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Abstract

This thesis is a study of US-Syrian relations, #redlegacy of mistrust between the two
states. While there has been a recent growtheistiidy of Syria’s domestic and regional
politics, its foreign policy in a global systemiortext remains understudied within
mainstream International Relations (IR), ForeighidydAnalysis (FPA), and even Middle
Eastern studies, despite Syria’s geo-political regity in the region. The primary purpose
of the thesis is to analyse and understand thendrfactors in US-Syrian relations, both the
continuities — distinctive in the context of thgie’s dynamic political landscape —and the
rarer instances of discontinuity. By analysing tia@ses and constituents of US-Syrian
relations, the thesis will also challenge a pureblist and power-political explanation that
has dominated the discourse on Middle Easterngongolicy; without discarding the value
of alternative conceptual explanations, the thegisrgue that Syria’s position towards the
US has been significantly (though not exclusivéeifluenced by a politically embedded set

of ideas and principles that have evolved frommi@lonial Arab nationalist ideology.

Though recent constructivist debates have (righttiplght the role of identity and social
structure back to the fore, ideological or valugela motives are still at times treated
dismissively as an instrument of power politicsr{igalarly in relation to Middle Eastern
regimes) or, conversely, as a sign of regime oratiity. The apparent methodological
impasse in credibly connecting ideational motivé Woreign policy implementation and
the perceived incompatibility between ideas andimatic decision-making have prevented

a deeper and more sophisticated exploration oladgzal influences within IR.

Thus the second aim of the thesis is to redress ithbalance by introducing a
methodological framework of analysis for studyidgology in foreign policy-making; this
will be operationalised by historically chartingetdevelopment and influence of ideas on
Syria’s position towards the US, drawing upon arajiarchival material that has hitherto
not been utilised in existing literature on thibjget. | argue that in Syria’s case state
interests and security concerns are not dichotortwugeational values; rather the two are
coterminous goals in Syrian foreign policy. In mpiso the thesis employs historical
analysis and FPA methods to assess the signifiazribe following factors in influencing
Syria’s ideology, and thereby its relations witre tiS: Syria’s colonised past and
contemporary US interventionism in the region; plodicies and ideology of Israel; and

finally the structure of the Syrian regime, andcignection to public opinion.
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Chapter 1
Introduction

Bashar Asad and George W. Bush began their presateanly six months apart in July
2000 and January 2001 respectively. In the tinesiBent Bush was in office the relations
between the two states deteriorated, seeminglyriseyepair, with recriminations and

accusations from both sides. Both held that thergtarty was chiefly responsible for the
souring of relations. Relations between the twatest in this period were variously
described as ‘estranged’, ‘hostile’, ‘tense’, ‘dirwery strained’, and characterised by
‘outright mutual hostility’ and ‘mistrust’.

The poor relations did not start then however arsh@rs to how and why the relationship
has been so cold cannot be traced back solehetprésidencies of George W. Bush and
Bashar Asad. An analysis of the history of US-&yrelations is necessary to provide
context to recent tensions, which shows that wiiéeUS and Syria were not always in
opposition to each other, the antipathy betweetvibestates goes back a long way — at the

best of times their relations were difficult anditaus, at worst they were openly hostile.

To begin with, no significant historical ties exidtbetween the US and Syria prior to the
Cold War® After the First World War and the break-up af tBttoman Empire the British
and the French were the dominant external powetiseimegion. Under French colonial
rule, Syrian anger and suspicion towards Europgahmore generally any form of western
intervention, was channelled into a mass movemanintlependence and Arab unity.
During this period, the US remained aloof from tbgion and the colonial exploits of the

British and the French. They generally supporteab/utonomy — indeed they applauded

! See: United States Congressional Report 2008;.“By8a: Who's converting whom?Middle East
Strategy at Harvard25 April
2008http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/2008/04/us_swias_converting_whomfIraq a catalyst for
US-Syria rapprochementPurriyet Daily News 4 April 2010:
http://www.hurriyetdailynews.com/n.php?n=iraq-aatgst-for-us-syria-rapprochement-2010-04-04
“Inside Story”,Al-Jazeera English22 February 2009:
http://english.aljazeera.net/programmes/inside£2630/02/200922214452166695.htmMUS-Syria
Relations Still Mired in Mistrust’'BBC News18 March 200%%ttp://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/7949480.5tm
“Engaging Syria? U.S. Constraints and Opportuditiegernational Crisis Group Report on US-Syrian
Relations, February 2008ttp://www.crisisgroup.org/en/regions/middle-eastth-africa/iraq-syria-
lebanon/syria/083-engaging-syria-us-constraints@pubrtunities.asg¥Council on Foreign Relations,
report 18 February 2005ttp://www.cfr.org/middle-east/middle-east-us-syri@lations/p7852

2 Indeed since its formation, the US had very lihitevolvement in the Middle East as a whole. Iswa
however brought abruptly out of its isolation froine region after the First World War, when it was
required to participate in the post-war reconfigioraof the Middle East. A fuller historical acautis
provided in Chapter Three.

3 Derek HopwoodSyria 1945-1986 : Politics and Socidtynwin Hyman, 1988)., 23-25; Patrick Seale,
The Struggle for Syria: A Study of Post-War Araliitles, 1945-195§ OUP 1965).




Syria’s independence from the French in 1946 —saralresult, they were viewed in a more

positive light by many Arabs.

However, this changed after the onset of the Coédl,\WWhen the US took on a far greater
political interest in the region, largely framinig iMiddle East policies around its own
strategic and economic interests and interpretiagegion’s politics through the lens of its
own ideological battle with the USSRWith increased instances of US intervention (the
1951 Middle East Command; the attempted coup aphass Mosadeq in 1953; initial
support for British presence in the Suez CanathedOmega’ policy to discredit Nasser),
much of the earlier goodwill that the Syrians mayédnfelt towards the US was eroded. The
Syrian-American crisis in 1957, in which the USrplad (but failed) to organise a coup
against the weak and pro-Soviet Syrian governnesteablished Syria’s lasting perceptions

of the US as ‘second-generation imperialists’.

The Arab-Israeli War in 1967 marked a turning-poirfsyria’s regional role and importance
to the US. Having lost the Golan Heights to Isrded Syrians became firmly entrenched
within the Arab-Israeli conflict and would haveracial role to play in the region, with the
choice of either facilitating or ‘obstructing’ USaaliation and intervention in the conflict. In
the 1973 war against Israel, Egypt and Syria hopeetrieve their respective territories and
increase their bargaining powers in negotiatigkfter separate negotiations with Israel, and
with US help, Egypt succeeded in its aim; Syriagontrast, did not. Egypt’'s ‘defection’
and the US’ open acceptance of Israel’'s post-1987 berders shifted Syria’s position
towards the US from one of cautious oppositiongeroprovocation and hostility.

Thus Syria went on to be the first state to openigport and sponsor radical guerrilla
factions in Lebanon (even before the formation a@fbdllah); it was the first state to

acknowledge the new Islamist regime in Tehran in91%nd was the only Arab state to
openly support the militants in the Iranian hosterggs. In turn, the US placed Syria on its
list of ‘state sponsors of terrorism’ in 1979 aedntinated financial aid and trading with

Syria.

* See Fawaz Gergeshe superpowers and the Middle East: Regionallatetnational Politics, 1955-
1967 (Westview Press, 1994); David Lesdihe Middle East and the United States: A Historanadi
Political Reassessme(WVestview Press, 2003); Alan Tayldhe superpowers and the Middle East
(Syracuse University Press, 1991).
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From this, Syria was able to forge a new role tfeelf in the region, as an opponent of US
policies and obstructing Israeli interests wherssgae without risking its own survival.
Syria’s support for Iran during the Iran-lrag watlween 1980-88 (in which the US was
supporting and arming Iraq), Syria’s funding ang@wying of arms to Hizbullah and Hamas
against Israel, its disillusionment with the Madpdace talks by 1996, and finally its
opposition to the US ‘War on Terror’ and invasidniraq in 2003, are key examples of
Syria’s consistent opposition towards the US forenthan forty years. Under the Bush
administration, the US reciprocated Syria’s pobgynsisting on its exclusion from regional
diplomacy, renewing the sanctions it had alreadyggxd on Syria, bracketing it among other
‘rogue states’, regularly accusing the Syrianspoinsoring terrorism, and singling out the
regime for censure in its drive for democratisaiiothe Middle East.

Key Questions, Hypothesis and Contribution

Thus from this brief historical outline it is cletirat the US and Syria have had a long
history of mutual hostility. From this foundation we can set up the kegblématique
which forms the crux of this thesis. This can behfer divided into primary research
guestions, which frame the overall objective angation of the thesis, and secondary

guestions, which will help to substantiate the @anguments.

Firstly, despite the volatility and changing paléi landscape of the Middle East region,
Syria stands out as one of the states with a velgticonsistent foreign policy agenda,
particularly in terms of its opposition towards Amean policy in the region. It predates
Iranian enmity towards the US by several decaded, lsas outlived the previously

antagonistic positions of Egypt, Libya and Iraq.hil%/ events and catalysts of dramatic
change in the region routinely attract scholartgraion, the importance of continuities in
patterns of relations should not be overlookedusTltine key question to ask is: why has
Syriaregularly opposed the US? A comprehensive investigatiohi®fjuestion forms the

® When using the term hostility here, it is not ounderstood as armed conflict — in part the pdigibf
regular military warfare is negated by the asymiastof military power between the two states. Hosvev
both Syria and the US can be described as havieiy degaged in an enduring conflict of interests,
policies, tactics, goals and ideas. | argue tait tiplomatic and political clashes, frequenthaeerbated
by the withdrawal of ambassadorial representatiobath sides, can be categorised as a form oflitpsti
when one understands that peace, or peacefulordatienotes more than just the absence of irdaée-st
military combat. The latter is an archetypal tadibnceptualisation of peace that places analytica
emphasis on military engagement. However, a broaaeé more complex understanding of both conflict
and peace facilitates a reading of US-Syrian @hatias hostile, antagonistic and certainly not g@keshc
See Johan Galtung’s seminal work ‘Violence, Peand,Peace Researchiburnal of Peace Research
Vol. 6.3, (1969) which argues that structural vimle can still prevail even in the absence of wad; a
Kristine Hoglund and Mimmi Sdderberg Kova&eyond the absence of war: the diversity of peace i
post-settlement societiefReview of International Studie36, pp. 367-3902010). The literature relates to
internal state politics, but the concept can bergkéd to the nature of inter-state relations.
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primary goal of this thesis. A series of connecsedondaryquestions follow on from this

problématique:

1. Towhat extentis Syria, as argued by the US, atrottionist force in the region—a
‘spoiler’ in any Middle East peace process andibato improved Arab-Israeli
relations? And what does Syria gain from suchleypgarticularly if - as is often
posited by academics - conciliation and cooperatemains the likeliest route

towards the recovery of its territory from Isrdel?

2. Secondly, and crucially, why has Syria not (yellpfeed the peaceful route taken by
Egypt, its more powerful, fellow Arab state, withh@m Syria supposedly shares
greater ties in identity and history than it doé@hwan? Certainly, there are striking
similarities between Hafez Asad’'s Ba'thist Syriadadasserite Egypt, and their
respective relations with the US, which warranthsaiquery. Both shared similar
ideological and political positions vis-a-vis thé&Uand both were compelled to
engage more closely with the US after losing tenyito Israel in the 1967 Arab-
Israeli War. Yet by 1979, their paths dramaticdilyerged: whereas Egypt was able
to forge a long-term alliance with the US afteméingy a peace treaty with Israel,
Syria’s relations with the US continued to detexier Why Syria’s relationship with
the US has followed such a different trajectoryrfithat of Egypt remains a question

that has been answered only superficially withméRisting literature.

3. Thirdly, to what extent is Syria’s opposition tethlS framed by its alliance with
Iran? A question that is regularly posed in pokayles is: what can be done, or
what would it take, to coax Syria away from Irap&rceived sphere of influence?
Indeed is it even accurate to view Syria’s relaionth Iran in this paternalistic
light?

4. Finally, for all the above questions, just how imtpat is Syria to the stability of the
region? Is Syria effectively a bystander in thgioa’s affairs in relation to the
aforementioned powers Egypt and Iran, both of whare hegemonic claims to the

region? Given Syria’s deficit in power — politigaleconomically, even in terms of

® Raymond Hinnebusch and Anoushiraven Ehtesh@ymia and Iran : Middle Powers in a Penetrated
Regional SysterfRoutledge, 1997)., 23.
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the size of its population — does continued US&@yantipathy even matter or have

any significant implications for the politics ofelegion?

These are all important points of enquiry, whicls study will seek to address. But the
framing of a question often depends on which sidle stands and the assumptions one
chooses to accept as the premise of those questionthe literature, when seeking to
understand the mutual hostility, the burden of seythas tended to fall upon Syria rather
than the US; this is in itself indicative of theepailing assumptions about the two states.
From the above angle of questioning, Syria is eexasnined from an external perspective,
while the US carries the mantle of neutrality mgrekponding to Syria’s self-constructed
opposition. However, it is possible, and indeedontant, to also pose the questions from
the opposite angle and flip the scrutiny onto ttf&and its policies, analysing how it has

shaped and affected Syria’s position.

Thus the key lines of enquiry from this alternatpegspective are the following: thamary
guestion to start with regarding the US’ role m figlations with Syria is to ask how the
Americans have contributed to on-going hostilityeen the two states. Beyond this core

guestion, fousecondaryguestions can be extracted:

1. Firstly, the US for its part has had a consistemtlyympathetic view of Syria and its
role in the region, stemming from a deep suspiabits ideological roots, and
particularly its alliance with the Soviet Uniontlre 1950s and 60s. To what extent
did the US allow its global concerns and its riyalvith the Soviet Union to
disproportionately colour its view of Syria? Indeehas the US held fixed
perceptions about Syria without sufficient intediigce, and is it possible that it has,
on key occasions, presupposed Syrian intransigandehostility despite Syrian
efforts to the contrary?

2. Secondly, what have been American expectationdamands of the Arab parties in
the various regional peace processes, and whatthverstrategic judgments and
interests behind them? Following on from this goesit is important to ask how
realistic or reasonable those demands have beé&ghinof Arab interests and

aspirations.

13



3. Thirdly, and crucially, how far has the US’ closéationship with Israel hindered its
role as a peace-broker in the region, and to wkiné has that defined Syria’s
perceptions of and attitude towards the US?

4. And finally, the US championed Egypt during the &ahd Mubarak regimes as a
model for other states in the region to follow, affdrded it a great deal of power as
a representative of the region and chief mediatbrben Israelis and Arabs. Butin
focusing so narrowly on the Egyptian governmens, the US excluded voices of
opposition such as the Syrians', and thereby undergthe comprehensiveness of
any potential peace plan that would have to inchudi dissenters? Indeed, to what
extent have US moves to isolate Syria from theoreggiand international system set
the mould for Syrian obstructionism in the Middlasg perpetuating US-Syrian
antipathy?

Returning, then, to the two primary questions @ thesis — why has Syria so regularly
opposed the US, and in what ways has the US catedtio the on-going hostility between
the two states? — this thesis will make the caaeSkria’s long-term opposition to the US,
its foreign policies and presence in the regiorsigmificantly influenced by ideological
principles and not purely based on territorial@gime interests. In that sense this thesis
highlights the importance of ideational factordaoreign policy. It will demonstrate how
these values are structured, informed and susthinbi$torical experience, society, and an
(adaptable) ideological vision that takes from, &pelds into, the beliefs and strategic
options of both regimandsociety. Moreover, the thesis will argue thattghas played a
major role in fostering the hostility with Syriartugh a policy of marginalisation and a
pursuit of its own strategic interests above theues concerning the region.
(Mis)perceptions on both sides about each other Haelled the antagonism and
consolidated long-standing beliefs, which in tusstain ideological positions held by both
the Syrians and the Americans. While the thesisiges mainly on the role &yrian
ideology and how it relates to the US, Americaroldgy undoubtedly plays a role as well

here.

In addressing the above questions and argumentsdhes this thesis contribute to the
current scholarship on Syrian and American forgigiicy? Firstly it should be noted that
the continuity in mutual hostility has not gone ahoed in the existing literature — this part
of the argument is therefore not a new claim. $gBoof Syria in particular have

14



highlighted its consistent foreign policy as one¢haf notable characteristics of the modern
regime, particularly when compared to the fluctogtpolicies of its neighbours and the
dynamism of the region in genefaHowever, much of the scholarship on Syria focuses
regime structure and domestic politics to explhais phenomenon, without placing it within
sufficient global and regional contextualisatidmoreover, while there is plenty of literature
that looks separately at US and Syrian foreigngpesdiin the region respectively, there are
relatively very few that examine in depth the latat relations between the two states. Only
two studies have been carried out on this subjegate: David Lesch'Syria and the United
States: Eisenhower's Cold War in the Middle HA€92), ann-depth account of US-Syrian
relations in the 1950s; and Robert Ralfigia, the United States, and the War on Terror in
the Middle East(2006),bringing the story up to more recent times. That f§ an excellent
historical account drawing upon key primary docutagut it takes us no further than 1957
when US-Syrian relations were just beginning tetskape. The second is an informative
but ultimately less rigorous analysis relying ogaeary sources, and too bound up in
regional dynamics to adequately distinguish betwegional issues and US-Syrian bilateral

relations — a difficult task, but one which thisdy seeks to accomplih.

The relative dearth of literature on US-Syriantielas, when compared to US-Egyptian, -
Iranian or -Saudi relations, reflects the US’ ovasiion towards Syria over recent years
which has typically been ambivalent and fairly dissive — prevailing views in the policy
world regarding what issues are of high and lowesak, tend to infiltrate and be reflected
in academic output as well. Thus this study hdpdgl this gap in the literature on US-
Syrian relations, but also to contribute to widebates on Middle East politics and US
policy in the region. Moreover, in analysing tiepiortance of ideational factors in US-
Syrian relations this thesis also seeks to chaflehg dominant narrative on the subject
(which will be elucidated in more depth shortly3,\well as reflect both the Americand
Syrian sides of the debate (as opposed to a USkcactount). It aims to challenge the
current discourse on US foreign policy towards &ymd the accepted notions of Syrian
accountability for hostile relations, and in doisg the thesis also aims to offer a fresh
conceptual framework for studying the subject. oligh this project | hope to situate the
role and function of ideas more clearly and acalyatvithin the study of Middle East

" Raymond HinnebusclSyria: Revolution from Abov@&outledge, 2002), p. 1; Rick Fawn, Raymond
HinnebuschThe Iraq war: Causes and Consequenissne Rienner 2006), 138-139; Robert Rabil,
Syria, the United States, and the War on TerrahinMiddle Eas{Praeger Security International, 2006).
8 There remain a few solid non-academic works orSy8an relations, including Flynt Leverettisheriting
Syria: Bashar's Trial by FiréBrookings Institution Press, 2005).
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politics in particular, and foreign policy analysi®re generally; the following sections will

discuss the way this will be done in more detail.

Theory: Realism and the Middle East

In seeking to answer the key questions outlinedtarslibstantiate the arguments posed
above, there are two obvious and distinct methaoéd options. The first is to adopt a
straightforward historical approach. The secongragch is a predominantly theoretical
one, in which claims by various paradigms aboutrthieire of a system, state, society or
individuals are employed to identify correlatindtpens in the empirical case being studied.
In this way, general rules are used to explaip#récular, and often secondary (rather than
primary) historical material tends to be deployedffirm the validity and explanatory
capacity of those theories. A third option is¢éonbine the two approaches, more of which
will be said later on. But first, we will look abme of the importanbeoreticalapproaches
that have been used to explain events, policiepattdrns of relations in the Middle East as
a whole.

There have been a few key developments over thdifhagears when it comes to offering
explanations for the region’s politics. Previoudhminating the field was the culturally
deterministic route, stemming from orientalist aadthropological perspectives and
generating an exceptionalist view of the regidfhese studies focused on culture, religion,
ideologies, emotion and the ‘Arab mindset’ as theeds behind Middle Eastern foreign
policy and social trends. These causal fact@#ien bracketed as signs of so-called
irrationality. They tied in with cultural and rati(even racist) stereo-types of the region,

° Orientalist literature built on the work of a nuentof influential scholars who used the Middle Ezmsa
comparative model for other subjects of their watkch as Ernest Renan, Karl Marx and Max Weber, as
well as the diaries and reports of high-rankingegament figures who had been based in the regia, s
Britain’s Lord Cromer. By the 1960s, the work efemtalist scholars such as H. A. R. Gibb, Harold
Bowen and later Bernard Lewis were particularlyrpireent. For examples of Lewis’ work and the
deterministic approach outlined above,: s Middle East and the We3Veidenfeld and Nicolson,
1963), and more recentihat Went Wrong? The Clash Between Islam and Magénrthe Middle East
(Weidenfeld and Nicolson, 2002). ‘Modernizatiosistiere an offshoot of the orientalist traditiohnet
most well-known being Samuel Huntingdon, authothef‘Clash of Civilizations’ thesis. It is worth
noting that Middle East studies did not exist persn the academy, scholarship on the region amagly
the domain of philologists, while jurists and econists were relied upon for expertise outside of
academia. The reliance on linguists meant thatoaviedge of and access to ancient texts was often
passed as qualification to comment on contempasanes in the region. Zachary Lockman argues that
these foundations meant scholars were not focusirtge more universally common features of the
region, and moreover were inclined to view it tigbuhe temporally-narrow lens of the ancient and
mediaeval texts they were familiar with. For anadlent overview of the development of Orientaliand
Middle East studies, see LockmarCxntending Visions of the Middle East; The Histamng Politics of
Orientalism(CUP, 2010), and for a reassessment of orientzBgtries see: Israel Gershoni, Amy Singer,
Y. Hakan Erdem (Eds.Middle East Historiographies: Narrating the TwenkieCentury(University of
Washington Press, 2006)
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positing its leaders and social movements asamatj unpredictable and even dangerous
actors in contrast to the rationality and dispassie behaviour of other, particularly
western, international actors. As a result, tlggore was widely perceived as resistant and

unsuited to the application of generic theoriefRof

While this approach still holds among some, redisnholars increasingly challenged this
exceptionalisation of the Middle East, and arguned the theories and patterns of IR were
universal and could be applied anywhere, includirgMiddle East® In the process of
demystifying the Middle East and opening it uphte same modes of social and political
enquiry that were applied elsewhere, a flurry skach began to emerge to draw parallels
between the Middle East and its global counterpafthose theories being applied to the

Middle East, the realist paradigm has been the shasinant.

