying surface to surface
missiles. The ships ordered include 35 §pruanee.class destroyers,
six corveties and v Taggmg patrol boais - fitted possibly

with Harpoon Missiles.Ld since 1lv74 the narachi dockyard has
veen building eight shi,s for the 3audil bkavy at the cost of
$14b miilion* 1

But, in spite of all the aruws input, Zauci aradbla can

offer only a defenéive role due Lo lackof adequate manpower

and narrow tect.noiogicad base. Though it can put pressure at
different quarters due to its sesconomic power as it did on the
UsSA to stop furthes supplies of e F-10 fi-hter aircraft to
Israel since these aircraft, fitted with extra fusl tanks and

i2 dJee Benton, n. 8,

i3 For details of arms sales tO Saudi Arebia, see 3linl
learbook 1luBy, neglister of the armstrade with indus-
trieiized and third world coumries, pp. 155-6.

14 See Eingb, Ne 3, pe O .
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bomb rackg®e were perceived by the Jaudis as a threat to their
own security, it 1s still degenuent to & larjge extent upon

not only the western countrles but also upon rPakistan for

its own inle.nal security anu for manning the sophisticated
equipment neceasary for the defence of lis country. As far as
the Arab lsraeli dispu.e is coucerned, the 3audis can only
ylay a aiplomat ¢ rolej 1n encouraging a peaceful solutilon.
During the second half of the seventies, Saudi Arablia conti-
nued to underwrite Bgypi's economic and miliiary development
to the tune of several bilidon aoliars a year which enabled

Anwar 3adat to carry out the f§inal negotiated settlement with
1o

Israed. It had alscyas a guid pro gue for American assist-
ance in building uplof Saudi defence establishment, provided
bases manned by pro-Western technicians and thus likely to be
useful to the UsA 1in its anapild Developme nt Force strategy and

thslnewly cireated Us (entrai (ommand. It has also induced

- America to gsell four AWACs more as a prest igious instrument
rather than of military impolrtance - for they would be manned
by the americans for a long time to come.

Beyrt, in Lhe mid-seventies, had been better off in
terms of arms acculsition, since it was financed to g great
extent by its Arab neighbours. But fo.lowing the Bgypt ian peace
tréaty with Israel_in 1y72 vhe Arabs boycotted Bgyyt poliitically

15 3ee Jim Hoggland and J. #¥. Samith, "Saudi Arabia ané
: the United States: Security and Interdependence”,
gurvival, March-April 1v78, py. Bl.8Z.
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and economically. Thus sadat vas forced to ask United states

for economic and military help. From this time onwards,

Egyyﬁ became totally dependent upon the West, and USA in parti-
cuiar, for its economic survival and-«also the supplles of
military hardware. ihe economic boycott from the “rab states
forceu 3adat tO pursue an ‘open door' economic policy which
votally destabiiized the Biyyptian economy as 1t had developed
till then.

Bgypt's switcnover to U:s and Western arms began to be
revealed in statistical studles after 1lu?b when the deal for
F-bE was belug negOtlated. Later on, when the United States
failed to provide and deilver the F-bEs to E.ypi,since Saudl
Arabia refused 10 fool the bill after Bgypt signed the Camy

Davio agreement, they dellivered a vatch of :-4 Phantoms in

1979. France has captured a lacge chunk of the Bgyptian arms
market - where it has sold Mirage-b fighters, helico,ters; the
CaOlALE (3.4, system and the Buromiszile MILAN, It is alsoc re-
ported that Egypt might purchase Mirage-20(U and Mirage F-1C

fighter from ¢rance in the 108(s. Britain entered the Bgypt-
ian arms marke. after 1975 handling the AMIC project for
licensed production of Hawk trainer aircraft, Swingfire ant:-

' AML0
tank mis.ile and Lynx helicoptersg. Bven though the saﬁ‘was

digsolved in 1979 aftey the Camyp Lavid agreement, the projlects
are ilkely to continue,
teqotiation ' .
The peace treaty ;ggunkbetween Egypt and lsrael om i
(N Febvua“jl‘l?ﬁ " was accompandied by a military add package

for both'countries from UsA. Egypt's share out of the whoie
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deal was worth wi,buu miiiion. Tne arms which Egypt was %o
acquire under that aeal were ¥-UE fighters, with possibiiity

of further purchase of F-18s; 7buM-lly-Ac armoured personnel

carriers anc several huncred other vehicies. Amoug the pre-
cisdon guided munitions, Egyyt received the AlM-7 and Alk.9
air-to.aic miSQ{les and buu MAVEAILKR T.V. gulded air to sur-
face miesiles.l) As noted earlier, F-bE deal fell through.
3adat's pe :ce initiative enabiec the USi to offer
Egypt milivtary assistance withcut jeopardizing its commite
ments Lo Israel. The UsS-Bgyptian arms relationship gained a
strong wmome ntum foilowing the downfail of the Shah of Iran.
The vacuum left behinu created a sultable candidacy for Ezypt
as a regional ally of the UsA, Egypt was offered $1.5 billion
in militacy credits from UvA., Egypt opied now for the more
acvanced k-4 and placea orders for 3 aircraft, instead of
earlier=5:9§§. Esypt further ,laced orders for 8oL K-1l3 armed
-ersonuel carriers anu eleven lmproved HAws anti.alrcraft
missile batteries. tror the fiscal sear ivsl.82 Fgypt Obtalpec
aduitional Lo crediis to purchesze <44 M-8V A3 tanks in addit iom
to forty E:&é Jet fighters, Lov aPLs and one addiitional Hawk
surface-to-air bat.tery.17 "In July 198y the administration
asked Congress to approve the sale of sixty-seven additional