Indeed, on the face of it, the insecurity and vlitatof the region appear to justify realist
interpretations of foreign policies in the MiddladE, the dominance of the state and lack of
institutional cohesion also lend to this view. Tiee of International Relations as an
academic discipline after the First World War taiskcue from contemporary events: the
break-up of empires, national self-determinatiorg astitution-building on the basis of
nation-states, all encouraged the use of the ‘statee homogenous unit of analysis imR;
therefore the relatively recent imposition of a tpéalian state system on the region has
meant it has often been viewed and portrayed, tingfy or justifiably, as a modern Middle
Eastern version of Europe’s pre-war ‘balance of @oaystem. In this context, in a move
away from irrational stereotypes, ideational fagtuch as ideology and specifically Arab
nationalism have taken a back-seat and are viewed purely instrumentalist light.
Widespread instances of Arab collaboration withuilseand the west, against the interests
of fellow Arab states and regional solidarity, aresented as the clearest indications that
pragmatism and competing national interests sugeraat is deemed to be a weak and

shallow ideological vision.

It is true that more recently scholars have moweghd this limited scope to look at non-
state relations and the interaction between ‘peoatel societies? Fawcett argues, for

19 Among the early scholars breaking the mould wemeuar Abdel-Malek, Maxime Rodinson and Albert
Hourani. Later challengers to the exceptionalistwoint include Gunder Frank, Roger Owen (focusing
particularly on the importance of political economythe region) and Fred Halliday.

1 EH Carr,The Twenty Years' Crisis, 1919-1939: An Introductio the Study of International Relations
(Macmillan Press, 1946).

12| ouise Fawcettinternational Relations of the Middle E4&UP, 2005), 1.
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example, that the two factors crucial to the uniaeding of the region and transcending the
concept of the state have been pan-Arabism andhlisland yet, despite this apparent
movement away from basic notions of state-hoodtaey and inter-state conflict, a cursory
analysis of the region still appears to confirm enal competition, a real scarcity of
security, and an anarchical system in which theneoi (effective) regional leadership or
institutional representation at the global Iével little wonder, then, that this has led to
conclusions of an ‘unfinished’ state-system thatlddoe best explained through political

realism.

In such circumstances, as posed by realists, teidual state relies on self-help and
pursues material and strategic motives that ardwowe to its national interests, be that
mere survival and defence, or wealth and hegembiie drive is presented as an entirely
rational one - attached to the overriding pursaristability, order, maximisation of potential

- and measurable through positivist methods. Caitigrefor resources, regular territorial
and border conflicts (the Arab-Israeli conflictfayTurkey, Irag-lran, Irag-Kuwait) and the
perceived instrumentalisation, indeed abandonnaéindeology for the sake of pragmatic
state interests (Egypt-Israeli truce, Syrian-Iraiiance, Syrian-lraqi inter-Ba’thist rivalry)
all appear to validate the realist argument. Shamed particularly true after the perceived
failure of the pan-Arab ‘project’ in various reganconflicts, notably in 1967, and the

subsequent decline of Arab nationalism in the MidBhst®

Although ideational accounts of foreign policy diegin to emerge at the height of Arab
nationalism in the late 1950s and early 60s, KénWédltz's seminal work in 1979 on neo-
realism prompted a strong revival of power-polidosl material interests within the study of
IR in general, this time shifting the emphasis avryn individual agency towards a
structural, systemic view. With the publication coinciding with major rupas and
changes in Middle East politics that appeared tioese the structuralist arguménand

13 Barry Buzan and Ole Waever argue that anarchsflieative of a realist international system, wherea
regional institutions and cooperation reflect dtgbiinternational society and the decline of isal See
Regions and Power¢CUP, 2003), 53.

* Hans J. MorgenthatPolitics among Nations: the Struggle for Power &ehce(5" edition, Knopf,
1978); for the application of the theory to a csisely see Graham AllisoEssence of decision:
Explaining the Cuban Missile Cris{kittle, Brown, 1971).

15 Fouad Ajami, "The End of Pan Arabisndreign Affairs57(1978/9).; Jubin Goodar8yria and Iran:
Diplomatic Alliance and Power Palitics in the MiddEastTauris, 2006), 12

16 Kenneth WaltzTheory of International PoliticéAddison-Wesley, 1979).

" Namely: Anwar Sadat’s visit to Jerusalem and thgpEan-Israeli truce; Soviet invasion of
Afghanistan; and the Iranian Revolution. For tlgmidicance of these events in shaping the modern
Middle East, from a neo-realist angle, see Davischel979: The Year that Shaped the Modern Middle
East(Westview Press, 2001).
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thanks to its non-exceptionalist appEaheo-realism has for many years been seen as the
most suitable interpretive framework for the regioynboth mainstream IR and Middle East
scholars?’

Following from this, the role of external powerslaheir capacity to influence the politics
of the region is a theme that fits well within arealist interpretation of the Middle East,
since it places regional power and influence inrthieds of homogenised state-actors with
the greatest military capabilities. Societal fast@.e. identity), and domestic politics within
the Middle East states themselves play a periphretal (if any) within this analytic
perspective. Traditional Cold War historiographig-a&-vis the Middle East places
explanatory emphasis on external agency, positisgrivolvement in the region in the
context of the Soviet threat and vice versa. Aditgy to this view, Middle East states had
little stake in US policy-making towards the regiaeither diplomatically, nor by shaping
events on the ground; as a result, the US’ relatmath individual states in the Middle East,
the variance between those relations and the newel-factors that led to conflict or
alignment, are largely overlooked, or more commaigr-generalised in order to cover the
region as a homogenous whole. Itis true thatdlegions with Iran have had more attention
than most other states due to the added dimensipaliical Islam’ and the utility of Iran
as a thematic case-study within that domain. Bistdpecific attention has been extended

only sporadically to other bilateral relations witie US.

Even those aiming to avoid this paradigm inadvelgarinforce it: Peter Sluglett in his
analysis of superpower intervention states thamprent Middle East leaders — Nasser,
Hafez Asad, Saddam Hussein — were adept at playenguperpowers off each other during
the Cold War, and presents a classic case ofdiheagging the dog”; but ultimately in his
analysis those individuals fade into the backgroand seem to merely play the role of
agitators in the far greater, global conflict betwethe US and the USSRK. This
demonstrates the resilience of the neo-realist Weawforeign policy, wars and truces are
dictated by the need for a balance of power; thatUS and the USSR were the major
players in the system, while the smaller statdseeialigned or remained neutral in the
interests of maintaining the balance of power. i&&yo take one example, is widely

18 Shibley Telhami, Michael N. Barnettlentity and Foreign Policy in the Middle Eg&ornell University
Press, 2002), 3-4.

9 For example see Stephen Wale Origins of Alliancegithaca,1987); Buzan, Waevé&egions 217;
Raymond Hinnebusch and Anoushiraven Ehteshahnd,Foreign Policies of Middle East Stafegnne
Rienner, 2002), 19-21.

% peter Sluglett, The Cold War in the Middle Eastrawcett)nternational Relations of the Middle East,
40-57
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perceived to have swung between ‘non-aligned’ stahd a ‘satellite’ of the USSR; as such
it demonstrated little independent agency, beingeddent on and swayed by its more
powerful Soviet ally, or by the constraints of g8ystem itself and the necessity of military

equilibrium.

Realism and Syria

If we are to assess the relevance of the reasstrétical approach to the focus of the thesis
then, certainly, one of the most dominant intelgdiens in the literature of Syria’s policy
towards the US, and vice versa, is the realist ahest as in the policy realm, academic
discourse often posits Syria as a follower of Egypkample. Under Nasser, Egypt had
been seen as the leader of the pan-Arab movememth its shift to the pro-western camp
and the subsequent political and economic gairtsittimaade, scholars predicted similar
repercussions for the entire regfdnSyria as a fellow ‘revisionist’ state was expedtebe

the most severely affected,; its disillusionmentviagypt and the pan-Arab movement was
translated as a dilution of its own ideologicaleri

Goodarzi, among others, positions Hafez Asad aidegEgypt's Anwar Sadat: both
political pragmatists who helped to usher in a phase ofealpolitik at the expense of
ideology?® In turn, Syria’s foreign policies, specificallydse towards the US, have been
interpreted as straight-forward geo-political pits®® matching the US’ interest-driven
policy towards the region as a whole. Thus defemnsierritorial concerns for Syria
(retrieving the Golan Heights from Israel and preireg hostile encirclement by its
neighbours) and hegemonic, security interests her WS (counter-balancing Soviet
influence during the Cold War, safeguarding actess!, and eliminating terrorist threats
post-Cold War), are deemed to constitute their getbpe bilateral priorities in both

diplomatic and confrontational settints.

Alongside defensive-realist explanations, thereadse numerous arguments based on the
need to protect regime security at home. ThugriB8 political rhetoric appears to display

an intense ideological motivation behind its p@giit is to be remembered that it is just

2L Ajami, "The End of Pan Arabism."; Adeed Dawish@(Riem for Arab NationalisMiddle East
Quarterly 10 (1) 2003

% GoodarziSyria and Iran,12; Humphreys, Stephen, ‘The Strange Career ofAfabisnm’, in Between
Memory and Desire. The Middle East in a Troubleg AJniversity of California Press (2005), 73-4

2 Fawn and Hinnebuschraq war, 129 Goodarzi,Syria and Iran 13 Rabil, Syria, the United Statesxi.

% Hinnebusch, Ehteshan8yria and Iran, 162; Eberhard Kienl®a'th v. Ba'th:The Conflict between

Syria and Iraq 1968-198@Tauris, 1990), 136; Efraim Karshihe Soviet Union and Syria: The Asad Years
(Chatham House, 1988), 3.
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that: rhetoric. According to Owen, Syria hasmaets used extreme ideological language, not
even for the purpose of regional legitimisatiort, indfact to make it too dangerous for any
other state to feasibly unite with its policy —tims way, he argues, Syria is assured that it
never needs to follow through its empty threatslzeitigerent rhetori¢®> Others argue, on
the basis of Syria’s strict domestic authoritaigsami that the regime is merely motivated by
the need to maintain its own security, and wedltRred Lawson argues that the desire to
protect the regime at home leads to the exploraticevents abroad to create a perpetual

state of emergency and to smother potential digéent

Hinnebusch and Ehteshami’s analysis of Syrian §org@iolicy is more nuanced, certainly
not so starkly realis® The intense hostility between the US and Syrselsiowledged, and
Syria is indeed described as one of the few remginévisionist powers in the world,
alongside the theocratic revisionists in Iran, Wahat first seems to imply an acceptance of
ideology as an important influence on Syrian fangaglicy. However, they stipulate that
this revisionism isiot an ideological one, but one that is based on systiactors and the
need to balance power in the region. Bureaugpalitics, exemplified by tensions between
economic pragmatists and less-progressive ideotogue portrayed as the main driving
force behind outward revisionism, rather than &etant ideological bent. They point to the
ascendancy of the pragmatists such as Hafez Asddntonstrate the strategic emphasis of
Syrian foreign policy over the past forty yearfieauthors associate this pragmatism with a
dilution of ideology, certainly the revolutionamygology which characterised the unstable
Syrian regime before Asad’s seizure of power inQL9They argue that the shift from a
weak, fragmented, ideologically driven state, &trang centralised actor, is in great part

attributable to the authoritarianism am@lismof Hafez Asad.

Overall, Hinnebusch and Ehteshami, having deb&teddssibilities, present Syrian foreign
policy (which interestingly they not only associdbeit also equate with Iranian foreign
policy) as a rational one, reacting to the penieaif external global hegemons and inter-
state regional war, one that co-opts a degreeraedtic-external “omni-balancing” to allow

for bureaucratic politics, the need for public tegacy and, above all, the retention of

% Roger OwenState, Power and Politics in the Making of the Moddiddle East(Routledge, 2004), 64.
% Alan GeorgeSyria: Neither Bread nor Freedo(ded, 2003), 9-14; Lisa Wedeekmbiguities of
Domination: Politics, Rhetoric, and Symbols in Gamporary SyrigUniversity of Chicago Press, 1999),
157-8.

2" Fred LawsonWhy Syria Goes to War: Thirty Years of Confrontai@ornell University Press, 1996),
12.

% Hinnebusch and EhtesharBiyria and Iran; And see als@he Foreign Policies of Middle East States,
141-163

21



relative autonomy for the leadershib.In many respects this analysis of Syrian foreign
policy does challenge the realist account (it celtappens up the proverbial ‘black box’ to
look at internal politics); but in terms of motivasis still very much tied to the realist

preoccupation with material interests.

To sum up, in a realist assessment of US-Syriaatiogls ideology can act as a
supplementary force and is used as a vehicle gutifeacy and mobilisation; however, it is

not to be seen as genuinely-held values but assguige” of the leader’s true power-
political motives® if a credible assessment of foreign policy is éonbade then ideology

should take a back seat to what are perceived as substantial and urgent material
interests. From the literature we can extract feey realist assumptions that have
dominated any analysis of Syria, and by extensiSr3yrian hostility. These assumptions

undermine the role of ideology in Syria’s policyMards the US:

I.  There has been a decline in Syrian Arab nationai@lowing Egypt’s truce with
the west;

ii.  Syria’'s grievances with the US, and Israel, woukkigpate should Syria’s own
territorial dispute with Israel be resolved,;

iii.  Syria’s authoritarianism means all power and denisnaking resides with the
President — its foreign policy reflects his perdanatives and he is equitable to
Syria;

iv.  reflecting the pragmatism of a regime merely irde¥d in its own survival, Syria
bandwagons or balances against external and reédiegamons and is swayed by

fluctuations in the international system.

In support of these assumptions, periods of tenmpoegonciliation between the two states
— demonstrated during the 1990-91 Gulf War whenaSgligned with the US against a
fellow Arab nation, and post-September 11 wherliSesought and received Syrian aid in
intelligence for the ‘War on Terror’ — are explairtbarough the realist paradigm of self-help
and disregard for normative and ideational constsai From a purely realist perspective,
these instances of cooperation need not be viewadaradoxical light, as inconsistency

and flexibility are the defining characteristicspphgmatist regimes.

2 Hinnebusch and EhtesharBiyria and Iran 24
30 As explained in Morgentha®olitics among nation€9; and see aldéarl Mannheim,Ideology and
Utopia: An Introduction to the Sociology of KnowdgedRoutledge, 1991), 49.
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Reassessing the realist interpretation

The strength and utility of a realist perspectivethe analysis of the Middle East cannot and
should not be dismissed outright. However, th@usdhnot prevent it from being critiqued
in the face of historical inaccuracies and failut@gpresent societal complexities. The
arguments and assumptions outlined in the prexdeaton can be challenged on a number
of fronts; there are, at best, missing componengspurely realist explanation of the US-
Syrian case. | will briefly highlight these in atibn to the four realist arguments put

forward above.
I. The decline of Egyptian pan-Arabism and the ‘oaneffect’ on Syria

Let us begin with the notion that Syrian Arab nasilism has been in decline since Egypt
‘defected’ to the west: Hinnebusch states that the insecurity arisinmftioe 1967 defeat
led states to resort to realist self-help, ‘speaify, Egypt’s pursuit of a separate peace with
Israel upset the Arab-Israeli power balance, heigihty the insecurity of other Arab states,
notably Syria, and encouraging them to similarbkito self-help through militarisation and

separate diplomacy?

But significantly, the above argument does not take account the fact that Syria was
vehemently opposed to the process of ‘separaterdgdy’, and consistently argued for a
comprehensive approach that brought EgyptiansaByrand Palestinians together to the
negotiating table. The separate peace approaclthesen by the US and foisted on the
Syrians against their choié&.Had Syria followed Egypt's example of signinguce with
Israel, especially given that Egypt was argualiggaonal hegemon at the time, this would
have been the clearest indicator that realist reetivere now coming to the fore, especially
since the need to be on a war-footing was jusetisngental for Syria’s economic interests
as it was for Egypt’ But instead, by 1979 Syria shunned diplomacy i a very
different direction sponsoring and supporting opgas of the US and Israel with even

greater zeal than before. Given Syria’s precanpasstion, both regionally and against the

31 Ajami, "The End of Pan Arabism."; Humphreys, Step!Between Memory and Desjrg80

32 Raymond Hinnesbusch, The Politics of Identity itile East International Relatioris Fawcett
International Relations of the Middle Eas65

¥ Hafez Asad denounced Sadat’s peace with Israeli@®ach of Arab solidarity’, arguing that the
conflict with Israel was not just an Egyptian issbiet was an all-Arab one — refer to Asad’s intews
with Damascus Radio, 8 September 1975, Newswed&epfember 1975, cited in Moshe Ma'ésad The
Sphinx of Damascus: A Political BiograpiyVeidenfeld and Nicolson, 1988), 103-104. Fatifer
elaboration on this divide see Chapter 5.

3 Hopwood,Syria, 104-5; LeverettTrial by Fire, 33-35
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US, and with Soviet material support proving tarfmeeasingly unreliable, this was a highly

risky strategy to adopt in terms of Syria’s militand economic security (indeed it resulted
in the US imposing a series of sanctions on Syril)e fact that Syria was prepared to
shoulder the risks of sanctions and isolation destrates that a purely realist explanation of
Syrian policy is insufficient. Thus contrary tetpredictions, Syria’s recent behaviour does

not indicate that it is about to imitate Egypt’'sagxle.

Such expectations do not take into consideratienlifierent historical experiences of both
Syria and Egypt that contributed in different waysheir collective identities. Whereas
Egypt’s territorial homogeneity was intact aftee fhirst World War and had remained the
same for centuries, the break-up Rifad ash-Shaminto Syria, Palestine, Jordan and
Lebanon meant that a wider Arab identity formedmstitutive part of Syria’s identity from

the moment its colonial boundaries were impo8ebthus for Egypt, its about-turn in 1979 —
seismic a shift though it was — constituted no ntloa@ a change in foreign policy; for Syria,
this would have meant (and would mean) an overbfdtd identity, one that has directed its

foreign policy since it acquired state-hood, and@eptance of externally imposed borders.

This is not to suggest that Syria’s pan-Arab idgnsia ‘primordial’ nationalism, but rather
that it has become socially and politically enttesat over time, and has influenced its
politics and ideology. Itis thus much more prohéic, therefore, for Syria to discard Arab

nationalism from its foreign policy than it was fegypt.

Thus, Syria’s adherence to Arab nationalism wadaahstrengthened and augmented by the
turning-points mentioned above. Goodarzi desctitee4970s as a decade of “disarray” and
total confusion, following the failures of 1967mited achievements of 1973, Egyptian
‘defection’ after the Camp David Accords in Marc®79, and lack of resolution on the
Arab-Israeli front. This may be an accurate agsgrand yet this does not, and did not,
necessarily determine a decline in ideological .z€xh the contrary, it is just as likely to
have enhanced it, particularly as Syria was fullaie that it was unlikely to fulfil its
territorial and strategic goals through its ownitarl capabilities (which were insufficient)
or its own negotiating powers (which were still weend lacking necessary leverage) — in
such a scenario, ideology supported the stratesgd for sustained resistance to external

powers. As Patrick Seale argues, Egypt’s 'lomgagtfrom the pan-Arab project, beginning

% Asad explains that Palestine is in effect 'Soutt8yria’, and outlines they are the same commuiSse
Memo of conversation, Asad and K, 25/6 February] 8fiddle East trip follow-up, RG 59, Briefing
Books 1958-1976, Lot#75D146, Middle East Trip Fallop 5/1974, Box 205
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as early as 1961 with the failure of the UAR witi&, followed by the 1967 Arab-Israeli
war and the death of Nasser in 1970, did not dariyeia’s Arab nationalist ambitioris.

In the eyes of the Syrians, Egyptian Arab nati@malivas exposed as opportunistic and
motivated by statist goals (it is worth rememberihgt Syrian Arab nationalism, both
institutional and at a popular level, pre-dated ¢i&gypt’s); thus Egypt’'s demise provided
the Syrians with the opportunity to supplant thenthee ‘true defenders’ of the Arab cause.

ii. Territory or ldeology?

Chapter two elaborates on a core argument of tegighthat Syria’s Arab nationalist
ideology is primarily of a defensive-political, &t than a cultural, nature. Indeed, Syria’s
interpretation of Arab nationalism is argued by somo represent simply another
manifestation of anti-imperialism. Realists miglrgue that, in fact, this viewpoint
reinforces their argument. To some extent, anpienalism can be viewed as a product and
manifestation of realist politics. It is concermnveith material issues, and in particular, seeks
to re-establish and protect state sovereignty te staundaries, autonomy and national
defence are at stake here, all traditionally readsues. The fact that Syria’s opposition
towards the US has endured for so long is, accgrttirthe realist camp, simply due to
Israel’s continued occupation of the Golan Heigind the US’s uncompromising support
for Israel. If this territorial dispute were toase, Syrian antipathy towards the US might not
entirely disappear, but would significantly dimimisif the territorial situation improved,
Syria would avoid overt opposition for fear of detaon and a return to the status quo, as
exemplified in Egypt’s policies after the returntbe Sinai. Traditional realists, such as
Morgenthau, even argue that anti-imperialism is tiftenate disguise of imperialist
revisionism®’ which simply uses ideology and morality as a figstiion and cover for basic
power-politics, and in Syria’s case, ambitionsriegional domination.

This realist view of anti-imperialism however istrsufficient, particularly in the Syrian

case. Though it is often dismissed as rhetore Sirian leadership and its political elite
have been consistent in maintaining that evenaf@olan Heights were retrieved, there
could be no peace without the resolution of thegtalian problem, while neutral and non-

Syrian analysts have similarly argued that a résmigpurely based on territorial issues is

% Seale Struggle for Syriaxviii-xix
37 MorgenthauPolitics among NationsL06.
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unlikely®® A deeper understanding of Syria’s territorial guwlitical history, and an

acknowledgement of the high level of politicisateomd mobilisation of Syria’s population
against colonialism since the end of the First \WaNtar®® demonstrates that its anti-
imperialist ideology preceded and goes beyonduiteat territorial dispute with Israel, and
will have contributed to the long-term developmefit Syrian identity. Moreover,

imperialism itself constitutes an ideology, withsat of values and perceptions held
alongside its territorial ambitions; in this caaeti-imperialism, in opposing an ideology, is

ideological in of itself.

This argument is particularly pertinent when coesity Syria’s view of Zionism as an
imperialist ideology, which it believes needs to dmntested and fought with its own
ideology?® The presence of ideology is further demonstratediria’s opposition to
America’s various regional policies (beyond justsupport for Israel) on the grounds of
perceived US neo-imperialism and unjustified inéertion in other countries’ affaifs.
Thus to reduce Syria’s policies to merely terrabambitions is too simplistic.

iii. Domestic politics: a ‘non-issue’ for Syrianrign policy?

We now turn our attention to domestic influence$sgnan foreign policy towards the US,
challenging the realist assumption that the regsnaf-encompassing authoritarianism
precludes any interaction between the executivesanigty. It is easy to dismiss the role of
society in affecting foreign policy when power s&entralised with one person, as it has
been in Syria. No doubt, the President has atdaegring and influence on the continued
relevance of Syrian ideology in both society ameifgn policy, especially when his tenure
has been a patrticularly long one, as was that &é2Hasad. As a result, many analysts

identified Syrian foreign policy under Asad sen&w a straightforward reflection of his

3 For example: Interview with Hafez Asaldwsweek25 February 1975, cited in Ma’o2phinx of
Damascus.98-99); Lecture by Dr. Sami Khiyami, Syrian Anseador to the UK (London School of
Economics, 8 May 2007) and at the Syrian Media efhtondon, 16 June 2007); author’s interviews with
Aaron Miller and Martha Kessler, Washington DC, Mayne 2009; Statement by Bouthaina Shaaban,
Minister of Expatriates and Foreign Ministry spgkeson (Arab Daily Star, 5 June 2004, cited in Rabi
Syriathe US 204-5).

39 Rabil, Syria, the US1-33; HopwoodSyria, 27

“0 For further exploration and interpretations of &t ideology see Halperin, E., Bar-Tal, D., Shai,
Rosler, N., & Raviv, A. “Socio-psychological impéitons for an occupying society: The case of |8rael
Journal of Peace Resear¢p010), 47 (1), 59-70.

“1 Author’s interview with Syrian Ambassador to thsl\Dr. Bashar Ja’afari, UN HQ, New York,
February 2009. When asked what grievances he hadhveé US administration, his first and immediate
response before mention of Israel was: “Iraq”. rEhere wider issues for which Syria opposes the US,
based on Syria’s ideological principles — thus destiating that its contention with the US would not
dissipate entirely if its territorial dispute witbrael ended.
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personal decision-makirfg. Certainly, prior to Hafez Asad’s seizure of poivethe 1970
coup, Syria had been prone to factional in-fightipglitical incoherence and instability,
which in turn had made Syria vulnerable to outsntiervention, not just from enemies, but
allies as well (seen in the failed UAR union wittpypt and increased involvement from the
Soviet Union). Hourani states that with the aidrivh Asad, the Syrian regime was
transformed into a strong regime, “able to impdselfi on the country and put an end, at
least for a while, to the internal conflict§”. This analysis draws very much upon the
notions put forward by the ‘cult of personalityetfis, and places great responsibility and
credit for Syria’s transition from weak state t@imnal power, on the personality and
leadership of the President. There are two mapligations of this reliance on the ‘cult of
personality’ thesis: (i) it marginalises the role public opinion; (ii) it downplays the

salience of ideology.

(i) Given Syria’s authoritarianism, it is unsurpng that the role osocietyand public
opinionas the source of a state’s ideational drive iaraa of foreign policy analysis that
has been seldom addressed in relation to Syriae CHmtralisation of power by the
leadership — singularly dominant and authoritabgeven Middle Eastern standards — and
the deliberate ambiguity surrounding its domestilitigs and civil society, has made the
realist approach not only the most obvious, but Hiie easiest one to adopt vis-a-vis Syrian
foreign policy. The prevailing view with regaras3$yrian domestic opinion is that, due to
the authoritarian nature of the regime, it has &rdxeen taken into account” and is a “non-

issue” in Syrian politicé?

And yet despite the repression, civil society, gpfion movements and independent public
opinion do exist in Syria, and must be seen as itapbconsiderations for the leadership
when conducting foreign policy. The Asads, eldet younger, have been acutely aware of
the need to be in line with mass opinion, and dafiganilitary opinion, in certain key
issues. For the leadership, the risk always reeasiihat the tension already created by the
oppressive surveillance culture and stringent adstn public and intellectual life, may be
raised to unsustainable and potentially violeneéleyif an unpopular and unrepresentative
foreign policy is added to the list of the many dstic grievances. Civil society has indeed
been stifled in Syria and there is very little ogpaity for the public to clamour for or

initiate political change (the lessons from thedolp repression of the Ikhwani uprising in

2 GoodarziSyria and Iran 13; Hinnebusch and Ehtesha®yyria and Iran 58-65
3 In Seale Struggle for Syriaxv
4 GoodarziSyria and Iran 6
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Hama in 1982 are still fresh and it remains a tatadmect, while the Damascus Spring of
2003 soon faded away; meanwhile the future of #®12uprisings remain uncertain,
although the regime has once again adopted brattit$ to repress them); but public

opinion nevertheless plays on the consciousnesegiresident®

In a state where there are such high levels ofipalicurtailment, stifling of opposition and
control of public, political, educational and eveon-political religious affairs, the only
legitimate and feasible outlet for public expressamd fervour is in the realm of foreign
affairs. Moreover, itis a realm where the viewd avishes of society coincide with both the
stance of the leadership, and the security intedshe state. To be sure, hostility towards
the US is disseminated top-down through the statemnedia, but anger and suspicion
towards the global hegemon is also a genuine featugrass-roots public opinion and it is
tapped into by the state. This identity is perpttd and regenerated through collective
processes, not just at the societal level, but &etwthe regime and the populace.

Certainly, Syria's identity, its sense of morah@t political) leadership and responsibility in
the region, feeds off the constancy of externadigpewer intervention in both domestic and

regional politics™®

The Anglo-American invasion of Iraq in 2003 pr®d the Syrian
leadership with the perfect deterrence for intemtiabrder and revolt at a time when
agitations for liberalisation were growing at honBait it is to be remembered that in Syria’s
history, there have been numerous dictatorshiggetHAsad’s was not the first. And under
those dictatorships in which the ruler did not adhe and uphold those deeply embedded
principles held by the Syrian people — such asegtotg Arab independence, resisting
external interference and opposing Israel — Syaa at its weakest and most unstable, both

at home and abrodd.

> This has been made starkly apparent by the uggsiimce March 2011. The grievances at the héart o
the protests are based on domestic issues — ttositigm of emergency law, detention and treatmént o
political dissenters, and the brutality of the sé@gwapparatus. Notably foreign policy has nothee the
agenda, and the mixed views on the protests wiiima can to some extent be attributed to broadipub
agreement with Syria’s foreign policy. This is iontrast to the 2011 revolution in Egypt, which afte
focusing first on domestic grievances soon turtedtiention to the deeply unpopular, pro-westeraifin
policy of the Mubarak regime. The extent of popuésentment built up due to Egypt’s truce witlaédr
highlights the importance of adhering to principdesl public opinion in foreign policy.

“% This notion is supported by Cartsen Wieland, wigues, on the basis of public, academic and media
interviews that the Iraqg War 2003 rejuvenated paabfsm/Ba’thist ideology in Syria, and its sense of
purpose, at a time when it was under strain frompeting religious and nationalist loyalties. C. Valied,
Syria at Bay: Secularism, Islamism, and "Pax Angar&' (Hurst and Co. 2005).

“"For greater detail on the instability of the Sgri@gime before the Ba'thist revolution in 1966 se
chapter 3 on the history of Syrian statehood aadtiliticisation of society. Notably, any leadejpstinat
curried favour with the US and relaxed its stamseatrds Israel was vehemently opposed by the pahblic
the military and was soon removed.
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(i) The downplaying of societal input is connectedhe second viewpoint that the cult of
personality usually means a sacrifice of ideoldggr just as that argument posits the leader
as pursuing self-interests against the will ofgaeple, it also suggests that ideology is either
compromisearexploitedonly in order to maximise the leader’s personaiga be that the
promotion of family interests or the purging of attyallenge to the premier’s pow#r.
Particularly if the case can be made that a paatiddeology permeates society through
historical experience and consciousness (as tbsistkdoes), the leader’s dismissal of public
opinion is seen to also implicate a dismissal ebldgy, and vice versa. What such an
analysis fails to consider is the leadership’s o&ationship with the ideology in question,
which need not always be a phoney one. Unlikentimaerous military dictators of the
1940s and 50s, Hafez Asad’s political and even ré¢gcautlook developed within a
fervently ideological conteXf In his important work on Syrian domestic politics

Revolution from Abovyddinnebusch states:

As the president became the main source of iniBaiin the regime, his [Asad’s]
personality, values, strengths and weaknesses leedanisive for its direction and
stability. Arguably Asad’s leadership gave theimegyan enhanced combination of
consistency and flexibility which it hitherto lacke The consistency of his policy was
rooted in his political socialisation into an auttieally Ba'thist world view, for his
origins and career faithfully reflected on a peeddavel the saga of the Ba'th>®’

Hinnebusch’s depiction of Asad’s rule does not cafitt the view that the cult of

leadership was and is prevalent in Syria; yetsbaloes not support the view that this
necessarily means a discarding of ideology — orctimgrary, given Asad’s adherence to
Ba'thism, his authoritarianism simply led Syriather down the same path. Further on,

Hinnebusch goes on to state:

Determined, intelligent and dedicated to his missisad proved extremely stubborn in
pursuit of nationalist principle in the conflict tilsrael. A tough Machiavellian, he

seemed to use any means in the regional powegstrtgdefend his regime. Yet, as a
pragmatic realist he was also prepared to subdelidaology to the realities of power,

hence to moderate Ba'thism to accommodate thegisieiof the Bourgeoisie at home
and Arab donors abroad.

This passage appears to detract somewhat fronatherstatement on Asad’s dedication to
Ba'thism. The confusion over where Asad’s poli@esto be situated — either in pragmatic

realism or in principles and ideology — appear$igan the fact that when dealing with

*® Humphreys, Stephen, ‘The Strange Career of Panigrap74
9 For greater detail on Hafez Asad’s deep connestidth Arab nationalist ideology, see chapter 4.
*Y HinnebuschRevolution from Aboveé7-8
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domestic issues, regime security, and intra-regioglations with fellow Arabs, Asad
deployed pragmatism and power-political behaviadnije on the issue of Israel and with
external players such as the US, Asad was uncomgiranin pursuing Arab nationalist
goals. This does not in fact amount to the comttexh it appears to be, but rather reflects
an assessment of different priorities on the doimasd international stage. The defining
principles of Arab nationalism, reflecting as itedoa regional identity, chiefly relate to
wider regional and international issuéslt is whensuch issues are at pldiat ideology

similarly comes into motion.

However, this is not to suggest a strict interna&mal binary, for as Fred Lawson argues,
the two are strongly connected in Syria’'s casewhareas Lawson makes the case that
external disputes are cynically fuelled at timeslamestic unease, | argue that this is too
restrictive an explanation. Taking one’s countryhte brink of war purely to quell unrest at
home is too high arisk to take, and which in thstf/11 era can pose just as great a threat
to internal stability (note the unsettling resudfssabre-rattling from Saddam Hussein or
Iran’s Mahmoud Ahmadinejad). Thus to adopt andatlem these inside-outside
connections, | concur that Syria’s foreign polisgignificantly guided by domestic factors,
but delineate these as being a) the ideology ofdgame; b) the ideology’s reflection of
principles held by society; and therefore c) Sysaniety itself. As for Syria’s domestic
policy, this is not the focus of this study; themef the impact of the cult of personality,
authoritarianism, sectarianism and the need fomregecurity, on Syrian society and

political dissent, have only tangential implicasdior the argument of the thesis.

iv. Autonomy, Agency and Ideology

This brings us to the systemic accounts of US-8ymrdations based on neo-realist theory:
what of the view that Syrian foreign policy, asiwail the Middle East states, has been, or is
dependent on external hegemons? To what exteniveaapply the ‘balance of power’
theory here? Theoreticallgirongstates are identified as the instigators of aiaraie-
building process, principally out of self-inter@storder to maximise security and power
base, while statekcking securityand power on the international stage are generally
expected to construct alliances with stronger staten other words to ‘band-wagon’ in

order to help their construction and maintenancty bolster their power within their own

*1 For a deeper exploration and definition of thegiples of Arab nationalism, as it emerged and is
understood in the Syrian context, see chapter 2.
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sphere of influenc& This theory is used to explain every major reglalignment, from

the Cold War, to the Arab-Israeli conflict, to tGelf War coalition in 1991. So of course,
this should be doubly true of alignmesiiifts as states break obsolete alliances and form
new ones depending on convenience and materialfitsermegardless of ideology or

historical precedents.

Syria could technically be defined as a relativatyall state, or at least in terms of its
material capacity. And yet, apart from Syria’s pamary (and important) alignment with the
US during the Gulf War in 1991, the above bandwagptrends have not been borne out.
We might have expected Syria, according to suchinaggons, to have struck more
conciliatory relations with the US by now, partiady after the demise of its Cold War ally
the Soviet Union, or to have followed in the foets of its larger and more powerful
neighbour, Egypt. Either such moves would almediainly have generated economic and
political advantages for the current regime, ang hreve offered a more pragmatic, albeit
compromised, realisation of its territorial andastgic goals. The examples of Egypt,
Jordan and Libya (in the final years under Gaddhafi gaining financially through
reconciliation, reinforce the strong likelihoodsafch an outcome; yet Syria has not gone

down this path, despite the predictions of bottdensics and policy-makers.

Clearly, then, Syria possesses a high degree ohanty from its regional neighbours and
particularly from external hegemons — where doés itftdependence stem from? Syria
possesses very little offensive capability on aiarg, let alone international level.
Nevertheless, it has shown over the years thatitforce to be reckoned with.One key
difference between Syria and some of the other itapoplayers in the Middle East is that it
possesses very little by way of natural resources particular, it does not possess oil,
unlike Saudi Arabia, Iraq, Iran or Libya. Thus ajar focal point of other regional states’
relations with external forces is removed fromeleation. This forces us to assess Syria’s
importance and utility for the US on entirely diéat grounds, and already steers us away
from the narrow focus on strategic or imperialigtional interest, which are traditionally

(and aptly) offered as explanations for US inteti@mnor interest in other oil-rich states.

%2 Fawcett,nternational Relations174; Walt,Origins of Alliances

%3 Ajami, "The End of Pan Arabism."; Stephen Humpkr&etween Memory and Desire: the Middle East
in a Troubled Agd€University of California Press, 1999); Hinnebusctrawcett International Relations

of the Middle East165.

** GoodarziSyria and Iran10
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And indeed a historical overview of US-Syrian rielas and the impact on the peace process
demonstrates that Syiman important member of the region, with the pcditcapability of
affecting US interests and ambitions in the Mideiest. This, of course, confers a degree of
power and repute on the Syrian state, which in é&mmances its standing in relation to its
neighbours. What, then, gives Syria the politieatrage it has enjoyed in the region, when
it has neither bandwagoned with the most powetayqrs in the region nor possesses much
by way of natural resources? What factors haver, tme, converted Syria from being an
economically, militarily and structurally weak stato a regional middle pow&mwith a
strong stake in any project for peace and stahihisa And what actions and policies on
Syria’s part have forced recognition and considenatrom both American and Soviet

superpowers in the past?

For Hourani, this power status derives from thame{s ability to repress potentially
destabilisingnternal opposition and conflicts, while Seale sees tHisémce as stemming
from Syria’s geographical and strategic centrahtyhe region, lying “at the heart of the
Arab Asian power system where, for good or ilaffects every political relationship in the
region”>® He also argues, however, that in the Arab wonl@liance with Syria gives a
state “nationalist legitimacy” — thus Syria’s idegical status is clearly an important factor
in Syria’s regional political leverage. Thus désphe material disadvantages, Syria s, or at
least attempts to be, an independent agent iretfienmal and global arena, demonstrating

that systemic factors cannot be seen as the dtlemee on US-Syrian dynamics.

Bringing back ideas

While | have outlined the insufficiency of a purebalist understanding of US-Syrian
relations, | am not attempting to provide a thaoattritique of the realist paradigm itself —
this has been done thoroughly and expertly by sthedeed the realist-materialist debates
retain such vigour precisely because they are agigudhallenged. Instead, this thesis seeks
to positively highlight the salience of, and potehtn, incorporating an ideational
perspective in analysing US-Syrian relations, withoecessarily excluding materialist

arguments.

The first place one might look in order to bringan ideational component is Identity

studies. This ties in well with a constructivistadysis, which challenges many of the

% Hinnebusch and EhtesharBiyria and Iran 6
% Seale Struggle for Syriaxvi
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assumptions of realism. ldentity certainly fornies part of the ideational argument | am
putting forward, but it does not constitute the putture. Part of the continued problem in
bringing identity into foreign policy analysis isdt it appears to detract from the agency of
decision-making and places the emphasis on sdoi@tsres and embedded norms — their
precise influence on policy cannot be tracked gasihis ambiguity, or epistemological
‘problem’, can hinder the credibility of the ideatal framework. Moreover, it means
analysts may find themselves falling back intcaironal’ explanations for foreign policies

in the Middle East, and an unwelcome return teetiréy stereo-types of the ‘Arab mindset’.

In order to understand the agency and intentignlaéhind the policies of an actor, and from
an ideational angle, Ideology — in the broadests@fthe term — needs to be brought back
into the debate. When it comes to understandiagdbas that influence Syrian policy
towards the US, identity alone does not producedargtt action. It is, however, a vital
component within an adaptable Arab nationalist liogyp in Syria, and which has both
captured and shaped the experiences, politicatedgpis and outlook of a society. Arab
nationalism’s initial emergence as a socio-politlt@avement amongst both elites and the
rank and file in Syria, means it has been a pa8yoian history and thus supplies Syria’s
pan-Arab identity. Thus instead of separatingfitigfrom ideology, it can be argued that in

this case, to adhere to ideological values is Amadtion of identity and vice versa.

While the discipline has accepted Identity intofibld, it maintains an uneasy relationship
with ideology. IR scholars face the following ailena if they wish to employ ideology as
part of any foreign policy analysis, particulamyrelation to the Middle East: That s, on the
one hand, ideologies are considered as an intemisidoctrinaire and dogmatic force in
politics, thereby incapacitating actors when ther@ need to compromise, even when the
state’s security and national interests are aestdk pursue ideological goals at all costs is
therefore branded as radical, illogical — oncemgaiational. On the other hand, if the actor
is deemed to be acting rationally, then ideologresseen as instrumental tools used to mask
the reality of self-interest and personal gain.otimer words, to be rational and genuinely

influenced by ideology is seen as an incompatibkation.