M=-6U A3 tanks Lo Bgypt. And in early Jdeptember it was announced

18 For details of Hyyptian arms procurement till 1979
sSee Slrt\l’ Lle 10’ P .L‘lZ-S. )

17 see wWggnington Fosty <6 July ivBu, p. 8.
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that washington would seil Bgypt &2 10W anti.tank miss lles
itaunchers in addition to their carriers anc twelve 85-foot
»atrol boat;s."m

U3A and Egypt are proceeding on a relationship ghich
might include transfer of military technology, licensing and
coproduction of arms since other Arab gstates haa withdrawn
thedir supyort of «Mi0, France and driiain were reiuctant to
A0 ceed with similar arrangements in the light of ¢airo's in-

ablldvy to cove:s the expenses, anu ais0 because they feared

that such an arrangement would offenc its more rich customer,
v
saudi Arabia.

The Bgyptians hiave repaid for american military help
by providing facilitles for the deployment and exercises of the
dapid Deployment Forces in the area. U3i sent two AVACS in
January 1980 for intel.igence gathering and combat experience,
and in August 198¢ announced a plan to ccngtruct an nDF bacse
near fas Sanes on the sed ﬂea.zb Since giding with the West,
Egy,yt has also taken on the threat perceptions of the Americans,
and are equaily vocal 1in denouncing the hussian supported

regimes in their neighbourhood. The massive arms acquisition

by the Libyans became a source of concern for the Egyptian political

18 lbrahim karawan, "Bgyyt and the Western Alllance: lhe
Politics of wWestamani:¢", in Siteven L. Speigei @d.,

1he Middie £ast and the western aliiance ‘London,
138‘4) s b o.l.?.L °

19 lbm.’ W k°§§’ o 1\“@“3‘ .LZ"?:” Pe l.

AV see Karawary De 1B,y pe L7z,
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and military leadership. sSadat nhad also planned wvith the
UaA,bozh.under Carter and more so under deagan Administration,
-to invade Libya or 10 launch a jolnt armeu response to a
Libyan attack on Sudan (if 1t tock ylace;.dl There were also
serious ;& border clashes between Egypt and Libya.

In spite of the massive U3 military assistnce, Egypt
couid not be sald to possess a capable offensive army espe-
cially vig-a-vig Israel. 1t faces a lot of practieal problems
sUch as replacement and standaéization of equipmént puvchased
p:eViously from sussia and which st iil form an enormous bulk
of the Egyptian armoury. It will still take a long time for
the EBgyptlans to absorb the technology and operational capa-
oility of ithe sophistica.ed new weayoi systems supplied by
Aperica and other western suppllers. 4ihe present HEgyytian
total dependeiice on Lhe wWesti and speci.ily on Americi: anc the
granting of Bgyptlan tersitory f0r U8 10 use against any opera-
tion in the Julf area guestlions the legitiuacy of Egyut's
proclaimed non-al igonment .

After the death of Sadat in 1981, Hosni Mubarak took
over the presidentshiy of bgypt, and along with it he inherited
the Western-dominated legacy from sadet. Mubarak's first
atteﬁpts.were to assure Washington and Israel of his homest de-
8ire to pursue Sadat's peuce initiative. But nevertheless the

total dependency of Egypt on the %est was not lost on him and

cl For detalls see Michael necese and John Walcott,
"Uniting Against Libya", Hewsweek, 1¥ QOctober 1981,
p.,. .
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he wnew the limitations which it provided on the political

ana €conomic development of Egyit. Hosnl Mubarak's willing-
ness to change ana have another option is serlously limited

due to the constraint imposed by the pro-west elite offEgyst
left over from the Sadat perloa. Nevertheless, he his trled

to start a low-key dialogue wiith the doviet Union, which might
penefit the nation, as well as yrovide Bgypt with some leverage
vis-a-vigs ithe Unitsd States.

Israed contiuues to depend totaliy on the West for its
arms supplies, especialiy on the Unite: 3tates, Though pre-
viously the U3 collld exert a certaln amount of leverage on
Israel vl g~a-.vig the arab-lsraeli dispute, this leverare is
diminishing since 1970 due to enhanced importance of arms
transfer for interstare relation, and USA has now turned to in-
duceme:nts to moaulaie the lIsraeli folicy.za 3oon aftsr the
October HWar military capabilities of lIsrael were strengthsned
by the United statfs by providing ¢<.483 biliicn of military
aid tvo Israel in resionse to the limproved Arab capabilicies.aa
+ he Nixon jaminisSration in 1y7<2 increa.ed the volume of arms

on

Lransfe{Kthereby st rengthened the poildtical bond and the U

commitment to Ilsrael's security. In iv?8, while the second

i d

see lhomas «. Wheelock, “"Arms for lsrael: The Limit

of Leverage", Internst 1o:.al Security, vol. 3, no. 2,
l‘all 1978, Pe 1240

23 IbiO oy Mo 128
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ginal disengageréent »lan was being negoviated the United
States in order to placate the lsraeliis, promised them

aleb bililon milivary aid package. The :suppéz of the advanced
adlitary equiyment was on & long term dasis. During this
period lsrael contioued to depend solely upon the Ameriéan
arms except the German-designed IKL submarines delivered from

vikers in ggx'itain in 1977 and 1978 armed with Bjowpdipe SLAM
missiles.  negetiakions
From the 1lv7 @ peace treaty lgrarl's ghere of the

American #ili.ary packege was about ¢ulLL million. Out of
which ¢80l million were MAP grams for the coustruction of two
airfields inithe Hegev. 1he arms for larael included in this
deal were 3v addit lonal F-16 Eggle fighters and 75 F.l6s armed
with AlN-7 and AlM-y wissiles, plus 8Wk-11l3-A s and other

26
vehicles and MAVEsd K and skalnE missiles.