The first view takes us back to essentialist espigu®und in orientalist literature, with
connotations that his/her emotiveness preventctm &#om making the ‘right’ choices,
reached through a scientific process. The sec@tdrofalls back on realist, and also
Marxist, outlooks that only power-politics mattevhile ideas are merely used to sell
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policies to society. As further evidence of thiéiclilty IR has had with the concept, and the
confusion over it, we find thdtoth these alternative viewpoints have been appligtig¢o

Syrian case. The neo-Ba'thist regime that canp@teer in the revolution of 1966 and took
the country to the unsuccessful war of 1967 is lyitleld to characterise the first position;

in contrast, the post-Asad era is cited as an elaofhe latter view.

Indeed Hafez Asad is attributed with being cal@daand pragmatic, in many respects
because of a perceived willingness to sacrificelmigy for the sake of political and strategic
objectives; given that Asad’s rule brought stapilib a previously weak and unstable
country, this pragmatism earned him, and Syriadging respect from his international
counterparts and even enemies. The tactics heogatpin negotiations and ability to
balance a number of precarious situations at hoere deemed as anything but a show of
irrationality. Moreover, the ruthlessness with @thhe dispatched domestic foes gave Asad
a reputation as a Machiavellian, rather than aaliskeholding on to any ‘altruistic’ Arab
nationalist doctrine. As seen from the views diggemakers and academics alike, Asad’s
pragmatism meant Syria acquired a new reputationdotion and strategic prowess, and
could not as easily be dismissed on the groundsdidalism and irrationality, labels which

had in the past undermined the stature and craglibfl Syria as an international actor.

Thus it transpires that for Syrians too — in potitior academid — to be labelled as

ideological has pejorative connotations and somgttiiat representatives of the regime are
keen to disassociate themselves and Syria fromredder, to be seen as an ideological
actor too often provided opponents with a reasaavtod engagement with Syria, a trend
that was detrimental to Syria’s goals and interef®sagmatism, then, has become the

byword for competent and mature government.

However, regardless of the image various partiestwa construct for Syria, public
disassociation from ideology — be that Arab natiieng pan Arabism, Ba'thism or any
otherismused to describe it —belies the ideational compbimeSyria’s foreign policy and
relations with théJS. Having said this, it is true to say that theyvin which ideology
influences policy is far more nuanced than is ofterirayed. Moreovewhatthe ideology

actually entails and the contexts in which it ismed relevant also needs to be studied and

" Interviews by author with: Syrian mission to thsl Dr. Bashar Ja’afari (New York, 17 February 2009)
Syrian Ambassador to US, Dr. Imad Moustapha (WagbmDC, June 2009), Syrian Ambassador to the
UK, Dr. Sami Khiyami (London, May 2007), Former deaf the Arab League, Ghayth Armanazi
(London, June 2007), Academic Dr. Murhaf Jouejatashington DC, June 2009).
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clarified, especially as simplistic generalisatitiase contributed to some of the problems
with studying ideology outlined above. Indeed mdithe reason why there is a reluctance
to turn to ideology as an explanatory factor is thia almost always portrayed as something
dogmatic, inconducive to adaptation and unablespaond to changes in the international
system. This would be particularly relevant in Mildle East context which has seen

regime changes and shifts in patterns of alliamceeanmity.

However, as | argue in this thesis, what is requisea reassessment of thature of
ideologies, how they are integrated with other g@ald motives, and how they influence
any decision-making process. As set out in gredeéail in the next chapter, this thesis
posits that ideologies should be viewed as an ¢weolary and flexible set of political
principlesandvaluesthat inform and guide, rather than fix, foreigiigpa  Moreover, |
argue that ideologies do not necessarily contradate interests and can in fact support a
state’s interests in terms of security, politicatlks and identity. In this sense, pragmatism,
as in Syria’s case, need not be viewed as sometihatgs dichotomous to its ideological

principles.

Methods and Approaches

To explore the themes and address the key questidghised so far, the thesis adopts four
approaches, which include analytical frameworks genkeral methodologies. These are:
historical analysis and historical sociology; fgmipolicy analysis; constructivism; and

securitisation theory.

The most important approach in this thesisistorical analysis Firstly it is important to
chart a historical narrative of US-Syrian relationsr a long period, relying predominantly
on primary documentation, particularly given theklaf scholarly literature on this specific
case. Hobden states that, ‘all social interactevasaffected by what has gone before, and in
the understanding of the present the past canresdaped®® Thus such historical studies
are necessary for a deeper understanding of arégab is regularly debated and analysed

from only a contemporary angle.

Secondly, a lack of historical analysis — partidylavith a case-study that has long-term

roots — risks supporting, albeit unwittingly, a ifioll position which legitimates the

%8 Stephen Hobdemnternational Relations and Historical Sociolog@reaking Down Boundaries
(Routledge, 1998), 24
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contemporary status quo, simply because it hapjdresthe status quo; to take the present
as the starting point of analysis serves to ovérkrad downplay the contested nature of
particular historical events and developments.wifig those changes as though they have
become embedded norms - part of the establisheticpblandscape that actors need to
work within — without applying historical scrutinig a normative position in of itself. For
example, to analyse US-Syrian relations duringythegs of the Bush administration alone
would be to work on the basis that US sanctionSynma, Syrian support for Hamas and
Hizbullah, and Israeli occupation of the Golan Hisgare structural features of the Middle
East. When things are adopted as structural ndh@sapacity and potential for change are
not given due acknowledgement. Thus through hegtbanalysis, this thesis aims to avoid
this pitfall.

Thirdly, the archival work carried out for this peot facilitates discourse analysis to
separate genuine motives and policies of the Sye@tership from public rhetoric. This
will help to debunk the claims of instrumentalisatof ideology when Syria is employing a
consistent ideological policy even in private. tuinn, this can then be compared with the
private statements of Syria’s regional counterpaidsdemonstrate the difference in

approaches when ideology is discarded from a statdicy considerations.

There are of course other historical studies wrilitea similar vein on the subject of Syrian
and American policy in the region — as already no@etd, Lesch’s work based on archival
material on the Syrian-American crisis in 1957 goad example of this; another is Helen
Cobban’s work on negotiations in the 1990s, whielhes on interviews and official
statements at the time. Arguably two of the maspdrtant contributions to the
historiography of Syrian politics are Patrick Séalelfhe Struggle for Syriaand his
biography Asad of Syria’ Both works contain a high level of rich hist@lidetail, situate
the Syrian case-study within regional and globakexts, and provide astute and consistent
analysis. Of course, such works are utilised fiorin the thesis; however, due to the depth
of such studies, they mostly focus on a limitedqukof time, and therefore miss out on the
long-term patterns in US-Syrian relations. The afithis thesis is to employ the same level
of rigorous historical research, but covering agemtime frame in order to produce a
comprehensive overview and evaluation of US-Sybiateral relations up until the end of

Hafez Asad'’s rule.
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However, despite the advantages to a historicalystthere are potential limitations.
Focusing too narrowly on the narrative of a patéicatate, society or event can culminate in
a distorted view of their ‘uniqueness’ and limietstudy’s wider contribution. In order to
make sense of the history, it needs to be contkségbwithin a broader framework and
compared — be that with other events or statdseaddme time, or indeed across different
chronological periods. This approach — th&tssorical sociology- reflects a combination
of history (a search for the particular) with thea search for what is general). Historical
sociology is a method to understand developmerttatragiven, static time in history, but
over a length of tim& Thus it helps to make sense of incremental chaffgeexample in
US-Syrian relations) and how certain events, pedicand individuals have contributed to an
ever-evolving bilateral relationship. Furthermanggrnationalhistorical sociology looks at
the formation of the state — its constituents, lestiernal and internal — and how that affects
the international relations of the region and tiaesitself?° This is particularly relevant in

Syria’s case, as shall be explored in greaterldatahapter three.

This approach ties in well with an overarchampstructivist approach in that it recognises
that different levels of relations (state-societyd state-state) are constituted by each other;
a constructivist and historical sociologist appfoalso addresses the formation and shaping
of ideas — identities, ideology and perceptionas-historicaprocessesywhich holds off

simplistic, essentialist explanations.

Securitisation theory from the Copenhagen School is used in the thesisoamuch as a
method of study, but rather as a medium througlthvthe convergence of material (so-
called realist) factors and ideational factors banbetter understood. According to a
securitisation framework, the importance of ideasainit of analysis, and a catalyst in
patterns of both amity and enmity, is fully recaggd as a key component in issues of
security®® This is relevant for this thesis given that USi&yrelations are so bound up in
the concerns and discourse of international andmegsecurity. Traditionally, security has
always been seen as the domain of realists anthngitrategic studies; thus, given that
Syria’s regional situation and relations with th® &fe inseparable from questions pertaining
to the region’s security (for example: territoriéldrder conflicts, nuclear proliferation,

59 i

Ibid.
% Fred Halliday,The Middle East in International Relations: PowRaglitics and IdeologyCUP, 2005),
35-40
®1 Barry Buzan, Ole Waever, Jaap De Wil8ecurity: A New Framework for Analyglsynne Rienner,
1998)
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terrorism, military intervention), it is unsurpmgj that Syria’s foreign policy goals and

security interests tend to be seen through a caiovex realist lens.

However, securitisation theory posits a numbergdients that challenge a narrow, purely
militaristic view of security: firstly, it is notust material factors (such as the state or
territory) that get ‘securitised’, i.e. come untlex protection of the state. It can also be non-
material factors such as identity, even ideoldggcuritisation theorists argue that anything
can come under the realm of security, dependintpevaluesandperceptionseld by the
actors®® This allows us to understand how ideational v&laed principles held by the
Syrian state can become militarised and convent@dsiecurity issues, without necessarily
being a reflection of realist motives. Particutaab in Syria’s case, and indeed that of the
US and Israel, values, perceptions and identityiadeo material factors (such as land, and
access to the region’s natural resources); idedtiactors then become inseparable from

security issues and geo-politics.

Securitisation theory also acknowledges the rokoofeties, and the need for state leaders
to successfully articulate what they deem to besigaconcerns to their people in order to
deal with the threats that are faced. And fina#iguritisation theory also seeks to widen the
focus vertically beyond the unit of the state, oagain supporting the notion that the
security and concerns of the state do not exisgpaddently of a) its society, and b) its
regional and global relations. It posits that éhddferent levels — the state, regional and
global - are interdependent and mutually constieut{contrary to a purely realist
framework). This has particular salience for theldile East region, highlighting why

Syria’s Arab nationalist ideology still remains fyeent given this regional setting.

Finally, and tying in with the approaches outlirdxbve, the thesis integrateseign policy
analysis (FPA) throughout. FPA provides the analyticallsowith which to study the
significance of different factors that come intayin a state’s foreign policy. Whether this
is the leadership and individual psychology, petiogg, public opinion, or the bureaucratic
dynamics of the US State Department or the Syrialitany, FPA will facilitate a
comprehensive analysis of the relevant componariisth US and Syrian foreign policies
towards each other. Identifying the sources amndey of ideational factors within their

foreign policies will also be aided by this approac

%2 David A. Baldwin, ‘The concept of securityReview of International Studie®3:1 (1997), 5-26
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Chapter structure

The various approaches outlined above will be eygaldo different degrees in the five core
chapters of the thesis. The chapter structureaesfthe combined theoretical and historical
approach adopted in this thesis, allowing us tatifle distinct patterns in US-Syrian

relationsacrosstime.

Chapter two is a theoretical and methodologicaptrafollowing on from the theoretical
discussion provided in this introduction, but wdikmonstrate in greater detail how an
analysis of ideology can be effectively operatis® in this study. It draws upon the
theoretical work of Michael Freeden, as well aotstudies of ideology to discuss the
difficulties in incorporating ideology in an emmal study, and reassesses the nature of
ideologies in general to resolve much of the caofusnd inaccuracies surrounding the
subject. The chapter aims to define Syrian ‘Arabamalism’ more accurately, and based
on how it is interpreted and expressed in Syriditig@and society. The chapter untangles
the various meanings that Arab nationalism has domepresent, distinguishing between
Syrian and other interpretations of Arab natiomalias well as clarifying the relationship,
differences and connections between a ‘Syrian’ Arabonalism and other competing
ideologies (such as Socialism and Islamism). Thapter provides an operational
framework that facilitates the analysis of ideolagy)S-Syrian relations in the rest of the

thesis.

The following chapters incorporate historical navaawith integrated theoretical analysis.
The chapters here have been split into the pre-&8&7he inter-war years between 1967
and 1973, the post-1973 years of Disengagementthengost-Gulf War period of the
1990s. | have chosen this framework to reflechtlagr historical junctures from the Syrian
perspective, rather than the more well-known anitsed Cold War framework which
reflects the historical junctures from an Amerieai western perspective. Without doubt,
the Cold War and its end had major consequencegdoal politics and economics, ranging
from the global financial system, to nuclear armairte the impact of US unipolarity;
furthermore, the Cold War, and the changes thabitght about in US foreign policy, have
had a very important influence on US-Syrian relaiand for some Middle East states have
shaped their entire foreign policy; however, thissis aims to highlight the alternative
world-views and national priorities that existedrajside the dominant agendas of the
superpowers. Some events in history — such assthblishment of Israel in 1948 (roughly
coinciding with the start of the Cold War), the Brdefeats of 1967 and Egypt’s truce with
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Israel - sent far greater shock-waves through thaédM East than obvious Cold War
watersheds, and are viewed there as turning poitiépendent of the Cold War. And while
those events became embroiled with the Cold Wdheatime, their implications have

outlived US-Soviet rivalry and do not neatly comfoto global historical turning-points.

Thus pre-Cold War, it is true that the US was viewea more benevolent light by the
Syrians, especially when compared to the Europearers; but this trend also continued
shortly after the start of the Cold War when theadgpposed Britain and France during the
Suez Crisis. Syrian mistrust of the west and tt# i particular certainly became
exacerbated Mid-Cold War, but this did not comarieend with the demise of the USSR
and end of the Cold War — ultimately their briebperation during the Gulf War in 1990
was a false dawn. Similarly, the post-9/11 eralitieé to shake the intractability of the
Israel-Palestinian crisis; indeed it is worth rerbenng that the failure of the
Shephardstown talks, the second Intifada and tendsncy of Israeli Prime Minister Ariel
Sharon a year earlier, already set in motion thenseard trend in US-Syrian relations.
Clearly then, America and Syria do not share thmeeshistorical narratives or reference
points, which has to some extent contributed to fheor relations and understanding — in
this way, an alternative historical framework wiglp to highlight the divergence between
Syrian and American foreign policy priorities.

In this vein, Chapter three provides a historieatative of modern US-Syrian relations after
Syrian independence and prior to the 1967 War, tiiyamy: the historical roots of
ambivalence between the two states; the origing®fnvolvement in the region; and the
rise of the Ba’'th in Syria. It follows the chanigethe American position from being a
champion of Arab rights to the foremost supporfdsmel. It assesses the impact of the
Cold War and the US’ growing strategic interestha Middle East on its relations and
image among Arab states. It also takes a clodedbo&yria’s domestic politics and the
lasting legacy of the relationship between ideolagg society. The chapter demonstrates
the long-term causation and evolvement of polieied stances elucidated in the latter

chapters, as well as providing a regional and poktnial context to the later developments.

Chapter four takes up the historical narrative pgfore the outbreak of the 1967 War, and
relies on archival analysis and FPA to analysectrality that the Arab-Israeli dispute
plays in antagonising relations between Syria &ediS. The chapter looks at the rise of
Hafez Asad in the Ba'th party and the evolutiothef party, from its intellectual roots to its
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domination by the military, and how that affectegdlinvolvement in the 1967 War; it also
identifies the war as the first case of direct pabilic US support for Israel against Syria
under Lyndon Johnson, as well as the first timeleand Syria were forced to engage
directly with one another in the aftermath of tharwIn this sense, 1967 marks a crucial
watershed in US-Syrian relations. The chapteretjosssesses the diplomatic impact of the
1967 War and how it shaped future policies of B®yhan and American governments —
indeed | argue that modern US-Syrian relationdmcéarge part (but not entirely) be traced
back to this seminal period. Finally, the chapisalyses the shift in Syria’s approach once
Asad comes to power in 1970, from a radical andtty&leological position to Asad’s
‘pragmatic’ turn, arguing that this was not a dduatof ideological principles but a change in
strategy — one that was not sufficiently capitalise by the US.

The chapter draws heavily on primary sources fitoerliS National Archives, Washington

D.C and presidential libraries, plus relevant iewvs. These two early historical chapters
constitute crucial foundations to any assessmeldSeSyrian relations, for they reflect the

long-standing nature of the grievances on both fauticularly the Syrian) sides, and

highlight the great need to understand and addhhesiegacy of a) colonialism and b) the
establishment of Israel in the Middle East in gaher

Chapter five is a critical chapter in which Synmaldahe US finally engage with each otherin

direct talks after the 1973 war. It focuses onDiengagement talks, aimed at seeking a
resolution between Israel and the Arab partiesdaads an important comparison between
Egypt and Syria who had very differing outcomesfithe US-mediated talks — this is used

to empirically highlight the impact of ideologicabnsiderations, when they are taken into

account and when they are discarded. It servdtusbrate in detail why Syria did not

pursue the same course as Egypt, and the lackpalrtrality in US mediation tactics.

Finally Chapter six will focus on the themeasfgagemerdind analyses a period of direct
communication between Syria, Israel and the UShdutie Madrid process from 1991-96.
The chapter examines whether the instances of catbpe do in fact demonstrate
contradictions in Syria’s ‘ideological’ position; whether they are consistent with Syria’s
Arab nationalist principles and strategic calcalasi for the region. It is an important
chapter that brings home the nuances of the ovamgliment of the thesis, and serves to
demonstrate that a) the operationalisation of migplin foreign policy need not be
dogmatic, nor as straightforward as might be pre=iiam the surface, and b) the important
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role of pragmatism even within an ‘ideological’ éagn policy, making it clear that ideology
alone cannot be taken to explain every facet o€ $tahaviour. The chapter also assesses
the strategies of negotiation, the separate motimdgperceptions, as well as the pressures —

both internal and external — faced by both the W& Byria in these times.

Both chapters five and six seek to question thelzasumption that Syria has essentially
played the role of a ‘spoiler’ and that its actibiase primarily instigated poor relations with
the US. The focus on different chronological pésiois important to provide a
comprehensive overview of US-Syrian relations astimse, and to demonstrate why their
disputes have not been resolved despite globakegidnal changes, and the changing
contexts in which their interaction takes placle @nalysis ends with the last days of Hafez
Asad’s presidency, a natural juncture in Syriasoidgical policy. That is not to say that
ideology ceased to play a role under the succesgone — the next phase in the history of
US-Syrian relations is suitable ground for a futarelysis on the prevailing hostility
between the two states under the governments ag@&%. Bush and Bashar Asad, and the

enduring role of ideology in their foreign policies

The conclusion brings together the analyses of eate chapters to produce an overall
evaluation of US-Syrian relations. It brings thstdrical and theoretical analyses back to
the central argument underpinning the chapterfria a comprehensive explanation for
consistent US-Syrian hostility and to reintrodudeeimportance of ideational factors in their

respective foreign policies.
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Chapter 2
Operationalising Ideology and Defining Syrian ArabNationalism

Underpinning the direction of this study is thelargent that ideology has made a significant
contribution to Syria’s foreign-policy decision-mag, and in turn has affected its relations
with the US. The introductory chapter problematittee case of US-Syrian relations, and
outlined the insufficiencies of the existing literee. One of the key problems was the
dismissal of ideology as an explanatory factoraaoant of apparent contradictions between
Arab nationalism and the 'realities’ of Syrian fgrepolicy; in turn, | highlighted the
inconsistencies in the realist argument and sugdesinuanced) ideational explanation.
But before this can be demonstrated via the engbicbapters that will follow, more
epistemological challenges to this hypothesis raraad need to be addressed: how can an
ideational framework be operationalised? How cars thrgument be empirically
demonstrated? How can the pitfall of reductionigvaboided? What are the nuances to this
argument? The purpose of this chapter is to andwee questions. It aims to establish the
theoretical coherence of the ideational argumemd, ta demonstrate how an ideational
framework can be operationalised in the contegtisfthesis. Additionally, one of the main
reasons why Arab nationalism is dismissed so easi§ysignificant factor in Syrian foreign
policy is because of a misinterpretation of what iteology represents, and a failure to
distinguish between its core goals which are ‘negatiable’, and peripheral interests which
are flexible and contingent. Therefore this chepteo aims to define the principles that
constitute Syrian ideology, against which Syriasefgn policy can be more accurately

measured.

The first section of the chapter addresses thdaegpadogical questions concerning the

operationalisation of ideology, and aims to doftiwing:

1. Toidentify and address the key problems realischpaniitical theory have with
ideology in general.

2. To propose an understanding and definition of idgplthat will be applied
throughout the thesis. This definition will cortélse simplified reading of
ideology often found in both theoretical and foremplicy literature.

3. To introduce a framework for analysing ideology.

4. To outline a method for applying this framework andasuring the role of

ideology in foreign policy.
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In the second section of the chapter, | demonght@iethe framework is to be applied to the

specific case of Syrian ideology. This sectiongdibe following:

1. Applies the core-periphery framework to the intelilel and practical
manifestations of Arab nationalism. What is istbiical context? And what are
the consistent core principles? To answer thesariepi | detach Arab
nationalism from generalisations and assumptiond, @dace it under closer
scrutiny to understand it more deeply.

2. In order to do this Syrian Arab nationalism isffisgtuated in, and compared
against, broader nationalist ideology; secondlyd@snections with socialism
(often included as a tenet of Arab nationalism)eaqglored. Thirdly its relations

with Islamism is addressed to juxtapose Arab natiem with a rival ideology.
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2.1 The ‘Problem’ of Ideology

To argue for the continued salience of ideologyantemporary IR is no easy task. The role
of ideology in decision-making, norms and ‘intefoaal systems’, receives scant attention
in theoretical and methodological debates, andrgely left to historians and regionalists.
This can be explained by three developments idibapline: firstly, with the end of the
Cold War and Fukayama’s declaration of ‘the enthisfory’, the study of ideologies in
general appears to have less currency than itleaiesecondly, beyond the debate between
modernism and primordialism, Nationalism — onehaf inost common representations of
ideology in IR - appears to have run out of stears capacity to throw up theoretical
puzzles; and thirdly, those alternative approaelsesh as constructivism, and particularly
critical theory - where one might look to find cleaiges to the materialist paradigms in IR,
have done little to dispute the marginalisatioridefology as an explanation for foreign
policy. One might add world events as a fourthdam addition to these disciplinary trends
— for example, discussing nationalism in relatiortite Middle East might appear to be
particularly irrelevant given the widely held vigtat, with the accommodation of Israel,

neglect of the Palestinians, and persistent intabAivalry, pan-Arabism is now ‘dea®f.

To compound the estrangement, those works thabdasfon the impact of ideologies
routinely fail to address the concerns and justifans given for the discipline’s
disengagement from the topic, often presentingladgeally-driven actions and agendas as
accepted fact, a ‘given’ that does not need proatemimg — much empirical and foreign
policy analyses fall into this category, and itngart due to this trend that greater bridges
between structural theory, critical theory andrére@m of FPA have not been m&d@n the
other hand, some of these works will go the othay,waying too much deference to

materialist frameworks and opting to present idgplas a purely instrumentalist vehicle.

| argue that these potential weaknesses in anjodieal analysis need to be rectified via a

three-pronged approach: one confronting methodcébgssues; the second providing a

3See Ajami, “'Stress in the Arab Triangl€&06reign Policy29 (1978), an argument subsequently reiterated in
numerous works, for example: Tibi (1997); Humphréy@99); Goodarzi (2006); Ayoob (2007).

% For a collaborative effort to bridge the divideween theory and FPA see Steve Smith, Amelia idltfi
and Tim DunneForeign Policy: Theories, Actors, Cas&lUP (December 2007). The aims and content of the
publication were discussed at thé"4aternational Studies Association Convention 2a8jng which the
editors and contributors highlighted what they tifesd as the mutual marginalisation by both fieftteory

and FPA) within IR. While clearly making a laudalaittempt to reconcile the old explanatory dichaésm
between agency and structure, or between matenialigl the ideationatjeologywas cursorily addressed as a
component of strategic interests and within theeedady on US neo-conservatism, which took the lusua
empirical turn common in straightforward historie®A. Its theoretical breakdown was once agaikiabd.
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detailed analysis of the ideology in question,eathan relying on generalised assumptions;
and the third being a historical analysis to saigé the role of ideology in the given case
study (in this case US-Syrian policy) over timesnide, before reappraising the definition of
Arab nationalism, and since indeed, ‘the concepd@blogy and ideological thinking is a
slippery one® this section will proceed to provide a definitimfrideology and a framework

for its application.

2.1.1 Defining Ideology

Any analysis of ideology depends on whose definiboe adopts. For neo-realists at least,
ideology is not a factor deemed influential in ithiernational system and therefore remains
largely undefined. Liberalism is itself an ideogjpgut conversely it also does not engage in
much debate on ideology, partly because to ackranelé would increase scrutiny on its
values and practices as one set of choices amavagst others, thereby detracting from its
universalist claims. We can, however, gauge andefn of ideology from critical theory,
which (generally) defines it in a pejorative sens#ike realism, critical theory has produced
some of the most influential commentary and a aagiunt of literature on this subject. The
roots of critical theory can be found in Marxfrwhich posits that ideologies are a tool of
the elites to imbue the masses with false-consoeass in order to make them easier to
manipulate and contrdl. To assert, therefore, that policies can be basedeologies is to
be duped by the rhetoric of the leaders, who oy them to pacify their domestic
populaces. The motivation for this is control tHbeconomic and political. What we see,
then, is a convergence between the realists amcbattheorists in viewing the default goal
in international relations as being materialistéh the difference being that the former is
merely analytical in its approach while the latteenormative and prescribes emancipation
from this status quo. ldeology, therefore, idathieart of the debate in critical theory, butin
a way that discredits any function it might havlestthan to deceive — this, perhaps
inadvertently, serves to support the realist stgrpoint.

However, | aim to steer the discussion in thisihaway from anormativeand prescriptive
debate about ideologies per se, to an analytical dtaymond Geuss acknowledges that
ideology can be understood in three different wHysfirst is to view ideology in a purely

% Cassels, Alanideology and International Relations in the Mod#&vorld, Routledge (1996), xii.

% It is worth noting that many critical theoristsveaveered far from the Marxist model and have effer
robust critiques of Marxism itself — but the inégltual roots of critical theory can be traced ®‘fhlse
consciousness’ thesis of Marxism nevertheless.

%7 See Karl Marx and Friedrich Engelje German Ideologyn Lawrence and Wishart (EdsQollected
Works Vol. 5 (1976), 59-61
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pejorative sense; the second is to view ideologg positive sense; and the third is to
recognise its descriptive value. This chapter (Hresis) will largely adopt the latter
position, recognising that ideologies are prevalemtternational relations regardless of the
purpose they serve, and for that alone they arévetudying®® By descriptive value, it is
meant that ideologies reflect the way a societyimblitical system operates, and enables
both analysis and comparison by categorising systand values. On ‘descriptive’

ideology, Geuss states:

...typically it will include such things as the k& the members of the group hold,
the concepts they use, the attitudes and psychallodjspositions they exhibit, their
motives, desires, values, predilections, worksfeligious rituals, gestures, &tc.

According to this approach, to argue somethinge®logical is not pejorative, rather it is
deemed important for its explanatory use. To sdesertain extent, as will be clear from
the definition offered below, the thesis also ateeglements of the positive view of
ideology - that ideologies are often constructeeirtable a group ‘to satisfy their wants and
needs and further their interest$' Thus ideologies are utilised by states, orgaisisa@and
societies to identify a consistent set of beliéfswd the world they live in, which then helps
to guide, as well as prevent contradictory, deaisidNotably in foreign policy literature, the
prevalence of ideologies within western democrgtieernments is hardly disputed and
accepted as a normal part of politics without assgrtnat they are only used to deceive, a

characterisation that is mostly applied to non-eesgovernment§:

The debates on ideology within critical theory veatrfar greater discussion than can be
provided here. Moreover, there are varying artiores contesting views among scholars as
to the definition of ideology, but the preliminaagpects of the debate sketched out above
are sufficient for this research. For the purpdgais thesis, and drawing upon some of the
categories outlined by Geuss, | delineate a typotdgeven core defining features which |
argue all ideologies are predicated on, and whielapplied to the Syrian case in this thesis.

| identify them as the following:

% See Humphreys who makes the same case for taléotpigies ‘seriously’: Humphreys, Stephen, ‘The

Strange Career of Pan-Arabisr60

32 Raymond Geus&he Idea of a Critical Theory — Habermas and tharfkfurt SchoglCUP (1981), 5.
Ibid, 22.

™ In particular work on the US: see Adam Quibig Foreign Policy in Context : National ideologyprin

the Founders to the Bush DoctrifiRoutledge, 2010); Michael Doyle, 'Liberalism an@id Politics, The

American Political Science RevieWol. 80 (4), December, 1986, 1151-1169
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(i) Firstly, an ideology is a set of both explangtand normative beliefs pertaining to
society and politics. Thus they ‘purport to explahythe world is as it idqowit came to
be so, and what thgoals of political action should be? The explanatory rubric of
ideologies demonstrates the close connection betwieelogy and history — constructed
history, certainly, but such histories are not ryeceeated and used to justify ideological
agendas post-conception, but already exist in foion as experience, collective memory
and actual events and changes, which constitutdagies and appear to embed them in
social and political reality; history, thereforenders on ideologies both the claim to truth,
and with that, the right to prescribe based onsthes of the past’ and the wisdom of

experience.

(ii) Following on from this first feature, ideology also an expression of human agency and
intent. Those who adopt ideological beliefs do st weliberate purpose to cultivate a
particular course in the political and social sgiseior at least consent to the activism of
others on their behalf and cooperate with the wigoll programme. This agency may be
channelled into maintaining the status-quo, akescase with conservatism, but this still
involves decisive choices over which norms to pewrsbften, however, ideology acts, and is
propagated, as a vehicle fdrange reflected by the fact that ‘ideology’ as a termswirst
coined by Antoine Destutt de Tracy in revolutiondfyance, a period representing
turbulence and the ushering in of a new socio-palibrder. Thus ideologies are utopfan,
but are also manifested as active social and palithovements that promote idealism as a

realisable objective.

In connection to this utopian turn, ideologies Uigyaurport to offer a morally correct set of
values, such as justice through equal distributdbnwealth, freedom through self-
determination, civilising through imperialism, arrhan rights through democratisation; thus
altruism is often a core justification for ideolegi However, given that it is an articulation
of intentionality, an interesting dilemma emergesrahe moral or egotistical nature of
ideological thinking. Thus on the one hand, theray that is inherent to the concept of
ideology appears to fix it to rational-choice theand individualism in IR, which has
developed quite firmly into a materialist schootlmbught and as an extension of classical
realism. The forging of this connection can beddhto thinkers Hobbes, Locke and

Voltaire, among others, who argued that human égsin fact, stimulated and were the

"2 Halliday and Hamza AlaviState and Ideology in the Middle East & Pakistéviacmillan 1988), 5:
sltalics used by the authors).
® Humphreys, ‘The Strange Career of Pan-Arahiéth
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driving force behind reason, without which it wolde stinted. Rational decision-making,
therefore, no longer refers only to the presenceadoning, but has come to be synonymous
with pragmatism for the sake of material gain amwisal.”*

On the other hand, within the philosophical sti@ipolitical theory, such rationalism has
been argued to be a processwirality. Kant distinguished between the ‘political’ (thst
action and intentions reacting to instinct and hamaeds/desire for power) and the ‘moral’,
this representing an action and intention made afteflection of what is right It is not
necessarily the outcome, therefore, that determaiether an action is moral or power-
political, but the internal process that produdezldction — crudely put, acting on reason, as
opposed to instinct and necessity, is a cruciatfat moral action. This would appear to
validate thepotentialfor ideologists, and by extension ideologicalestato seek to act as

moral agents in the international sphere.

(ii) Ideologies tend to be promoted as universassages — for example, through the
perspective of the English School, ideologies mighinterpreted as favouring a solidarist
system (either internationally or domestically degiag on the ideological goals and
interests of the state) rather than a pluralist ahkeast in relation to alternative ideologies
and political structure®. Ideologies have even morphed into systemic orserthat a
differing narrative is interpreted not merely ashallenge to the ideology, but as a threat to
regional or global stability in addition to its uals — liberal democracy and nationalism are
two such ideologies that have been entrenchedminiternational political and economic
structures, to the extent that nationalism, fomepde, is increasingly included among the
primary institutions of international society indtish School debaté$. This demonstrates
that ideologies begin as universal messages, anddéessfully universalised, can appear to

assume an ontological character.

(iv) Despite the universalising nature of ideol@githere are always competing and varying

narratives within them, creating amernal pluralism in which ideas both oppose and

" parekh, B., in Benewick, R., Berki. R. N., anddkér; B.,Knowledge and Belief in Politicéllen and
Unwin (1973), 58

S Kant: see Kimberly Hutching#nternational Political Theory: Rethinking Ethias & Global Era (Sage,
1999), 7-8

® See Kenneth Minogue, who likens ideology to religon account of its claims to an insight of true
knowledge superior to all its competitors, pluscilEms to a criteria that can distinguish betwesdiat is
true and false;_‘Ideology After the Collapse of Gounisni, in Alexander Shtomas (Ed.Jhe End of
‘Isms’, Blackwell (1994), 8-10

" Linklater, A., and H. Suganamihe English School of International Relations: An@mporary
Reassessmentambridge (2006), 146.
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overlap, giving a greater complexity to the broam®rcept upon which they are based. This
means there can be different interpretations af,waithin, the same ideology, which can
focus on different issues at different times. Bmvaay be core and peripheral concepts, that
can in turn create an overlap with competing oghleouring ideologies, but they all still

constitute the ideology as a whdfe.

(v) Connected to this last feature, ideologiesraetimeless, essential concepts, but are
constituted by their broader social conteXtdhus the principles and goals that shape them
cannot be abstracted from the spatial, temporalsact-political contingencies that are
always reconfiguring ideologies. Consequentlypidgies can undergo adaptation and
transition and will shift over time. This does negate the role of ideologies, or necessarily
reflect a crude manipulation on the part of ide@tsgto suit and pursue their own interests.
Rather it demonstrates that ideologies need natbdered obsolete by socio-political

change or pragmatic realities, nor indeed are tbeseepts mutually exclusive.

Furthermore, it highlights the notion, as indicaabdve and as argued by Michael Freeden,
that ideologies can have a positive function inaoiging and mapping the beliefs and
experiences of society, creating priorities ouadéingle of interests and issues that then
facilitates political decision-makiny. The shifting ofcore ideological concepts to the
periphery and vice versa, reflects the changes in the ecos@nd priorities of its adherents;
the very fluidity of ideologies does not necesgacivnfirm an internal weakness in their
original policies, but according to Freeden refiebe continued dependence by society and
decision-makers on an ideological framework torjmtet and make sense of social changes

and patterr€ - this is an important factor, more of which wi# discussed shortly.

(vi) As far as it is possible to make a clear dezation between politics, society, culture,
and economics, ideologies are not confined to ¢laénr of politics. However, although

ideologies consider a range of factors, they alleuiimately concerned with the way in

which their principles can affect all such arelssthat sense, ideologies doliticiseall the

above spheres and thus itis argued here thahatkily, ideology is a political phenomenon.

8 Festenstein, M., Kenny, MPolitical Ideologies{ OUP (2005), 42-3

"9 Halliday, Alavi, State and Ideology1-7

8 Michael Freeden, Ideologies and Political ThedryConceptual Approach (Oxford, 1996); Ideology: A
Very Short Introduction (Oxford, 2003). In suppofthis point, Kant further attacked the traditdmiew of
rationality by refuting its ontological basis, ainggithat there did not exist an internal world trahd 'order’,
but rather it was the perceiving (i.e. thinkinghgct, who by making sense of her experiences antjghem
meaning, imposed an order to the world that wotih&iwvise be a chaos of experience.

8 Freeden|deologies and Political Theory5-82
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(vii) Finally, ideologies are dependent on societabption; in other words they are, or at
least their proponents seek to transform them, pdpular movements. Analyses of
ideological influences often become hoisted ondleof the leadership without giving due
consideration to the connection between the regam& the populace in conducting
ideologically oriented policies. The justificatiand continued relevance of any ideological
agenda rests on the transmission of ideologicalegafrom top to bottom for the sake of
legitimacy, but this also works the other way ambihnrough a bottom-up process: the
executive is reassured and encouraged in its igealbzeal by popular mandate, even in
authoritarian systems. Indeed, an ideologicakyalan only be sustained in such security-
driven environments through this societal connectiGiven that foreign policy is often a
political and ideological expression of the statelee international stage, and given that the
state’s infrastructure and being is contested amdaidated within its urban centres, the
source of ideological propagation and legitimisatimust be looked for within those
arenag?

In turn, it becomes clear that the search for thatsr of ideological consistency and
adherence by the regime lies not only with the ettee itself but also with the level of
societal following. Furthermore, revisionist idegies originate in the quest for an upheaval
of the prevailing social and political systemshia tesire for change — specifically a change
that is adopted by many and, theoretically, besdfie majority. As discussed above,
ideologies are essentially idealistic in their goalriven by claims to moralif{. Thus in
such a context, regardless of how removed an idgofnay be from this overriding
principlein praxis it must retain the collective element in ordeet@n exist — indeed the
success of any ideology is determined by ‘the detpavhich they [articulate] with social

movements®

Moreover, it is in many circumstances meaningleseparate ideological motives held by
the regime from its search for popular legitimaay,if the latter necessarily negates the
former. A regime driven by ideology is not devoidoragmatic considerations as a result
(why must it be?), for real ideologues will seelptopagate their vision to greater numbers
as a means to its eventual realisation. Withphgpagation can come a real adherence to

those beliefs and norms; it is questionable whethgmgroup or individual, whether a social

8 Halliday, Alavi, State and Ideology.
8 E. H. CarrCrisis, 25-6
8 Halliday, Alavi, State and Ideology5-6
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movement, government or a leader, would be aldeistain such a high level of cognitive
dissonance (as this would entail) between intepoaver-political motives and a false
external moral outlook. Indeed, without the elegtahecks and balances of a democratic
system, authoritarian regimes in particular relyaeology as a connecting force between
regime and populace — from an entirely functionainp of view such connections are
indispensable to the management of any systershdrt, ideologies are, by nature of their
goals, methods and justification, social movem#éms are political.

The use of this typology enables us to identifydifierence between ideology and identity,
or ideology and mere interests. Moreover it alBows us to dismiss some of the
misnomers which are at times used to negate tlsepce of ideologies in a given situation.
If we apply the typology to Syrian Arab nationalisme can ascertain how it reflects the

above ideological tenets:

(i) Arab nationalism is rooted in the historicalpexience of external interference in the
region, particularly after the collapse of the @t Empire. It offers its own explanations
on why the Middle East went through so much turnmmothe beginning of the twentieth
century, and why the region continues to experiseeeningly intractable problems (namely
colonialism and exploitation of its resources anategic assets). This external interference
was seen to be continued by Israel after the Earmgpbad departed. The ideology also
serves a normative function in prescribing theduté to this problem: opposition to all

external interference and imperialist ideologiasali its guises.

(i) Syria’s Arab nationalism is also more thastja reflection of identity. ldentity is seen
as something that is acquired without choice, wdmeradherence to Arab nationalist
ideology is a conscious choice. Arab identity iseg component of Arab nationalism, but
not all Arabs will necessarily be Arab nationalisMoreover Arab nationalism was
conceived as a reflection of moral agency andtanpiesement against forces of oppression

— but mostly external forces.

(i) Arab nationalism is not universal in the serthat it is concerned with a particular
geographical region. But Arab nationalists havelésl to view the region’s politics in a
Manichean light, in which alternative ideologic@rgpectives are mistrusted. American
liberal-democracy and Zionism thus provide the @erEounter ideologies on which Arab
nationalism can thrive. And hence Arab nationgjiat the grass roots level or at the state
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level, have often found themselves in conflict wehow Arabs of opposing ideologies (be

they conservative regimes or Islamists at home).

(iv) The internal pluralism within ideologies iregeral is also manifested in Arab
nationalism. Thus we can see differences amongnte#ectuals in the movement, the
general public and the militaries that adopt Aratiamalism. There were different strategies
between the revolutionary and more ‘radical’ Aradtionalists of the 1966 Ba'thist
government, who believed in an offensive approacthieve its goals, and the ‘pragmatist’
Arab nationalists after Hafez Asad took power wHoped a more defensive approach.
Some strands of Arab nationalism prioritise Arabtyynsome associate closely with
socialism, whereas others will prioritise proteotaf Arab independence.

(v) Arab nationalism, like any other ideology, their emerged nor exists within a vacuum.
Particularly in Syria’s case, Arab nationalism wsongly shaped and guided by the
political and social context at the time. Mistro$texternal forces thus continues to be a
defining feature of the ideology. Arab unity, tve bther hand, has been harder to adhere to,
in part because other Arab states have shown littexest in this principle. Another
example of the ideology’s flexibility is the treadmt of Turkey — initially mistrusted as the
former imperial power, it was embraced by Arabavaiists when it demonstrated that it

now shared some of their ideological goals.

(vi) Arab nationalism is a political phenomenorthat it views culture, the economy and
religion through an ideological and political ligh€ulture, including Arabism, is co-opted
for the political struggle; economic matters hawalarly been subject to political agendas —
thus during the 1960s, a socialist economy was asenway of advancing the political
goals of the ideology. Religion is not dismissetirely as is the case in Communism — it is
seen as a part of Arab identity, but is not to aderthe key principles of Arab nationalism.

(vii) And finally, Arab nationalism gained momeniuwas a popular political movement in
response to the turmoil after World War I. Thevasive impact of French colonialism in
Syria and the accessibility of Arab nationalisnrgi-amperialist message gave it greater
traction among a wide audience. The leaders hewe & product of the societal adherance
to ideology. That connection was far stronger tefbe institutionalisation of ideology
under the Ba'th, but public opinion remains a digant justification for the continued
pursuit of Arab nationalist goals in Syrian forejgplicy.
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2.1.2 Constructing a Framework for Analysis

The above section provided a typology on the naiti@deologies, enabling us to identify an
ideology when it is in motion within a foreign poji This typology was then compared
with and applied to Syria’s Arab nationalism to dragise the fact that we are indeed
discussing ideology here and not merely identitinterests. However, one feature of the
typology requires further explanation, this beir@np five regarding the adaptable and
contingent nature of ideologies. Without deep@taxation, this could be misunderstood to
imply that ideologies are ever-shifting, thus ramatg the study of any ideology and its
impact on foreign policy over a long time periogasblematicHowever, since ideologies
are conceptualised and promulgated as a cleaf pehoiples, any adaptation is likely to

occur in a more structured way.