The fall of ithe shah of lran yrompred the United
States %0 glve dsraeld a more serious look as a front line US
ally in the regiob. Thus 1t was quite natural that the US
kept on enhancing iis military and economic aid to lsrael not
only to improve lsrael's sec.rity vis-a-vis the Arabs dut also

to enable Israel Lo play a more dominating rcle in the region,

24 For details see Edwara un, F.3heehan,Ihe Arahs,
Isracdig, aund Kigsinger (New iork, 1%78), pp. 245-57.

3ee 5l nl Yearbook, 1¥8v, Ihird World Importers,
Me 1u4.

n
(v

For details of arms procured, see ibid., p. 147.



the type which was yreviously played by the Shah.

ine close iventityof interests between Israel and the
Ush was reflecied in the Security guarantees given to lgrael
by the U3 when Isracl signed the decénd 3inal disengagem-nt
agreement in October 187b. The USA also agreed to underurite
Israeli security when the Egy,tian-lsraell e .ce 4reaty uwas
signed in 1y¥7v. Buv that did not satigfy Israel which wanted
a joint commitment and deeper uncerstancing between the UsSA
and Iscacl about thel r joint role in the socalled security of
the Middle bast, both in the Bastern hMediierranean region and
the Gulf repion. Thus, in lvBz pPremier Begin offered bases
and base facllitles Lo Usa on ing soil. For sowe time,.
dquring and after the Jdirect lsraedl miliiary involvement in the
Lebanese ‘€Yar, the UJA could nou Openly accept the lgraeil
offer. But, of lai~, the iwo coun.ries are coming closer ang
have reached a situa:ion of an alliance partnership without
explicitly sizrning any o,en document to that effect. Of
course, that raises the question of the US credibiiity a: =
neutral powsr Urylng to play the role of a mediator between
the Arabs and the lIsraelis, but that is a question for the
Arabs to decide.

Israel's peace irea.y with Egypt in 197v aggravategd
the Arab-Igraeli conflict rather than reauce it. It shacply
focussed it on the more difficuit rFalestinian is:sue especlally
in Lebanon. 1t alsc yut an sduitional economic pressure on
Isrgel, for it had t0 give away the Yinai oliflelds wnile it

was investing hexzvily on bullding new sliernative airfilelds to



260

the ones which naa existea defore. "“lsr.cl is novw Spenildng
4 .er ¢ nt of it, Uk s Lneppurchass of oll ana aefens:
expenditure anc the .epree of 1i.s dependeace On the Usa in .
ihese twc respecis is emaarrassiuh."ay

rven though Lhe lIsraeli ¢e .ce lreaty with %gypt ig
consiuer=g fr:giie, lsraeli py isoratin:g = y U away from the
front-line +rab states, ha. not only neurrali:ei its biggest
oppouent in the region bHut also stratecic pressurs :hat the
aPabs could bring wpon it frow two sides. Now, Israel ean
concentraile muel. more on the syrian side, 3dinca 1979 onvards,
dsrael ni dncessan.i. ;| layed an aggressive role vis-s-yis
syrise 14is na led to the confilct of .br two parties in
lebanon. Israsl has taken to offensive tactics Lo qceal with
the wyrian ano the sl stinian .resence in Lebanon espacliliy
in he south ana in uhe 3camsa valley.

There 2.6 sz-verel reasorns hat rvye forced Jyria to
CO® €10 r Lo the Usvn. They a.s - the near :0tal isoiarion
of Syria in tne Arav worlu, i.s status net only as 3 front-line
Ar+b stale DU. 2is0 as a wslor conirornea i ,ower, iivs mili.
tary weakness, 1.3 lackof - coromdc 204 technolozicnl re-
sources ana it:s Baathl 1leciogy of . an Arsolim wnd soci-lism
on which 1. justifiles Ite full suppcrt for the ralestinian causge
as seen by the 3dyrian raling elite. Thus “esut e the low key

interest . bhown »y the Scviets in tre Arap-Isre 11 Jisputo,

Y ILamar aabinoviten, "4rra 1 and tvhe Western .illiance",

in steven L. J.elged e.., Lhe Midule ast and the
dgstesn alliiange (.onuony Laba,, .. ald.
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especlally since 1u74-7b,the Uss« has been sucked into the
conflict, especlal.y in sup ort of iis “rab friend, Syria.
A friendship trealy was signed in ivbl between the two. In
ivse syria los. heavily in .he war of attrition durlng the
Lepancse crisis. 1he “oviets not only made gocd the military
losses but ,croviced an air umbreiia Lo dyria composed of
several types of SiMs, radars and other electronic equipments
mannea by woviel technicians. dn terms of its effectdveness
anc politicas dmpliicavion it is comp.araoie Lot:ie “oviet
ylanued air defence of the$Suez area in 1w7¢.

dn lg7¢ the Super Powers were still moving forward
within the frumework of deteiule and the USA, des.ite lsra~li
pressure, did not transfer the counier-measures to Israel at
that time. 1ihey were iventhe counter systemsg:::ithe
Cctober War broke the ceasefire. Kkow, the now Cold War does'
not put any constraints on the aciivities of the Super Powers.
sather thelr direct and acfive involvement in repional affairs
refl-cls the intenss hostilitles between them. One waypthis
hostility is reflected 1is the on.cing process of 'matching®
each: other in the region either directly or through the suppor-
terss This hud iea Lo 8 new spirdl of arms race in the area,
The fear is that the new Lold War rivalry, tte high tensions on
the Syrian-ieban~se-lsraecli-East Mediterranean front and the
active miiitary presence and airect and indirect milicary in-
volvement Of Lhe Lwo Sus8r row rs on the reglonal conflict

might lead to a direct cou.frontaidon among the Suger Powers
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themselves. +he iniransigence of the regional powels might
act as a catalytic agent in that process.

In lvse 4srael askea the United dtates for a loan of
g3V miilion in military and economic aid. Jhis economic
ald 1s very vital for 4igraeld because of iis heavy delence
burden (wore Fhan ®21,W00 miilion in forelign debt) and economic
difficulties.da Wille looking towards the United States for
help, lsrael continues to ac.ively particlipate 1n military
activity on the Syrian front. 1lsrael still polies on its
airforce for miliiary superiority. In June 1982 within the
s-an of 24 hours, lsraell jets shot down 7u 8yrian aircrafts.
Mogtl of the dsraell ground sir defence is covered by the mobile
HAWK SAM system which are deployed in northern Galilee. & -
portedly lgrael had set up a HAWih battery in 1982 in Beit Meri
(Lebanon, against the Y3 guide-ine, and shot down a Syrian
M1G-23 reconnalssance alircrafi.

Moshe Arens, the lsraeli Defsnce Minis.er, has been
warning the American of the growing participation of ihe
Joviets in Syrian military fleld, which cbuld prove to be a
menace L0 the lsraeils. This pecrception couid be true to a
certain exteni, as both ln Damascus ana Tel Aviv, officials
swear that the inpyut of two new woviet manned SAM-5 batteries

(with lncreased range and precision, cregresents a major shift

a8 See 1 o ] y 11 veptember 1uBl.
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in the valance of power betwsen Israel and Syria in favour of
<9

the .atter.

10 offset this Syrian threat, the Hdeagan Administration
has decided to seii 70 advanced F-ls fighter aircraft to
Israei, worth about $=.o biiilon ~the lsr;est armssale to that
country in four years. 1an the last ten years Lhe United
3tates has sold 8.s pillion worth of arms to Israel., FPresi.
dent me.gan huis p.oyosed further sales totalling 51.4 biliion
in i¥82 ana l.7 blilicn in lwds, to coal iwue modernizing the

v
Isravli forces. Despiie these lopuis the Us. is unable to

od ,
conwrol the actions o' lsiraeld. Americazunsuccessfully =
vried vo pressurize lsrael into leaving Lebanon in April
1982, oy cut.tin}g off approximately slU.v millicr. in ecoromic
ald and by refusing to the further supply of 76 F-16 air-
crafvs. It falled.

Syria remains the only confrontat ion state which is to
a great extent deyendent upon the Soviet help. Besides re-
+lacing the Syrian war losses of 1luy73, the Soviet Union pro-
vided it with the advanced MiG-23 fighters in spring 1974.

1du-co

- Besides these fortyfive MiG-208, other sophisticated ecuipment

, iy
provided to 3yrian included 3u 9(Uv surface-to-~surface missiles
with a range of 18y miles, 11Ul k0L short-range tactical missiles,
vehicle mounted multipie 3A-7 SAM launchers anu new 1l8¢ mm

a9 For details see {imes (London,,ld May 1u83.
3V Ingérggggggg; nerald Tribune (Paris,, <v May 198z,
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howitzers.

in 1976 rresident Agsad of Syria visited the Soviet
Union and conciuded a major airms agseement Lo further streng-
vhen the Syrian forces. +he arrangemenit inciudea a further
soviet sup,ly of bW 1-bo tanks over a period of two years,
and also aaditional advanced aldrcraft and surface-to-air missiles.
ln recarn the Soviets were to bde provided air base facilitdes
in Syria where they could place severali Miu-25 FOXSAT recén-
naisgance aircraft to be used for surveiliance of U3 naval
activities in the Bastern Mediterranean. These planes arrived
in Syria by November 1luw76 .32 Besides the purchase of these arms
from the soviet Unlon, Syria also reportedly purchased 15 Super
Frelon helicopters and apyroximately 2,(u¢ ant i-tank missile
from France, “This deal was funded by Sau.i Arabia.a3

Since the obreak up of Egypt-3oviet relaticnship in
176, Syria remains the only country in the Middle Bast which 1is
of great importance to the Soviet Unlon. Notwithstanding the
arms sales, Syria also grovide the U33n with the naval and air.
base facilities from whers the :ussian can maintain their East
Medliecr.anean pres-nce and as well as check any géowing western
presence iu the littoral. It was the importance of the East
Mediterranean presence which led the Soviet Union to yive more

military aic o0 Syria and thig muituality of interest and threat

31 See sdoger I, Pajax, "The Soviet Syrian Military Ald
helavionship', in Anne Sinai and Allen Pollack, eds,
The dyrian Argo sepublic (New York, 19786), p. 1W.

Ney York 1imes, 18 Nwember 1976.

g

33 Por details see,xashington rFogt, 17 October 197S.
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perception led to the signing of the peace treaty betveen
these two countries in 1o8By.