To aid this explanation, | build on the work of &den to argue that ideologies are
comprised otore principlesandperipheralprinciples. The core principles are the raison
d’étre of the ideology, and are less likely to apawr shift in importance. They are still
grounded in historical context, and their relevaiseill dependent on particular political or
social circumstances; but both context and circants are deeply embedded, structurally,
empirically and as an inter-subjective social camsgness — such sedimentation of an idea
is hard to alter. These core principles are thetrmmoportant standard against which an
actor’s adherence to an ideology should be measWedeover, in order to identify what
those core principles are, one needs to returiechistorical-sociological roots of the

ideology — the purpose for which it was concepsgiand formed.

Beyond these core principles, there are pé&sgpheral principlesn the ideology. These are
unlikely to have constituted the original purpodette ideology. They are also more
contextually restricted — temporally, geographicalt within a particular socio-political
setting. Often peripheral principles are adjoitethe ideology because they support and
strengthen the core principles and goals. In aao® in which pursuit of a peripheral
principle might threaten or contradict a core pipies then it would be compromised if
needed; and if it is deemed no longer useful toctire goals of the ideology, it may be
discarded altogether. The boundaries betweendteand peripheral principles are not
fixed and unchangeable. Peripheral principlesrmoaease in their ideological value and can
shift into becoming a core principle. This carpatecur vice-versa, with a core principle

becoming relegated to a peripheral principle; lug th the embedded nature ofcaiginal

54



core principle, this is far less likely. This framork for understanding the relationship

between core and peripheral principles in an idgpls illustrated in Figure 1.

Fig. 1: The Core and Peripheral Principles in an Ideology
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Furthermore, the principles of a given ideologyraseexclusive to that ideology. They will
not be sharedntirelyby another ideology; otherwise the distinctionisestn the two would

be rendered obsolete. However, there can be pMeelaveen some principles, be they core
or peripheral. As aresult, ideologies can somesibe confused with similar or overlapping
ideologies, and they can be interpreted as bemgdme or as always being connected. This
is not necessarily the case, and overlapping igessdaan remain estranged regardless of the
connections. In fact these can often become cangpet rival ideologies. As they might
share principles that appeal to the same socialtitoency and claim to have similar (if not
identical) goals, the competition for legitimacydasupport can be fierce (for example
between Arab nationalism and Communism, or Islanisiihere there is regular overlap
however, ideologies might avert conflict and indtbacome affiliated; and if the affiliation

is long-standing the coalition of ideologies cameao be identified as a broad ideology in
of itself (such as Arab nationalism with Socialigmthe 1960s). Once again, however,
whether ideologies are affiliated or cease to bdeggends on the historical context and a
number of contingent factors (which will be higtiigd later). Figure 2 below illustrates the

relationship between different ideologies.
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Fig. 2: The Relationship between Ideologies
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While the above argues that ideas can evolve ange mathin an ideology, it does not
explain in what circumstances this might occur,dues it tell us much about the ideology’s
relationship with politics and society externalljor the process of ideological construction
and implementation is not purely endogenous — eratdactors play an important role in
shaping an ideology’s goals and principles, angrauucing a relevant context in which it
can operate. This link is illustrated in the madeélow. By geographical context, it is
meant that some ideologies have macro-level cosc@nexample they might have been
formed to address regional or international issunekas a result they are not always relevant
in a domestic setting. This can be true the otlagrround, where a domestically-concerned
ideology is not applicable in an international isett(although this is less likely as local

ideologies will often influence an actor’s foreigalicy agenda significantly).

External actors can also affect the implementadiath salience of ideology — if an actor’'s
allies are using rhetoric or pursuing policies tha ideological, there will be an added
commitment for the actor to support them (for exlntpe policies of Hamas or Iran will

have an impact on Syria’s ideology). Similarlyaif enemy is overtly ideological in its
motives and policies (such as Israel), this wi@y greater provocation for an ideological
response. It is also possible, indeed very likéigt the implementation of ideological
policies will feed back into the external factasstiake them more ideologically charged.

This would then perpetuate the salience of ideolagygiven situation.
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Fig. 3: The Contingency of Ideological Formation and Initial Implementation
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Fig. 4: The Contingency of Ideological Salience over time
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Based on this framework, if we know what are: theegrinciples; the peripheral principles;
what are its competing or affiliated ideologiesj avhat are its opposing ideologies; then we
would have a clearer idea of what the ideologgms] importantly what it is not. If we also
take into account the factors that influence idg@al implementation, then we also have a
clearer idea of: when ideology is being implemeridedause of the contextual relevance;
when it is notimplemented because there is adackntextual relevance; and finally when

it appears to have been discarded despite it paligriteing relevant in the context.

If the above factors are applied, it would haveigmificant impact on the reading of

ideology in the Syrian context — its meaning, itanifestation and implementation in
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domestic or foreign policy would be understood asae contingentphenomenon. If
functioning ideologies are read as being inhereatigtingent, we would then need to
reassess the charges of hypocrisy often levelledeatogical actors. That is not to say
those charges are refuted altogether — dependitigeactor and the context, those charges
may well be accurate. But there should be a nadrest criterion for measuring whether, or

the extent to which, an ideology has been discaod@dmpromised.

One final caveat remains with regards to operalising an ideological framework. Using
the above models, we can identify: what is an ioggl what are the core ideas and
principles of that ideology; the contexts in whible ideology is likely to be more salient
within a state’s foreign policy. But how do we avieace ideological motives within a
state’s foreign policy? The question of ‘measunetrend ascertaining causation remains a
key problem with any ideational explanations. Witha sound method for quantifying the
presence of ideological motives within foreign pwgli the deeper understanding of
ideologies provided by the above frameworks becatetsched from the concrete policies
of states and the empirical sources used in thdystMoreover, without such a method it
would not be possible to falsify an ideological kxmtion — the inability to falsify an
explanation which is presented as an all-encompgdsirmula, in fact undermines its
credibility. Thus to avoid this pitfall, | proposiee following methodology to connect the

above theoretical frameworks to the empirical aistbhical investigations of the thesis.

How we measure the importance of any factor analésin causation is a concern for the
social sciences in general, which often cannot oglythe quantitative and ‘objective’
methods of the natural sciences. John Stewartddilght to confront this problem with a
research method in which the use of questions earséd to deduce which factors are more
significant and which are less significant in aiaber political phenomenoft. As with all
such methods, it cannot be used to categoricatbraene a particular causal explanation,
but I will use it to highlight the significance ifeology, rather than claiming to prove that it

is the sole causal factor behind US-Syrian poli@kimg.

According to this method, if a variable (in thissea ideological motives) was not
particularly significant, it would capitulate whe@haced under pressure. Thus we would

need to analyse whether ideology is a continuotiala even under situations of pressure.

% J3.5.Mill, J.M. RobsonA system of logic, ratiocinative and inductiveeing a connected view of the
principles of evidence and the methods of scieritifiestigation (Toronto 1973)
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In Syria’s case, the resilience of ideology infasesign policy, even when the conditions
would suggest a discarding of ideology would bettre its self-interests, would act as a
strong indicator that ideological factors are atypIThus the following questions should be

posed of Syrian foreign policy:

1. Attimes when the Syrian regime was under predsonethe US to comply (under
sanctions and the threat of force), how did it teac

2. When Syria lost the support of its allies becatustli held to ideological principles,
while they did not, how did it react?

3. When Syria was offered significant concessionggoatd its ideological position,
particularly through material and financial incees, how did it react?

4. When Syria faced a possible failure of its goalatnmpact did this have on its

ideological policies?

This set of questions is by no means exhaustivaeover it would only provide a
comprehensive and reliable picture of Syria’s fgmepolicy, and its connections with
ideology, when used to analyse Syria’s policies adeng period of time. However, it does
provide us with an effective way of measuring tikeest to which ideology is a factor in
Syria’s policies towards the US; from there we saek to understardhyideology might
still be a factor, using the core-periphery and ticgency models outlined above.
Comparison will be used to bolster this methodva dlifferent ways: firstly, a comparison
between Syria’s reactions and the reactions ofhbeigring states who had discarded
ideological factors; secondly, a comparison of &grireactions in different historical
periods, in order to understand the circumstanbas produce continuities or indeed

discontinuities in Syria’s foreign policy and thaience of ideology.

Mill’'s methods allows us to recognise the nuancesa@mplexity of causal analyses. Even
if the above measurement enabled us to ascertimibortance of ideological factors in
Syrian policies towards the US, it cannot and sthawlt be used to rule out other factors.
This method recognises the possibility of multipdeses — thus to use this approach is not to
claim ideology is the sole factor behind a paracyolicy. Other causes could include: self-
interest; regime stability; public opinion; persbrmeews of the leaders; external factors
forced on the decision-makers. However, whatrtitethod helps to demonstrate is that the
variable under scrutiny is a necessary componera farticular outcome. In this case, it
would enable us to demonstrate that ideology iganfficient but non-redundant’ factor in
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the history of US-Syrian relations. The thesid gekek to demonstrate that among the set of
conditions needed to have produced such a degnmeestiiist between Syria and the US
over the decades, ideology has been one of therfurther strengthen the argument, | will
draw together the analyses from the historical tédrapn the conclusion and compare them

with counterfactuals and factors that can be usddlsify the argument.

The next section of this chapter will apply theesperiphery distinction (shown in figures 1
and 2) to the various ideas associated with SyAeab nationalism to filter out the
principles that most accurately define Syrian idggl This will enable us to identify the
core values of Syrian Arab nationali¥hits affiliated ideologies, competing ideologiesia
indeed those ideologies and principles that hanaepusly been associated with it within
the literature. First | will analyse Arab natioisah as a whole, and examine a) how it fits
into nationalism, and b) how it relates to the pipes within nationalism, namely the roles
of culture and liberalism. It will be argued thiatshares nationalism’s drive for
independence and autonomy, but that it is far climsanti-colonialism in its goals. Second
| will assess Syrian Arab nationalism and its caioas with an affiliated ideology — that of
Socialism. This analysis is then extended to Avationalism’s relationship with the rival

challenge of Islamism, a key competitor in the MedHast region.

The last parts of this methodology (the contingemogels in figures 3 and 4, and Mills’
methods) will be applied in the conclusion, usimgfindings from the historical-empirical

chapters of the thesis.

8 When referring to the ideas of Syrian ideologyd #s manifestation as a social movement, it isenor
accurate to use the more generic term of Arab naliem, although this term remains problematic — as
shall be explained in the next sections — andrigares contested. Ba'thism (referring to the Arab
nationalist party, th8a’th - meaning resurrection in Arabic) is often use@richangeably with Syrian
Arab nationalism. However, this term is a moreuaate description of the institutionalisation ofafsr
nationalism in Syria, and the interests of theypagther than the ideas and principles of thelwpoit
was founded on.

60



2.2 Core and Peripheral Principles:

Situating Arab Nationalism within Nationalist Ideology

The first task here is to identify the core prinegof Syrian Arab nationalism. While the
Ba'th party in Syria, which founded itself on Arahtionalist ideology, distilled its core
principles as: ‘freedom from occupation, Indepemgeand Arab Unity’, much of the
literature simplifies Syria’s Arab nationalism amly another brand of nationalism. This
implies that we could, therefore, simply look te ttore goals of nationalism to understand
Syrian ideology. However, to rely on a theoreta@dma alone is not enough as this needs
to be measured against internal evolutions indbelbgy, and crucially, how it has come to
be understood ipractice Thus even though the term nationalism has bgached to it, to
what extent does Syria’s ideology constitute a fofmationalism at all? In order to answer
this query, the core principles of Nationalism litseeed to be understood and defined

accurately.

2.2.1 Defining Nationalism

Nationalism, as Hutchinson and Smith put it, ‘ia@f the most powerful forces in the
modern world®”: it had a major influence on the American and EreRevolutions of the
18" Century, both key turning-points in western poéitiand social history; in promulgating
ideals of citizenship and equality on the basisational identity, it helped to politicise
civilians within those states; and in the long-teasit emerged as the dominant ideology in
Europe through state-based industrialisation amulugon during the 18 Century, it served

to entrench the westphalian system as the moddear,@iving it a moral legitimacy and an
ideological, as opposed to just a utilitarian, elager. The following provides a basic outline

of nationalist principles in the European inteliegdttradition.

For Rousseau, nationalism was an expression dtyaygethe political institutions and laws
holding a community together; thus national sympaistory and culture are useful insofar
as they prevent absorption of the nation’s identitp another and foster loyalty to the
aforementioned institutiorf8. Herder, however, argued that common politicatiifigrests
not on polity but sharecllture, especially language, for political institutiome areated and
external to innate human nature, whereas unityutiiraommon language reflects one’s

natural state. Given this emphasis on a ‘naturaltural cohesion, Herder criticised the use

8 Hutchinson, J., and Smith, A. Dationalism (OUP 1994), 3
8 F. M. Barnard, SelDirection and Political Legitimacy: Rousseau andrHer, (Oxford 1988)
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of political force and centralised bureaucracyitamllzommunities together. He underplayed
the propensity for rivalry and conflict by arguititat there can be many nations of equal

value, existing through peaceful coexistence.

In summary, both Rousseau and Herder (despiteaidiffever the weight given to culture or
politics), along with other ‘founders’ such as Reland Mazzini, saw the cultural and
political coming together - the latter chiefly bgireflected in their calls for autonomy, self-
government and popular freedom: for communitidsveotogether, there needed to be order
and obedience to laws, while that could only beieadd through a sense of belonging

arising from egalitarianist¥.

John Stuart Mill’s later work followed on from thilsringing nationalist and liberal ideals
together in that he argueshy shared sentiment can engender nationalism, resgsaif
religion, race or culture; in line with the print@ghat individuals have the right to associate
with whom they choose, he also made the case &wedtand representative governniént.
The German historian Heinrich Von Treitschke ofteam alternative view to the liberal-
nationalist concept that a sense of belonging mneside freedom of association, arguing
instead for the primacy derritory in defining one’s nationality, and that fulfillintpe
territorial promise of a nation was an ‘historidabk’>* Among the early European
exponents of nationalism, Mazzini is the one netaiikllectual to promote insurrection and

armed struggle as a means to a more just, egalfitarationalist end.

Reflecting the variation in the above definitiotwp alternative interpretations can be
identified within the broader discourse on nati@ml Gershoni and Jankowski delineate an
‘idealist’ and cultural perspective on the one hamtl a political approach on the otffer.
The first, promulgated by Ernest Renan (1882), Afd@ynbee (1915), Hans Kohn (1944),
Karl Deutsch (1953) and Benedict Anderson (1983)ragrothers, treats nationalism as an
organic product of, and force for, social cohesibrough modes of communication,
language, shared geography, history and religitve. second perspective — held by the likes
of Elie Kedourie, Gellner and John Breuilly (1993yhile not discounting culture once

8 |bid, and see J. Breuilljyationalism(1994)

9. s. Mill (Gray, J., ed.on Liberty and Other Essaygrinted in Festenstein, Kennfdlitical
Ideologies 271-4

°LH. Von Treitschke, fronPolitics, printed in Festenstein, Kennfdlitical Ideologies 274-276
92 Gershoni, I., and Jankowski, J. (Ed®¥thinking Nationalism in the Arab Middle Easew York,
Columbia University Press (1997), ix-x
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nationalist movements are in motion, essentialygstionalism as ‘an ideological style of

politics’,*>® which proposes that ‘the political and nationat should be congruent®

As with all such ideologies, nationalism is notistdt is prone to fluctuations, alterations
and evolution, being contingent on varying sociditpal circumstances — thus the division
between what constitutes ‘cultural’ and ‘politicalationalism can often be blurred.
Certainly political forms of nationalism will adofaimiliar historical and cultural symbols to
legitimise and substantiate projects that arer aftenominally based on notions of popular
representation and empowerment. Ultimately thoughcan identify the core principles of
nationalism from this discussion as being: commolitipal identity, founded upon and
driven by a common culture (language and ethnieitiyje desire to bring the two elements
together generates the principles of autonomousrgovent, achieved via either cessation
from other political unions, or unification of srtelentities. Thus if culture and political
autonomy are the core principles of nationalisrberalism (popular representation,
individual rights, religious pluralism based ondacism) has emerged as a very strong
affiliatedideology. In some manifestations of nationaliime,coalition has been so strong
that they form a unified ideology, for examplelie US. Although nationalism is found in
all parts of the world, including authoritarian i@g@s, the libertarian associations with

nationalism even in varied contexts still remainhaory.

Where then does Arab nationalism sit within an idgical framework that largely emerged
out of Europe? And what are the areas of overlapvaniation? | will address the three

principles of nationalism in turn: culture, libekalues and political autonomy.

2.2.2 Arab Nationalism: A Cultural or Liberal Proje ct?

It is true that both the cultural and liberal patjean be strongly traced in theellectual
history of Arab nationalism, where a deliberateus& and cultural project akin to (and
indeed borrowed from) Eurocentric nationalist agieus outlined. Sati al-Husri was a key
figure in the development of Arab nationalism ambral phenomenon, as a set of ideas
that referred not just to the political contextofonialism, but also to (it was hoped) a more
enduring, positive conceptualisation of Arab coogsness and identity. His works leaned
heavily on the form of nationalism espoused by likes of Herder, Fichte and Arndt,

focusing especially on the commonality of languagdhe cohesive element in an Arab

9 Kedourie, ElieNationalism (New York 1961), 18.
% Gellner, ENations and NationalismBlackwell 1983), 1.
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cultural community that would in turn develop into a unifeslitical community®> As C.
Ernest Dawn highlights, Arab nationalism has ofteen explained as a (mainly secular)
Arab awakening instigated by increased contact wiéstern science and secularism:
Rifa’ah Rafi’ al-Tahtawi was one example of thosalintellectuals who eulogised the
west as an inspiration for Arab nationali€mOn this basis, little distinction can be made
between Arab nationalism and European nationabstats. Further supporting such a view,
there is no escaping the origins of nationalis@rasleological reflection, legitimisation and
promotion of the ‘nation-state’ — a product of Evgopeanisation of world order through the
westphalian state system, in which sovereigntyittey and autonomous temporal rule are
paramount as opposed to alternative political or religioosaepts that have an accidental,
secondary connection to territory. As a resuthefintellectual roots, scholars still defer to
Arab nationalism’s apparent cultural roots whereoffg a definition. Rashid Khalidi, to

take one example, summarises Arab nationalism as:

[T]he idea that the Arabs are a people linked bgcsp bonds of language and
history (and many would add, religion), and thairtpolitical organization should in
some way reflect this realify.

However, all the above can only be argued in thebrpractice, the intellectualovement
within Arab nationalism has on the whole been uosssful in mobilising either popular
opinion or regional foreign policies on the basisuolture; while aspects of liberalism,
including civil rights and representative governtéave also been completely sidelined in
the internal politics of those states with claimsAtab nationalism. In fact, these are the
two areas where the practice of Arab nationalisexdiffered most from western models of

nationalism.

Addressing culture first, we can say that it istaiaty important in that it provides a
geographical boundary based on common languagesimh®rab nationalism can operate.
However, in terms of the intellectual cultural @cj outlined above, Arab nationalism has
fared poorly in secularising traditional and eversdern religious cultures. It does have an
appeal, but mainly for Arab elites, many of whomdnheen educated in the west or within

% Tibi, BassamArab Nationalism: Between Islam and the Nation&t@f Ed. (Macmillan 1997), xii.

% C. Ernest Dawn, referring to the view popularisgdseorge Antonius, Elie Kedourie, Hisham Sharabi
and more recently Bassam Tibi: ‘The Origins of ANditionalism’in Khalidi, R. Et al (Eds)The Origins
of Arab Nationalism(Columbia University Press 1991), 3-5.

9" See Bull, HedleyThe Anarchical Society. A Study of Order in Wéttditics: New York (1977), 33-
38, cited in Tibi, Arab Nationalism, 1.

% Khalidi, R., The Origins of Arab Nationalisnvii
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western institutions in the Middle E&st. Attempts to then translate common cultural
identity intopolitical projects have been largely fruitless: the collagftee UAR between
Syria and Egypt between 1958-61, and the ineffé&teb League that still operates but
barely registers on individual foreign policies amas little international leverage as a
collective policy unit, are two examples of unfléfd idealism based on a united cultural
identity. Here | should make a distinction betw@eab nationalism and Arabism; whereas
the former is an ideology, the latter is not, ather it relates to the promotion of all the
cultural facets shared and expressed within Arabtity without political aims. Thus | am
not suggesting that Arabism is not widespread— israibd Arab film, music and literature,
for example, are all very popular and are shareasadhe region. However, if they are then
harnessed for a specifiolitical agenda, it is more often than not because theyesrio

anti-colonial sentiments parallel to the politicampaigns of the ideologists.