Like lraq, Syrias has alsb shown a slight trend to
uiversify its source of ams purchase whenever Arah 0il funds
were made avallable. France, F. n. Germany, Italy and Swit:zer-
land have entered the Syrian arms market since 1975. 38yris has
purd:ased the Buromissile HOI and MiLAR sysiems ostensibly
from France, Il also purchased iwo U5 transgport planes in
1w76. Despite these Western purchases, the bulk of the so-
phist icated equijment comes from the Soviet Union. By 1979
3yria haa rececived 1wy Mliak anti-tank mis.iles from France

and haa on order SV bA-342K uazeile helicOpiers and 4u Super

A ——————

Foxbal fighter interce,tors, 1o Miu-£7, 5 SU.22 it C fighter

‘bomoer, 4W 3AMs consisting of 2w $A-8 Grecko and 2 SA-9

34
Gaskin missiles, and 1w T-72 main battle tanks - the latest
O—— e —

Frelon Helicopters. From the Yoviet union iv received lc MiGc-25

and best tank out of the Soviet inventory.

The $yrians, xnowing the limited capability of the ir
airforce, have been placing more stress on the ground-based
air defences consisting of a variety of SAMs. At present there
are sbout four Soviet made 3aM-5 migsile batteries fully opera-

tional in Syria. A. least 24 of these lbL-mile range ant i-aircraft

34 See chart in slral learoook 1luYBu, segister of the
arms trade with industrialized and third world
count ries, 1v7%, p. 1568.
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misglles are placea in sites outside Damascus gnd Homss An

ost imated 5w Soviet air defence personiel are working on
these sites. 4ihese missile sites are supported by a self-
contained fire coordination unit and sowe of the latest Soviet
manufactured radars instaxzaciondé each includes '¢ helght-
finders, 2 backdro.s, a 'spoonrest' and a 'tall-king' which

is used 10 identify and iock om an enemy aircraft. The 3JM-5,
having a ceiiing of lW,ulw feet,uas brought in response to the
destructionof San-d cadgsed by superiority of lsraell gir.
craft. The 3yrian ground forces on the other hand performed
well against the Israeii troops. In Jume 1982 they wiped out
an dsraeli acmoured unii near sachaye and captured & M-30 tank -
one of which was reportedly even sent to Russia to be analysed
by woviet Armour specialist.

Soviet miiitary advisers and Syrian airforce personnel
ha '@ completed a sophisticated anti-aircraft missile system
which stretches from Latakia to Deraa on the Jordanian border.
Tihis ist he most complex and modern air d- fence system brought
into (he Middle East by the 2oviet Union. The Russians have
increaesed their presence and wmilitary commitment to Syria.
goviet techinicians nav§ als© enitered Lepanon in the past to
éalibraae Syrian Jﬁhs.ds T here are approximately 3uLyu sScviet

military advisers ana femiiles training the syrian army, but

3 sovert Fisk, "Syrians lostal 1lbv Mile Migsiles",
Time \Llondon,, 7 March 1983.

1imes (Lonaon,, 13 May 1iu83.
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theie are no confirmed reports of Soviet combat troops in
Syria. deportedly the doviet Unlou is sending the new 85-21
missiles to Syria-37 This bas a range of 12v miles, about 60
silometre more than that of the FROG, and 1s more accurate,
Thus, it would enable 3yria L0 hit lIsraeli targets as far
away as the Mediterranean port of Haifa. Though capable of
carrying a nuclear warhead, the mussisns will send probably
only the missiles fitted with conventional warheads.
Soviet-3yrian relationshipy has been summed up by the
Syrian Minister for lInformatiou, lskander Ahmad Iskander, who
says that "we have had goo. relations with the Soviets since
lgbo., 1t is no secretl that we have had Soviet experts here from
Buphrates Dam to ag;icnltural projects to our army battalions.
Qur friendship reached its peak with the signing of the treaty
of friendshiy the year before last \1981)",388yrians and
mssians find it mutually advantageous to object to Reagean
peace prbposals. IThe 3yrians want the Golan Heights back and
considers the lsrasli.lebanon patrolling of the ir borders a
Ssecurity risk. 4hus they want lsrael to be removed first from .
Lebanon. The Soviets ithink tLhat the longer the Syrians keep
on rejecting the American sponsored withdrawal plan, the more

desperd e the Americans will become tO make concessions to

a2yria.
37 8re 3audi Gazette (ayadh), 9 October 1983.
38 Interview in an article published in 14mes (London),

8 March 1luY83.
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‘ a0
The period after the Octob:r war, thgs,has quali-

tatively changed the patterns of de,endency. This has béen
affected due to two factors., The one 1s the new surplus oil
money which enabled the 0il producing states U0 overcome the
earlier economic constraints and to shop for arms in alter-
native sources. 4he flow of arms was alsO eased aue to the
sed for recyciing of petro-dollars. +he second factor is
the interaction.of the new Cold War rivalry and more direct
involvement ,oboth political and military, of the Super Powers
" in the regional affairs. 1In this case the gattern of de-
pendency i: not the same as béfore. Barlier, the regionsl
powers dependsd more on the Great Powers. Now due to dewly
emerging international strategic environment, the Super Powers
bave also started depending upon thesze regional partners. in
such a case, though the petro-uollars might reduce some cons
traints, on armg purchase, the entanced reglonal conflict
would increase the dependency of reglional powers and Super

Yowers, thus posing greater threat t0 peace and security of
the region.
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SHAPZR VIL
QONGLIBION

In these days of interdepsnience mo state can be totally
autonomouws, Dependency has, therefore, become an acgeptable nora
in internatiomal relations, In these days terms like North-South
dialogue and Hoew Iniernationsl tconpmic Qrder are very legitimate,
Thies dependoncy is Qutml, end though small powers are mpre
dependent than others the Jreat Powers are also mot fully
independent, The o4l dependency of the kest upon the Gulf states
is an illwstration of this phenomenon,

Dependency can be econmomie, political and military and ite
nature is deterained ty the domr-recl;iieat rolationship, oSince
this relationship 15 not altrulstic, the donmor as well &8 the
recipieﬁt, enjoy Some leverage yis-a-vis the other, This
relationship 45 sharply focused in ailitary relationships, Arss
transfer kecome8 a touch-Stone of these dependency models,

ihree main models of dependenoy emerge in intornational
rolations, depending upon the oplions availatble tw the potential
domors and the recipients, They are unipolar if unhere is8 one domor,
bipolar i€ there are tuwo donors amd multipolar if there are more
than two fowrces, In the first model the recipient has 1little
option, The options increase in the Hpolar model, But this model
hae its major limitation, that the recipients as well as the
donors fipd 1¢ difficult to steer clear of the Cold War rivalries

intuilt in the bipolaer system of today, The recipient has more
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option® in a multipolar systsm in the cense thet, if i so wishes,
it can bargein with its domors, despite the earlier framework of
unipolar or tipolar models, for zreater autoromy. All these models
can to stwuied when one analyses the domor-recipient relationship
botwesn the (reat Powers and the countries of West Asia,

In the last four decades the Arals apd the Israelis have
fought four wajor wars and innwmerable skirmishes in which they
have depended t & largs extent on the political, scomomic and
military help provided bty Oreat Powers, The desire amd eoffort on
the part of the regional powers to enhance their military capabdlity
bty acquiring more arms hes bsem a orucial variable in their
relationship with Great fowers, Over ths yesrs, relationship
betveen Grsal Powere ani regional powers has undergone major
variations, from the Second Horld war to 1935 toth the comflisting
parties were depondent upon the West for arms, and thus, were umier
a unipoler depsndency, from 1255 to 1975 this depemiency bscame
tipolar when some of the controntation 8tates, espocially Israel,
was supplied arms by the West, On the other band Ri=sia supplied
aras to Syris, Litya, Iraq and agypt, Ihe 8eventies, espscially
from i975 onwards, saw the new model of multipolar depsndency
influeneing the arms transfer in the reaslon, where due to oil
money the states seeking to acquire arms could ignore the bipolar
system end seek arms from alternative eowces like Prance, Thus,
the reciplents were, scomomically, in an advantageous position which
enatled them to diversify their military sowurces ampd thie reduce their

dependency on the traditional donor state,
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During the phase of unipolar dependency the Arals were
dependent upon tho kest for arms because they had a eolonial
heritage and tne military links with their exe-colonial powers had
remained unchanged, Most of the Aradb armies were creaied by Eritish
or irench during their coloniel rule, Consequently these local
armies which had been trained and equipped ty these suropean
fowers, continued to depend upon their traditional domors,
Britain was the modt dominant of the doror states, since it had
followed an active kest fsiam policy and wanted to maintain an
influence in this area, [Ihe tramsfer of arms to the Arats bocame
an instrument of gaining influence, Amother factor which contrituted
to the Arab dependence upon the kesSt was the approach taken ty
the Soviets, e3pecially during the Stalin period, which did mot
offer sny option even to thosoe Arab states which wanted W tresk
this unipolar momopoly.

Israel was not comstrained by any of these feactors, Its
dependence upon the west for it6 arms supplics and seeurity was a
more compact issus, [he Israelis had accsse to the West dus W
the political and domestic linkse with the domor country itself,
Since the thA, france and Dritain as well as the (SR had been
very much active in creating the state of Israel for their own
reasons, its future Secwrity was also treated ad a part of their
responsitility, though the Zionist lobly in the respeotive Gonor
countries did play an effective role to mobilize support and
comnittaent for Israel, During the poriod of 1948-50 Israel

enjoyed the tacit support of the Soviet Union which also supplied

it with ex-Germsn aras throush Csechoslovakia,
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In contrast to Israel and the 4ionist soveament, the Arabd
rulera * enforced dopendence upn the ex-colonial powers, and ths
hatred of the massed towards these powers, influenced mot omly the
oxtont of tho military capabtdlity of these countries but also the
nature of their depemdency, Ihis pattern favouwred the Jews rather
than the Arats, as was revealed in the First Arab.lsraeld kar of
15/8-/9, This pattern was {wrther comsolidated by the tripartite
agraeaent on regional arms control as agreed upon between the
Eritish, fronch and the United States of America in 1950,

The earlier pattern of unipolar depsndeney suffered a
seriouws challenge sinse 1935, when i¢ was replaced ty btigolar
deperdency, Tho pattera of HWpolar dependendy was unbuilt in
the kast-West competition, and began % inflrence the region
during the Kruschew period when the SR started ldoking
beneficiently upor ‘progressive! Arab regimes, The Arme oid policy
of the dorors btegan to be directly affected ty tho Cold kar
syndrome, with the intensification of the Cold uar amd the
enhanced strategic importance of the region these Super powers
began making greater we of arms aid as an instrument of ciplomscy,

ihe pattern of vmipolar dependency was troken in 19355 when
zgypt and Syria began to acquire modern arms from the Soviet Eloc,
This btmsic change coincided mot only with the intensification of
the Cold War rivalry on the region tut also of the Arabelsraeld
dispute, Israel, during this peried, vas Supported ty Eritish
and france which sought to build 4t as a counterweight to the
rising tide of Arab mationalism as led bty President Gamal Aldel
Rasser, Irag amd Jordan meintained their ties with Pritain