Part of the difficulty for Arab nationalism in ugiexisting culture for greater political goals,
is that it encroaches on other loyalties that reawple culturabnd political substance to
foster socially cohesive identities at local level§wo such loyalties will be briefly
highlighted here (although they could be brokenlewen further to include tribal, ethnic

and sectarian loyalties): these being statist natism and Islam.

The first concept, statist nationalism, has taker as an inevitable by-product of practical

realities. As Humphreys states:

[State] boundaries that were purely colonial fiss@reated out of thin air in 1920 by
Britain and France for their own convenience —Ihembme sacred and immutable in
1950200

State patriotism, as an obstacle or challengerdb Aationalism’s regionalism, has emerged
in all of the Arab states, and most influentiafiyEgypt and Irag. Humphreys argues that an
Egyptian, as opposed to Arab, nationalism was altigd by British occupation in 1882,
articulating a strong sense of historical and caltidentity that had long existed within its
stable geo-political boundaries; thus, in this seMasser’s Arab nationalism marked a
temporary interlude before Egypt returned to statimder Sadat. Donald Reid argues that

% Simon, R. S., ‘The Imposition of Nationalism oiNan-Nation State: The Case of Iraq During the
Interwar Period, 1921-1941in Gershoni and JankowskRRéthinking Nationalism'87-105; furthermore,
narratives of populist Arab nationalism are predmanily within the context of an anti-colonial stgleg,
see Seale (1986); Gelvin, J. in Gershoni and Jaskiod997); Haddad, M., in Khalidi et al (1991).

1% Humphreys, ‘The Strange Career of Pan-Arahi§o-82
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Pharaonic symbolism has provided Egyptians withomg counter-nationalistfi* predating

Arabism and connecting them to an overlapping Afti@entity as well.

Similarly in Irag, while initially Arab nationalisrwas employed to foster greater cohesion
among its ethnically diverse population, ideologisantiments were to a large degree
subverted under Saddam Hussein’s rule — convesselgiven that it joined Syria in the
ranks of Ba'thism in 1966 and that Hussein was mosal in extolling pan-Arabism in his
foreign policy. As Wieland, Humphreys and Tripgwe, the regime’s self-interest and
‘Stalinist’ repression, and the alienation of theréish and Shi’a populations, prevented a

greater level of ideologisation of Iraq’s securdtyven priorities 22

Moreover, Iraq frequently departed from an Arabaralist agenda by hailing its separate
Mesopotamian past. Indeed, notwithstanding thequexl, power-political rivalry between
the leaders of Syria and Iraq, Syria’s perceptibliam as corruptors of Ba'thist ideology
contributed to their mutual antipathy. Such couatdtures were effectively channelled into
political projects of state-building, which rivalleand hindered the intellectuals’ calls for

political unity based on a broader Arab culture.

The second challenge highlighted above, Islamphagded important cultural symbols,
historical narratives and idioms, which are ofteadiby Arab nationalists to encourage the
very sentiments that its own secular, culturalaisse fails to invoke. Islam in some ways
is the more problematic of the two competing lagalthighlighted here, at least
conceptually: while Arab nationalism can at leaspprt to be a separate phenomenon from
statenationalisms, which are at times denigrated adymits of western colonialism, its
cultural symbols often collide with similar unifygnconcepts in Islam — for example the
Ummabh historical ‘heroes’ such as Salah al-Din Ayyudmd even Arabic as a revered
language (albeit for differing rationale€Sj. The Syrian regime, for example, regularly

employs the above religious reference points anathgrs to simultaneously serve its

191 Reid, D. M., ‘Nationalizing the Pharaonic Pastyfiplogy, Imperialism, and Egyptian Nationalism,
1922-1952/ in Gershoni and JankowsKRethinking Nationalism’127-150

192\vieland, C.Syria at Bay22; Tripp, C., ‘The Foreign Policy of Iragh Hinnebusch and Ehteshami,
The Foreign Policies of Middle East Statel67-193.

193 Ummah defines the non-political global community Muslims, and is regularly appealed to in
‘establishment’ mosques — this has been partigutasticeable since the 2003 Irag War and influxrafi
refugees to Syria; Salah al-Din, thé"x2ntury Kurdish military leader who defeated theriks at the Battle
of Hattin (3% Crusade) in 1187, and is buried in Damascus. SesaiH, Shahnaaviuslim Heroes of the
Crusades Ta-Ha (1998) for the Islamisation of his statusd ahistorical importance, while Ba'thist
appropriation is reflected by national commemoraim Syria to mark the anniversaries of Salahialehd
the Crusades; further highlighting the above pairiten asked in an interview who his role modelsewer
Bashar Asad replied ‘Muhammad, Jesus and all thehats in Islam’, seal-Anbag 26 May 2003.
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ideological goals and tap into the population’sgielis loyalties. It should be noted here
that Islam does not necessarily provide a unifodentity that automatically fills the
‘cultural void’ of nationalism as promulgated iteisist thought®*indeed it accommodates
localised cultural pluralism; nor is there suchghtdegree of religiosity in Arab society that
only an Islamic culture appeals; but it is the dhse the more generic cultural references
that Arab nationalists would seek to draw upon tentle framed in a religious context,
thereby helping to raise their authenticity.

Thus the cultural project of Arab nationalist idegy as articulated by its chief proponent
Sati al-Husri has not succeeded because, on theammk state-based nationalism resists the
homogenisation of interests, identities and calecaction, while on the other hand its
symbols and emotional appeal are often absorbéunwglam, reserving little for the banks

of a secular transnational loyalty.

Where, then, does this leave thmeral programme that became attached to many of the
successful nationalist movements in Europe, andhwvias ideologically adopted by Arab
nationalist doctrine&”® In practice the two ideologies have been vergwjent on this
front. Most European nationalisms became attatbetie concept of citizenship, and
thereby a route to economic, political but alsdadcansformation; it often represented the
emerging middle class whose social upward mobvlias previously prevented by the

dominance of elites seeking to preserve their érfee and stake within the stafe.

Popular franchise, human rights legislation, ditirties, thus became the goals of liberal
nationalist movements in Europe; although thoseennts had varying and in some cases
very questionable success, these principles evgntbacame fixed on the states’
constitutional and political landscapes, not jhsioretically but to a significant degree in
practice as well. To take Syria’'s case howeves,BR'th party failed to bring about its
original constitutional goals for domestic freedomusd representation. Rather the
democratic process has been thoroughly stifleccaiin freedoms have been sacrificed to

safeguard the interests and authority of the mipomegime. Indeed it is Syria’s

104 Jamal al-Afghani argued that Islam ‘had proveelitsuperior to other forms of association. Hetime
pre-Islamic Arabs did not manage to generate nm@jtiural achievements’: Tibi, B'‘Arab Nationalism;
165

1%For examples, see Seal8truggle for Syrig’ 153-156, for the Ba'thist founders’ ‘humanitariarand’
of nationalism (in particular noted in footnote 11)

1% Bull, ‘The Anarchical Society42
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authoritarianism and repression of dissent thatttise heart of a materialist, power-political

diagnosis of Syrian foreign policy’

This divergence in the outcomes of the Europearfaalol nationalist movements can partly
be understood by recognising that the context pfession and domination that the
nationalist movements were challenging was diffeneficurope and the Middle East. In
Europe, the struggle for equality, representatiod eecognition of ‘the masses’ was
contested mostly within states througtil wars and internal revolutiort€¥ in the Middle
East, and indeed throughout the ‘“Third World’, aaélist movements were essentially anti-
colonial with the struggle for equality and freedtnransferred to an international level,
contested between the local populations and tk&rmeal colonisers. This is not to say that
conflicts did not exist internallyvithin the old colonial states. Certainly in Syria, as
elsewhere, there was internal struggle for equahtyresentment towards the dominance of
ruling Syrian elites, many of whom were formed unddonial rule. But as Halliday and
Alavi argue:

While the ideologies of power and opposition founthese societies are, in the first
instance, concerned with internal, domestic, confihe issue of external relations
and the role of external forces is always centndlfarms a vivid part of the world
view that sustains such movemeffts.

In recent history, those in power in Syria haverbeery successful in dealing with the
opposition. Certainly, domestic conflict is alwafgaramount concern; but the holders of
power have so successfully crushed any organiseddbdissent in the past as to make it
an untenable and desperate business. The uprisitigsspring of 2011 marked a dramatic
change in the public’s willingness to challenge lds&dership, but for many the brutal

crackdown by the regime will have confirmed theiséng fears:*® In such circumstances,

197 GeorgeNeither Bread nor Freedor]1.

198 Even during the pan-European revolutions in 1848 conflicts were state-based and framed intgrnall
between the ruling elites and monarchists on tleesae, and the workers and peasants on the dthah of
Europe’s political change and development has takace within an internal context, in that botlses and
resolutions have largely emerged out of the regieif. The role of the US as mediator and aidbath
European and Middle Eastern affairs is not on aparable footing given the different social, polticand
ideological contexts, and the differing nature & plower and influence in both regions.

199 Halliday and AlaviState and Ideologyd

10 prior to the uprisings, even the Muslim Brotherthémo Syria had conceded that outright oppositios wa
a fruitless venture, despite a potentially largandstic constituency that they could appeal tosatir al-
Din al-Bayanouni, the Head of the Syrian Muslim Berhood exiled in London, made conciliatory
overtures towards the Ba'thist regime when Baslsmadl took over power in 2000, highlighting the
commonality of their goals against Israel and thesty/and stressing the importance of Arab unity
(although this was largely dismissed by the regasehetoric designed merely to reinstate the monéme
operational status in Syria). See Gary. C. Gapibithssier: The Syrian Muslim Brotherhdodliddle

East Monitor Vol. 1:2, April/May 2006 http://www.mideastmonitor.org/issues/0604/0604 1A.ht
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external relations and the role of foreign fordes tvas already central, gains a heightened
importance among both the forces in power and thmospposition. Thus in practice, Arab
nationalism does not represent the liberal projehtle those calling for domestic reforms
recognise that Arab nationalist ideology is notntded to offer a solution to local

grievances, and is chiefly relevant at a regioexatl.

2.2.3 The Search for Political Autonomy: Roots in Ati-Colonialism

This leaves us with the principle of political anbony as the remaining connection between
Arab nationalism and broader nationalist ideolog¥ith the cultural project lagging behind
as a predominantly elitist agenda, and the libgstibn of domestic politics never having
taken off, Arab nationalism (meaning tideology and not Arabist culture or identity) has
emerged as an overwhelmingly political and antbo@! movement, especially in terms of
its popular appeal; its potency is based on argeh®nism and resistance to external
intervention in line with other non-aligned movertseduring the Cold War' Indeed, the
legitimacy and continued relevance of Arab natimmalamong the masses is dependent on

this principle, with which it can appeal to botltgkar and religious elements in the region.

Thus while Bassam Tibi may describe Husri as ‘{hidtsal father of Arab nationalism’,
and while it may well have been the case thagnms of its cultural and intellectual basis
Arab nationalism was inherently an extension ofdpean ideology, such characteristics
were pushed into the background when it came tdiqal mobilisation. For all the
romanticism and cultural references in Arab natishéterature, the ideology’s potency,
practical resonance and political realisation reentmanifested since its emergence in the
20" century as a struggle for political and econonuitbaomy from external great power
domination, whether during the Arab Revolt in 19P@, Syrian uprising against the French
in 1945, the 1956 Suez crisis or even during thedavars of 1948 and 1967.

Certainly, statist nationalism and decolonisatiothe Middle East and the old Third World
sat concomitantly on the political agenda of amiperialists — for the practical realities of
the international system made integration and sgpriation contingent on the nation-state.
And for most Arab leaderships, the statist formateme fixed and accepted as the new

Meanwhile, recent allegations and disputes betwleenegime and the Brotherhood have again focused
around Syria’s conflict with Israel, demonstratthg important role the wider regional issues piays
domestic discourse.

M1 For example see Rami Gin&yria and the Doctrine of Arab Neutralism : frondépendence to
Dependenc&ussex Academic Press (2005)
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status-qud’? But despite this ‘westernisation’ of the regionatler, and its willing co-

option by elites, a dissatisfied, foundationallyisgonist ideological movement remained -
and of all the Arab states, it had the most rooma&aoeuvre in the fragile and dysfunctional
Syrian state. As long as the hegemonic ideology,tHat European colonialism or
‘Wilsonian liberalism’, or Zionism, was and is sderlegitimise the existing order and the

region’s structural inequalities, it remaiinsprinciple challenged by, Arab nationalism.

Anti-colonialism and anti-imperialism is not instgase an instrumental principle en route to
Arab solidarity and eventual unification; in fatthas come to be the reverse, that Arab
solidarity is sought in order to close the dooreaternal meddlers, and is most prized at
times of opposition against an external power agthe US. It is not an exaggeration to
state that the raison d’étre of Arab nationalissnit Aas developed and has been applied by
its political exponents, is this opposition to extd hegemony and interference. Meanwhile,
Arab unity (especiallypan-Arabism on the basis of shared culture has been pushbe to
margins as a peripheral principle of Arab natiasrali Even so, this is not so far from the
intellectual origins of the Ba'th party, for whorationalism symbolised first and foremost a
struggle against colonisers, before embarking woncultural programme. The Ba'th
claimed to present a comprehensive political pnogna with its three fundamental
principles being: ‘Freedom from occupation; Aradependence and unity; socialism at
home'!*® Originally, as founders of the party Salah al-DBitar and Michel Aflaq

explained:

[W]e saw nationalism simply as a struggle betwé&emtation and the colonizer...In
the country those who helped the foreigner weréeddraitors and those who
opposed them nationalists.

The founders later attached a cultural and intelEcawakening’ to their doctrine, but it

was neverthelesastrumentatto the struggle for autonomy:

To be effective, the struggle against the coloninzat to involve a change of mind
and of thought, a deepening of national consciasaad of moral standartfs.

12 |ndeed the Arab league voted against the proposiidation of Syria and Jordan tabled by King
Abdullah in March 1946, preferring the existingtstaystem established under the 1945 Arab League
Charter and headed by Egypt. See Stephen Lon@ig@ and Lebanon Under French Mandate
(Oxford, 1958), 352.
13 The Constitution of The Baath Arab Socialist Parftyhe First Party Congress: General Principle$719
14 salah al-Din Bitar and Michel ‘Aflagal-Qawmiyya al-‘arabiyya wa maugafuha min al-shiiyya
%944); cited in Seal&he Struggle for Syrja49

Ibid.
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It should be highlighted that the anti-imperiatishcept is not, in this case, inter-changeable
with simple anti-westernism. The dispute is a tprdl one, not based in culture or
xenophobia, as reflected in the above passagessthirther demonstrated in the activation

of Arab nationalism against both western and Abds alike-*

The above places a high degree of emphasis on Aatibnalism as an anti-colonial
struggle, and brief mention now needs to be givethdse powers and ideologies against
which it has been, and is currently, directed. dlearest enemies of Arab nationalism in its
early stages were the European colonisers of tluglleliEast, Britain and France. The
physical occupation in the early26entury transformed an uncertain, intellectualegmt
into a social, ideological movement, and madenteessity and an obligation for Arab
politicians and the masses alike. A proto-Arabamatlism had initially focused its efforts
on the Ottoman Turks, but this soon fizzled ouhwiite break-up of the empire and arrival

of the Europeans.

Zionism, and later Israel, joined the ranks of Anakionalism’s ideological opponents (little
distinction was made between Zionism’s fundamesttaid liberal strand¥); as with the
Europeans, there was no ambiguity over Israelsasicolonisers of Jerusalem, reminiscent
in the view of Arab nationalists of the Crusadersgardless of religion or race (although
both could always be exploited), this point wadisigint to foment an enduring hostility,

demonstrated initially towards Israel’s very exisie, later towards its policies and interests.

The later and current opposition towards the US imd/iddle East policies is a less
straightforward Anti-colonial stance: the US haaa}s castigated the European powers for
their colonialism in the region, and until the 2008q war, the US had never directly
occupied Arab land. However, US support for Iseael persistent interference in Middle
East politics have portrayed the US as ‘neo-col@mtia*® The socialist principle within
Ba’thism, in particular, provides it with yet a fher rationale to oppose the US and its

strategic-economic policies. Thus for contemporArgb nationalists in the region,

16 This was most notably demonstrated against Sadtiasein and Iraqg’s invasion of Kuwait in 1990. The
Arab coalition against Iraq has widely been intetpd as a reflection of Arab disunity; however, 8yeian
regime has consistently justified it on the grounfifustice and solidarity with occupied Kuwait,daas a
stance against a self-interested corruption offwaipist principles. (Ghayth Armanazi, former Alladague
Ambassador to London (1992-2000), and currentdbireof the Syrian Media Centre, interview with Aat,
London, 5 June 2007; Bashar Asad, interview withl-Anbag 26 May 2003:
http://www.lebanonwire.com/0305/03052601ANBA.asp

173See Teodor Shanin, ‘The Zionisms of IsrireHalliday/Alavi (1988), 222-255

18 5ee Chapters one and three for greater contextiatutical elaboration.
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freedom, their core mantra, is not simply achietredugh self-determination, but via the

deeper notion of agency both in domestic and foraitgirs.

Given this analysis, filtering out the main objges of Arab nationalism in praxis, itis more
logical to position it closer to othaeron-westernpost-colonial nationalist movements,
articulated for example in the works of Marcus @grand Franz Fanon? which define
anti-colonialism and revolution at the core of thdeology. Tibi recognises the anti-
hegemonic character of Arab nationalism, but spendst of his work focusing on the
intellectual writings of European nationalists aspecially their Arab off-shoot, Sati al-
Husri; considering the heavy cultural emphasis a$i and the liberal associations of the
European nationalists, it is no wonder that Tibkesanumerous claims pertaining to the
‘death’ and obsolescence of Arab nationalism irctir@emporary Middle East. Similarly,
Dawisha does not look to the potency of anti-cabsim in Arab nationalist ideology,
focusing rather on its failure to deliver Arab ynitTibi, Dawisha and Ajami dismiss the
role of Arab nationalism by judging it with critarthat have largely been peripheral to the

Arab nationalist project for much of the last cepfat least in practice.

By paying greater attention to Arab nationalisnsecprinciple of anti-colonialism and
freedom from the influence of external hegemonicds, it is possible to argue that the
ideology has a continued relevance and influencencurrent regional context, albeit
having to negotiate its primacy with Islamism dsllow anti-imperialist movement on the

one hand, and statist nationalism as a negatihgeimée on the other.

19 Elizabeth A. Hoppe, Tracy Nicholls (Ed&anon and the Decolonization of Philosoptiyexington
2010)
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2.3 Affiliated ldeologies: Arab nationalism and Solism

Although not central to all branches of Arab nagiliem, the Ba’'th party brought socialism
into its doctrine as a domestic aim. Socialisnsenés a particular case of internal variations
of ideological interpretation, unsurprisingly givés intellectual development in both
western and non-western regions, and in hegemndiarati-colonial contexts® How then
did the Ba'th party originally construe socialisntiin its own nationalist agenda? How
does Ba'thist anti-colonialism and socialism supgach other, which is given primacy?
Furthermore, one of the recurring questions toeansrelation to Syrian foreign policy,
particularly during the Cold Watr, is the extenttoich the regime was under the influence
of the Soviet Union; and thus, how far was Syriédhism, with both its principles of anti-
imperialism and domestic-socialism, merely an Aextension and imitation of Soviet
Communism? If there was much borrowing in termisleblogy, and dependence in terms
of strategy and policy, might Syria’s ostensiblgatbgical position against the US in fact
represent a case of Third World bandwagoning withSoviet Union, and what impact,

then, did its collapse have on Syrian foreign pafit*

2.3.1 Socialism at home and abroad

Historically, there have been important links betw&yria and the USSR highlighting the
close relations between a relatively weak statesasuperpower. However, ideologically,
Syrian socialism often, and deliberately, retaiaetear distance from communism. From
early on, socialist ideologues and activists mad®ads into Syrian politics, playing a key
role in opposing the Syrian elites and politiciarie emerged under the French mandate.
Heading the socialist movement since the 1930ssatiohg up the Arab Socialist Party in
1945 was Akram Hawrani, an activist from Hama aogito participate directly in political
action??? in his earlier years he had founded his own Ydeainty in opposition to the
dominant National Bloc in Syrian politics. He wastivated by a clear domestic agenda
against Syrian landowners and ‘feudalism’, andearegal occasions was able to mobilise
violent uprisings and mass demonstrations by tlasg®ry — an important factor in the
politicisation of Syria’s rural communities and émcouraging a revolutionary style of

politics among the grass-rodts.

120 Festenstein, Kennyolitical Ideologies 175-6

121 5ee Charles Yost (1968) and Henry Brandon (19®) avgue that Syria’s position in the run up to the
1967 War, and intervention in Jordan, Septembe®1@@s controlled by the Soviet Union, reiteratihg
view of the Nixon administration at the time (cite@d_awson.,WhySyria Goes to War4-5).