during this period, United Ltates on the other did little
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directly to militarize lerael, [he b arams reached Israel
through Third party,

ihe giyptian arms deal with the :iastern Eloc cawed
concarn among the Israsli military elite, The Americans were
also displessed and withdrew their fimancisl support for the
fowan Dam, That led Nesser to nationalize the Suez Cansl
Company, which infurieted the Fritish and the fSrench and
prepared the grourd for the Brench, British and Israeli
colluwsion to attack ngypt in 1836, The Americamns resentsd the
closeness of leftist regimes like Fasser's with the Soviet
Union and therefore followed the Eritish and aligned (iraly
with the traditional forces in the Arab world, Iragq,
meanwhile, after the 1958 revolution had turned towarde the
USsR for its military needs,

The advent of the early sixvies trought atout another
change in the depondency of the reglonal powers, khereas
gy pb, dyria and Iraq continusd to depemd upon TooR, lsrael
changed 41t dependency gradually from the suropean cowumtries to
the ©A, [he growing importance of the Esstern Medilerranean
because of the Supser Power maval rivalry tased upon the newly
developed Falaris SLBY, the change in french thinking dwring
and after de Gaulle, ard the rivalry btetwesnm Jreece and Turkey
over Cyprus projected lsrasel as the 'dependable® hestern ally
in the #mstern VMediterranean and the West Asian reglon, The
Tnited States bozan to replace france and ®ritain as the major

supplier of arms to Isracl, One can even trace the roots of the
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gresent strategic consensud between the A and Israel to that
period,

During that period the buper Power rivelry gt linked up
rot only with ths local rivalriecs among the Arals themselves bub
also with the frab-Israeli rivalry, Jordan umder King Hweeir,
hardpressed by the growing threat {rom the Palestinian nationmalist
movement to his ovn regime, became more dependent onm the Wes®,
This period witnessed a greater depsndency of tne resipient yis-a-vis
the doror, The pattern of depsndency established in the early
a8ixties remained more or less constant even after the coming inw
pouer of Sedat in igypt, Sadat wanted to disengage Egypt from the
frat-Israeli conflict and hence mads overtures to the Israelis and
the Americans, ama i was as a geotwe of his willingness to realiin
his policies, that hs expelled the Soviet technicians from sgypt im
1872, After the failwre of Sadat's military 4ption - reconquest of
the lost territory ty we of force in Qctober 187% - ogypt had mo
option unier cadat's leadership except W go W the nogptiating table
anl agres o the conditions laid down ty Israel and the WA, The
newly found ‘helpt from gmerica and the territorial bemefits in Sinai,
prompted badat to depend more uppn the kest amd to treak his ties
with the WGSR, It led sadat to alrogate the freindship Ireaty signed
vith the Soviets in 1971,

The advent of the Seventies sav¥ theo new importsnce given to
oil, espscially after the oil-price hike of 1973, followed ty the
energy crieis, Guestern countries, especially France, have coms to

depend heavily upon the Arab oil for their ecomomie survival, On the
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othor hand, the oil wealth acquired bty the Arald in recent years
has attracted tho Ewopoan countries to competo witn each other
for an arms market in this region, so that thoy could eiphkon off
come of the petrodollars, uhile the PFritish and the kest German
presence 4 en & comparatively small ceale, france helped to treak
the tarriers, of the Mpolar system bty 4ts willinguess to sell
sophisticated arms irrespsctive of the ideological orientation of
the state concerned, This approach holped France to sell arms (o
several countries imeluding Litya, Bgypt, Sawii Arabia, Iraq,
Syria ote,

his avallatility of arme against cash jave a new direction
% the dependency model Yy adding the comcept of diversifying the
Sowce of armd Supply, 7The Arals benefitied by this as they had
now options now, woich decreased their dependency, Ihe ecoromic
tmpoz-'wnce.of these oll-rich markets to iMrance and Britain is eo
great that comevimes i% forces them to change policy decisions,

The fremch embargo on Israel amd the British emtargo on South Africa
bave raised serious qusstions in the politicsl feilds atput the
rationale of looeing such lucrative markets, The deasls concluied ty
Britain in late sixtiez with the oil-rich underdevelopad countries
1ike Savdi Arabtda, Kuwait and Litya bear witness to their economic
importance,

By 1076 Egypt under Sadat had become an anti-Soviet power, and
even though Hoeni Mularak, the present President, 18 now seeking to
correct this imbalance, the dependency of Egypb on the Hest is
complets, Syria is the only country which remains depsndent upon

the Soviet Union, and inoreasingly 8o wow 8ince it faces isolation
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from other frab ctates and has to singlehandedly face the combined
attachs of the WSA amd Israel, as oeon from the resent events in
Lebanon,

The dependency patterns are Sought to be legitimized Yy
domors and reoipients ty putting foruward several arguments, 1In
the context of the fold ar rivalry it is done ty forming alliance
partnerships, OSince the fifti«s, America has tried successfully
to tring saeveral regional powers into defence pacts i,e, the
Baghdad Pact, CANID and BAD so as to form a defensive line across
the southern perimeter of the Soviet Uhion to counter any military
threate from the north ami 2lso to utilize the regional allies in
checking the spread of Soviet influence in the rogion, In this,
Saudd gratia and Israel played an iaportant role as thsy were toth
supported fully ty the United States im order %o play a sattelits
role, Tuls conceph of security understanding betwesn Sauii Aralda
and Israel, yis-as-.yis the Unitsd States, grew more in intensity
after the fall of the Sheh of Iran in 1979, erd the USA tried to
project these otates as the nmew policemen of the West Asian region
to sefeguard the American interests in the region, @specially in
the Mediterranean ami the Gulf,

Fational security wae also uwed a3 & pretext for legitimizing
the 'dependency!, Israel utilized the Arab threat, in the context
of the Arab-Ieraeli rivelry, to gain support of the United States,
vhich cupplied it with huge amounts of Sophisticated equipment in
order to ensure Israel's sesurity. Kgzypt, Iraq and syria, till 1973,
werse, in the sams context, @upplied heavily with military equipment

from the Soviet Union, thou-sb after 387¢ Syria remained the only
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pro-ioviet state left to face the wrath of the Ieraelis on one hamd
and the pro-thestern Arat @tstes an the other, This has legitimized
its nced for enhanced ..upplies of military equipment from the USSR,
ard consequently its enharnced deperdency,

Apart from the Cold kar rivalry and the fArab-Israeli conflict,
rogime security, threat from insurgency and possible designs of the
neightoure have beson advocated as arguments to legitimise this
depondency, Ald to the Gulf etates is jusiified as helping the
regime o swvive, Help to Oman was juwstified in the context of
fusurgeney in Dhofar, Rr a long time, Sauii depsndenoy on the
154 vas rationalized aoc & means to protect Saudi Aralia from the
so-called radical regimes 4n South Yemen ard Iraq, Iraq juetified
ites dspendency on the WHR for a long iime on the tasis of Irage
Irap conflict,

As mentiomed in the begining of tho chapter the dependency
model 18 mot alvays a one.way model, Jt is tased upon an interaction

.oi‘ the donor and the recipient, In several cases it does happen
that the recipient too has 1ever_ages vhich 4t can we to presswrize

the doror, Thws, the depsrdency models have thrown up Some interesting
cases of cmall powsr diplomacy,

In the case of alliance patnersnip, the regicnal powers were
very much needed Ly the Super fowers to eheck the ‘other power’,
Thus, when the regionsl powers demanded arms, even though sometimed
in such quantities and quality which they were mot able to alsorb,
the Super Powers had to comply for they could mot dare to refuse
duve to the fear of losing a valuatle ally, Iraa under the Shah,

Israel ond Syria today etc, are good examples of countries which
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‘benefitted from thie phenomenor, In the Cold UHar coampetition, the
threat ty regional povers %o change alliance partners, unless
corditions are fulfilled, does give am crormous leverage to the
recipient yis-a-yis the donor, fThe policies of Egypt Since 1976
and of Somalia ard &thiopla since 1977 {llwtrated the nature of
emall power diplomacy in such cases,

Arother important leverage is the threat to diversify its
sources, Since the oil toom, the Arab states have nmot bteen totally
dependent upon the mercy of the a8t or the Hest, as they had been
earlier, for the supply of military aid, rhe new found oil wealth
hes enabled them to pick and choose, Ko longer deperdent upon aid,
they can go % any country (o byy wbatever equipmnent they choose,
fhe threat of diversification, and the fear of losing the aras
markeb in thesce oil-rich 8tates doss give the recipient an adequate
loverage over tho doror, in which the latter mootly compromises, Thus,
the 4iradb states have been able to buy even from reluctant domors,
foe case of Sauvii frabtda 1lluwstrates this point, One reasen it
obtained F-15 from the TSA was its threat to finance the research
and development of Mirage-/000 4n France ard to acquire it, The
United States, despite the pressure from the lsraell lobly, had mo
option but to sell advance versionm of F=15_ to Sauil Aralda,

In the rase to acquirs arms, the recipient country may make
e sulden change in the sowrce of ite supply., $his change may be
due to the regional shift in the alliances or change of the threat
perception or dus to the negative response from a doror country.
Meny such changes have taken place eg, Somalia‘’s shift from USSR %o

WA, Ethiopia's shift from THA to WSR amd latsly sgypt's saifc
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from USSR to tho Mhited States, These moves, thoush attractive

from the short-term point of view, night not alvays be beneficiel

to a country 4in the long run, The politico-military depenmiency of
the regional powers upon Great Powers or Super Powera 6till persistis;
the latest line-up boing that while Bgypt, lsrael, Jordam, Iraq ard
Sauil Arabdia are dependent upon the West, Only Syria and Lilkya to
some extent, remain totally dependent upon the :iastern Eloe,

111l the tension prevails in this rogion, one Great Rower
might be replaced by amother aé a domor to a recipient state or
goup of 8tates, Bub it will not solve the probtles of regiomal
secwrity. The oil loom 4in the seventdes, ly introdusing the
aultipplar acdel and ty enhancing the bargeining power of the
rogcipient, had reduoed the dependency of the recipient, But those
gains have besn frittered away, The oil wom has passed amd most
of the oil producing #tates have bscome more dependent upon the
Hest than before, Simultanecusly, the Super Fower imvolvenont in
the rogion hat increased, The met result has been that today,
despite the options of the multipolar model, the rezional powers are
squoesed more %ghtly into the tipolar model, 7hat comtined with
the incroassd intensity of the new Cold War and the Super Power
rivalry oskes the region a highly explosive powder keg, Only a
determined ssarch for greateor automomy ty the rocipients yis-a-vis
the donors and a determined drive towarde conflict resolution at the
raogional level ean help to redusce the lension and enhance the

seouwrity of the reglon,
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