122 Hopwood, Syrid, 82-83

123 geale;Struggle for Syria! 120
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Such campaigns were hardly any different from thecgples of the Communists in Syria,
but rather than bring the two groups closer togethey provoked opposition and rivalry
from the marginalised Communists. With Bitar dAflag’s Ba’th party growing in
popularity, and the gradual consolidation of thetionalist ideas into a more concrete
ideology, their meeting and joining forces with Hawi in December 1952 was a turning-
point for Ba'thism and Syrian politics in generalVith this newly forged ideological
coalition between what Seale describes as, ‘peith@psost astute and the most principled
men in Syrian public lifé**, the most active and scathing anti-hegemonisefoiic Syria
had come together. The domestic grievances agaaugtality and corrupt ruling elites who
had cooperated with the French, could easily badirounder the international context of
resisting foreign domination. Within the ideolagjiclevelopment of the Ba'th, it became
clear that fighting the ‘oppression’ and inequalétly home was a means of resisting

imperialists abroad.

Secularism also appealed as a mutual feature betsa@malism and nationalism, albeit
based on different rationales — according to tlogasist perspective, religion alienates its
adherents from themselves the more they give to, @od similar fashion to capitalist
extraction from the labourer, whereas for natiamali religion is more a problem of

misdirected loyalty that should be granted to thtam.

In terms of foreign policy, Syria became one ofshhengest Cold War allies of the Soviet
Union in the Middle East, brought together by musiigategic interests no doubt, but also
united further by shared socialist ideals and suigpitowards the US and its European
partners. The USSR’s strategic interests werelglsarved by the alliance — its long-term
goal had been to control the Bosphorus Straitsta@dardanelles in order to gain easy
naval access to the regions beyond, plus to blockgean access through the Black 82a;
furthermore, the pro-western Baghdad Pact woultgddATO and the US’ influence to the
Soviet Union’s front door. Providing support to enging ‘revolutionary’ states in the
Middle East was a logical step towards rebuilditoyHier zone between the USSR and the

western sphere of influence, while at the same &dmg its ideological project.

2% |pid, 127
125 Karsh.,The Soviet Union and Syria: The Asad Ye@isatham House (1988), 2
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Syria, in turn, mainly depended on the Soviet Uri@rdefensive reasons. By 1955, Syria,
already beset with internal political instabilityas under increasing military threat from
Israeli border raids, and pro-western encirclenisntraq and Turkey. Encouraged by
Syria’s opposition to the Baghdad Pact, the Sayebn stepped in to offer ‘aid in any form
whatsoever for the purpose of safeguarding Syinalspendence and sovereigntsf. The
1967 and 1973 Arab-Israeli Wars when the Soviebbdirectly supported the Syrian (and
wider Arab) cause against Israel and the US, anghiticular the high degree of arms
supplies and military assistance, stand out ag @gamples of strong Syrian-Soviet

relations during the Cold War.

However, despite this emphasis on their defengnagegyic relationship, it is important to
note that Syrian dependence on the Soviet Unioralgasdeological. Syria’s ideology had
its own indigenous roots, and may have developgejpandent to the Soviet Union’s anti-
imperialist agenda, but during the Cold War, Syralliance with the Soviet Union allowed
it to broaden its ideological framework from anéigemonism in the Middle East, to
viewing itself as being part of a global struggl@here was not merely a bipolar
international security structure in place during t@old War, but importantly an
international ideological structure; the Soviet dnled the faction that purported to stand
against imperialism, the old Great powers and tt@onial policies, and in that sense Syria
willingly followed the Soviet model in strategicé@diplomatic policies out of ideological
commitment. And yet despite the connections, $isaiavas not a core principle in Syrian

Arab nationalism, but could be more accurately dieed as an affiliated ideology.

2.3.2 Arab nationalist first, socialist second

Given the above, the question remains — to whagnéxs socialism still an affiliated
ideology, how strong is the coalition between SyAaab nationalism and socialisvhile
Ba'thist regimes embarked enthusiastically on distiprogrammes after the revolution in
1963, it has had a notably lacklustre uptake idipapinion compared to the other pillars in
the Ba'th party slogan — Arab unity and freedonmfraccupation. This can be attributed to

two basic reasons.

The first is because effective socialism at homs ingractical from early on due to the

lack of industrialisation and levels of developmeeeded for such a system. Although a

126 Molotov, Soviet Foreign Minister, to Syrian envimyMoscow, Dr. Farid Al-Khani, 23 March 1955:
BBC, NO. 556, 1 April 1955, cited in Seal8truggle for Syrig'234
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crude measure, a basic comparison between do@ndemplementation will serve to
elucidate the inherent problems with Syria’s sesigroject: A feature of socialism, as
articulated by Henri Saint-Simon, is that it is slidbbe implementedith the emergence of
new, socio-economic, industrialising systems, rngmwith the tide of modernisation and
historical progres&’ in which innovators and producers — scientistgjirerers, artists,
industrialistd®® — take over the reins of society. Famously forMand Engels, this new
triumphant class was the proletariat, the one olaas able to bring about emancipation
from the injustice of a capitalist system. Whildst was inevitable with historical
development, they argued it still required ageray action on the part of the workers — in
other words, forcing change through revolution mes to mirror the socio-economic
transformations already taking place.

The attempts by the Ba’'th party before and aftey ttame to power, to industrialise the
country and urbanise the population through a rapid sudden process of change —
accompanied by eager ideological rhetoric desigmatbbilise greater following among the
people — certainly reflected the revolutionary mawf socialist systemisation advocated by
its intellectuals. However, socialistrevolution required the prevalence and subsequent
upheaval of acapitalist systemin which the proletariat represent the oppresseds
struggling and overturning the ruling bourgeoisig-doubt, social mobilisation depended

on such emotive rhetoric and imagery.

Syria’s predominantly agricultural economic systeaud not reached an industrial level
conducive to such a revolution, thus promotingargiof a class struggle in order to drive a
socialist agenda had little resonance with theg®ymasses; as the Soviet and Chinese
models have demonstrated, structural economic @sacgn be forcibly implemented at
great human cost, but despite possessing the regéssel of political centralisation Syria
did not have the resources, stability or demog@apapacity to complete such an overhaul.
For sure, socialist policies certainly had an imipat notions such as equal access to

services, education and welfare. Such changeddshotbe underestimated.

But overall, socialism at home, while not withoatree benefits, in reality translated into

another function of state control. In fact, ratthem furthering the ideological cause among

127 Claude-Henri Saint-Simon, ‘On the Industrial Systén G. lonescu (ed.)[he Political Thought of
Saint-SimonOUP (1976), pp. 153-9

128 Fastenstein, Kennyolitical Ideologies 176

129 Marx, Engels, ‘Communist Manifesto’, in McLellal, (ed.),Selected WritingsOUP (1977)
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the growing urban population, it is now often blahi@r the country’s economic stagnation
and has instead become a focus of criticism agthestgime. Indeed the limited success
and appeal of socialism in Syria is now coming ightl with increased pressure for
liberalisation of the economy and education, notfithe usual quarters of opposition but

from economists, entrepreneurs and academics.

The second reason that socialism has not beenarcgadl is that the domestic dynamics of a
socialist ideological agenda have largely been shatowed by its utility for Syria’s
international relations, especially during the C@ldr. If, as was maintained by Syria’s
ideologues, an important impact of a capitalistesyswas the creation of an international
market, used as a means of spreading capitalists@nd practices across borders to other
societies, then socialism could be used as a ntdaesisting such economic encroachment.
Thus the main appeal of socialism at home as vidawyelde nationalist elements in the Ba'th
party and as presented to public, was as an expnesSsautonomy from external powers.
The co-option of socialism as an ideological pytewas, and remains, a utilitarian move:
domestic production, self-sufficiency, state cohdfgublic services and employment were
deemed as efficient ways of holding back covewifpr influence through investment, aid
and trade. It also saved the Syrian state fromptiitical binding and indebtedness to

foreign (especially western) forces, which othealAstates had fallen prone to.

It should be remembered that the socialist rod&aithist ideology were introduced initially

through a pragmatic and logical alliance betweewddai’'s Arab Socialist Party and was

never in of itself at the heart of the Arab natistagenda. Whether adopted by the Ba'th,
Nasser in Egypt, or other ‘revolutionary’ Arab sgtsocialism emerged as the natural ally
indirectly through Arab neutralism in the Cold Wd#&or Syria, this stance was adopted by
the regime in 1950-1 before it was picked up bydégsreflecting, as Seale argues, their
bitter experiences under the French mandate, ‘tews1t at the defeat in Palestine and the
West's part in the creation of Israéf’ and not necessarily a pro-Soviet position at that

point.

Hawrani’'s socialist party had expressed its gaaldentical fashion to the nationalists, in
1950 calling for a foreign policy ‘free from allrieign orientation or influencé®! and had

united with the Ba’th against the military dicta®hnishakli in 1952 when reports emerged

130 5eale;Struggle for Syria; 101
131 Arab Socialist Party Programme, 1950: cited inlIbi
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that Syria was about to join the western MiddletEEafence Pact; moreover, in addition to
these connections, and as ‘Aflaq explained, thetanigm of Hawrani’s party, and his
connections in the army, were deemed necessathiédda’th’'s step-up to ‘the period of

party warfare’ that would be needed to precipitatelution®*?

That the main appeal of socialism for the Ba'th washerent anti-hegemonism and not its
Marxist overtones, was made all the clearer byBgith'’s rivalry with and hostility towards
the Syrian Communist party and its more thoroudjierraative socialist doctrine. ‘Aflaq
explained that initially, on first encountering Comnists during his earlier travels as a
student in Europe, he admired them because they persecuted by the authorities, but
nevertheless was ‘suspicious of their dogmatic sié®’ But by 1936, ‘Aflagq and Bitar
were completely disillusioned by the ideology whiea Syrian Communists argued for a

mere relaxation of the French mandate, but nevegbeagreed with its retention:

The Syrian Communist Party became nothing more #maxecutive tool of its
French parent party and the French Governmentiergé..Indeed its very existence
became dependent on France’s continued hold ovex. Syforgot its real enemies
and concentrated instead on attacking Franco, Ghfai-Shek, Mussolini, and
other enemies of France and Russia, while allyisglfi to political and social
reaction at hom&**

Furthermore, the Ba'th recognised that the Sovi@bl was pursuing its own interests in
the Middle East, and that ‘the Arabs’ should notidenlogically attached to the Soviet

Union (as Arab Communists were), but should siryilpursue their own independent

policies. In 1944, they published their manifestayhich they highlighted the difference

between ideological and political dependence awdg@ing strategic support and alliance
from the USSR:

We are not against the Soviet Union as a state AFabs see no necessity to oppose
a great state like the Soviet Union which, fromriteption, has shown sympathy for
countries fighting for their independence. Our @rto establish friendly relations
with the Soviet Union by means of official intersgsnmental treaties and not
through the medium of the local Communist ParBut the well-informed Arab
cannot be Communist giving up Arabism. The tworatgually exclusive>°

It was a clear statement of independence, all thi rsignificant given that it came at the

same time that the Soviet Union was lending itst fgesture of support to Syria over

132 Michel ‘Aflaq, interview with P. Seale, Beirut, I&nuray 1961; cited in Seaftruggle for Syrial58
1333, Bitar and M. ‘Aflaq iral-Qawmiyya p. 13; cited in Seal&truggle for Syrial50

134 bid.

135 Bitar and ‘Aflag, al-Ba’th wa'l hizb al-shuyu’i @44); cited in SealeStruggle for Syrial52-3
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Lebanon, a move that had strongly enthused othéicpbparties in Syria, including the
government, towards the superpower. Thus in 1868yria’s first open elections since
independence, a wave of nationalist fervour broaghtmber of anti-western individuals to
Parliament, including Khalid Baqgdash, a Communigputy. However, even the US,
inclined to view any such developments as evidenh&oviet infiltration recognised that it
was: ‘more as an assertion of anti-Westernism \pith-Soviet overtones than as an

expression of actual Communist sentimétit.’

This distancing from its loyalties to socialism ahd USSR, despite the latter’s power and
influence, was at times demonstrated at the forpmity level as well. As the above
demonstrates, the appeal of a close alliance WwélSbviet Union was based on its overt
anti-imperialism and opposition towards Israel dmel US, as well as the revolutionary
model that it had set. A Syrian-Soviet alliancesvemtirely in keeping with Syria’s
interpretation of Arab nationalism as an anti-cadbdoctrine. If at any point the USSR
sought to encroach on Syrian independence and@utuurs policy-making at the regional
level, Syria notably distanced itself from the Ssj especially under Hafez Asad’s
presidency®” He did not shirk from asserting Syrian indepemgemwhen deemed

necessary, most notably prior to the 1973 war Vgitael**®

When the USSR went into decline, Arab nationaligmiainly took a corollary hit. It aided
Syrian disillusionment with the state of internaab affairs, particularly at a time when
Syria was becoming increasingly isolated at battrélgional and global level. Mohammed
Ayoob argues that the end of the Cold War in fasdkened socialist-oriented nationalisms
in the ‘South’, whether Arab, African, Asian or iraAmerican. The removal of the USSR
as a counter-balance to western/northern intrusignalled a major triumph for economic
liberalism that provided ideological justificatidor penetrating weak and vulnerable
Southern economies and polities’, undermining titeqcy and value of both socialism and
nationalism as forces of resistance and autonindeed, it does appear to have been the
overall impact on post-colonial nationalisms onl@bgl level; the collapse of the Soviet
Union certainly generated a period of doubt aneé@usty impulse among most Middle
Eastern states to bandwagon with the US in itspolar moment’, and it did cause the

136 Briefing Paper prepared in the Bureau of NeardasSouth Asian and African Affairs, 17.12.1954,
Foreign Relations of the United Statdgl. XIII, 513.

37 Author's telephone interview with Richard W. Murphpndon June 2009

138 Karsh, The Soviet Union and Syrial0-11 & 100

139 M. Ayoob, ‘Challenging Hegemony: Political Islamdathe North-South Dividdhternational Studies
Review 2007, Vol. 9, issue 4), 630-631
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Syrian government to operate with greater cautighiwthe international and regional

setting.

However, as outlined above, Syria had not beenrabp# on the USSR for its sense of
moral purpose against the US and the west in gemeen if it was heavily dependent in
terms of methods and resources. Its anti-hegendgsdourse and ideological rationale were
not imports from the Cold War but were emergeniadifyenous historical experiences, not
just French occupation, but also regular interfeeeand attempted control from its
neighbours, and American intervention and supporidrael. Secondly, as was evident
after the Camp David Agreements in 1978 and theirgdsraeli-Egyptian truce, Syria
often demonstrated that it was able to refocusetsse of ideological purpose from the
collapse of an alliance. Without underestimatimgdisillusionment and set-back that the
demise of the Soviet Union represented for theg®griit is possible to argue that it enabled
Syria to forge a distinctly Arab nationalist rot& ftself in the region and vis-a-vis the US,
while its demands and goals were no longer ovemshked by the politics of the Cold War.
Syria was now able to take up the mantle as eneaii¢srael and the US on its own
ideological terms, bringing its own agenda to tref In sum, this demonstrates the typical
relationship between affiliated ideologies, asioetl at the start; and thus a dilution of a
socialist agenda in Syria should not be read asaaxdiction of its core ideological goal.
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2.4 Rival Ideologies: Arab Nationalism and Islamism

Having analysed the core and peripheral principfe&rab nationalism, and its affiliations
with socialist ideology, we now finally look at itsval ideologies. Arab nationalism may
have effectively become an anti-imperialist movetnleuat it does not enjoy a monopoly of
that role in the region and has always neededdweepits credibility ahead of competing
narratives of anti-hegemonism. In Syria, commungsrd socialism, as discussed in the
previous section, challenged for the mantle pdgrty during the 1950s and 60s, while
Islamism emerged as the main rival to Arab natisnamost notably during the 1970s and
80s.

2.4.1 Competing revisionists

The intensity of the rivalry between Arab natiostdiand Islamists can be explained by their
fundamental disagreement over religion and se@marbut it can also be attributed to their
similarities, in terms of their transnationalisnoshility towards Zionism, appropriation of
the Palestinian cause, as well as usage of cukynabols as highlighted earlier. As Tibi,
ltamar Rabinovich and Sylvia Haim ndf@the two ideologies even share some common
intellectual roots, since Arab nationalism wassuély founded upon western nationalist or

socialist discourse.

Those roots can be traced to the religio-polittnavement that grew in the i €entury,
alternately labelled as Islamic modernism, Islamawvalism or pan-Islamism, to give a few
examples, and carried forward by the likes of Jaatdbdin ‘Al-Afghani’, Muhammad
Abduh (from Egypt) and Rashid Rida (born in Syediicated in Egypt), these being some
of the most prominent Islamists. They were heagiijical of the Ottoman rulers for
abusing the status and purpose of the Islamic Gatgthrough corruption and repression.
The Ottoman rulers’ divergence from traditionakisic principles and their increased
leaning towards the West, most notably after thien€an War, were highlighted as the

reasons for the Caliphate’s clear decline and valigty.

Such views were not necessarily based on an avasimodernity in of itself, indeed the
corruption that was the focus of their criticismsasso a major obstacle to economic and

political progress; but rather their criticisms wedirected at modernisation through

140 Rabinovich, I.Syria under the Ba’'th 1963-66: The Army-Party Syrsisi Israel Universities Press
(1972), 1; Haim, SArab Nationalism: An AnthologBerkeley (1964); Tibi,Arab Nationalism, 162.
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Westernisatiomeflected most overtly through the reforms of renzimat’ period. It was
not a structural ‘revolution’ that they were catjifor —but rather for a spiritual reformation
and the removal of western influence while the nieepreserve the Caliphate itself was
never in doubt. Notably, apart from Rida, they dat argue for an ‘Arabisation’ of the
Caliphate; while their attacks on the Ottomans weesved by some as being open to
nationalist interpretation, they did not offer, @edl they often refuted, the nationalist
alternative. They saw themselves as following rgldradition in Islamic history of
revivalism (ajdid), treading the same path as classical Islamiclachsuch as lbn
Taymiyyah and lbn al-Qayyam, whom they regularfgmed to, in holding the leaders and
societies to account. They argued that progredsradernisation would be achieved by
returning to authentic Islamic traditions, and not by disoag them as held by the

secularists.

In this sense, Islamism refuted the causal relahign between modernisation and
secularisation that was crystallised in the west] aimilarly articulated by Arabist

intellectuals. This claim to religious authentfciwas an important component of early
Islamist movements, and as is still the case, cbaldised to undermine other domestic
political movements. Itis on this basis that thesgify their political activism to their wider

societies where there has historically been ateesis to the integration of politics and
religion, and where traditionalists who argue agaguch politicisation as a corruption of,

and distraction from, true religious ideals, teadinitially) have a greater following.

The next notable wave of Islamism came after tHeofahe Ottoman Caliphate and the
founding of the Muslim Brotherhood in Egypt in 192&ich was soon exported to other
parts of the Middle East. The movement broadlktoo many of the principles outlined

above: the importance given to indigenous spiritergival, the commitment to a resurgent
Caliphate, the ‘comprehensiveness’ of religionchiding its application to politics, and in

particular, an even more vehement opposition tosvere west and colonial impositiof;

change was advocated through a combination of pregcpolitical activity, and later,

14110 1935, Al-Banna, founder of the movement, oetiithe ten basic pillars of the Brotherhood's ‘cwavet’,
and high on the list was the goal of “liberationtoé homeland from all ‘un-Islamic’ or foreign cauit
whether political, economic or ideological’. Themmpaign to unite Egypt and the Sudan was artedila
through a pan-Islamic vision to unite all Muslimsane Ummah (nation), echoing Arab nationalistscialt
Arab unity. In 1938, Al-Banna directed the movetrganti-colonial project onto a clear revolutiopgath,
using rhetoric indistinct from revolutionary natadists and declaring: “No doubt the [1936 Anglo-Rtign]
Agreement is like a collar-band round Egypt's nedk. it possible that Egypt can free itself fronisth
oppression? The language of power is the mostteféelanguage. If Egypt wants freedom and libeste
should struggle in every possible manner to acqgpower.” See Al-Banna;The Message of the fifth
Conference(1938).
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‘physical struggle’, given that the colonial powd#remselves had a military presence in the

region’*?

From this summary of Islamist thought and developtyieis possible to delineate the areas
in which Islamists and Arab nationalists clash, amere they compete and seek to outdo
each other. Firstly, they differ on issues of titgrand primary loyalty, the former holding
to religion and the latter to autonomy of the Anadtion; both adhere to notions of
transnational solidarity, but once again, the tegoal boundaries of this broad community
are premised on alternative concepts; while Araionalism does not negate the role of
religion as a tradition, it advocates secularisthbes a fundamental and instrumental
principle for the sake of representation, contrght® Islamists. They even differ on the
crucial notion of anti-colonialism, in that the Aranationalists oppose any external
domination, while, in essence, the Islamists oppm®ination fromun-Islamicforces

(although this does not rule out fellow Muslims).

However, in the context of post-war colonisation Byropean powers, which both
movements were born into and which absorbed thearifies, Islamists and Arab
nationalists were unified in their objectives, nueth, and rhetoric. One might wonder why
there was not a stronger alliance between thedkio, to that of the Arab nationalists and
socialists; but a fear from both sides that theeothould become a stronger force, and a
perception among the Islamists that they had |lggteat deal more since the fall of the
Ottoman Empire than the nationalists — thus fee@dingew that the nationalists were
colluders — prevented any effective coalition ansuged that the rivalry persisted.

2.4.2 Arab nationalists and Islamists, at home andbroad

As intimated at the start, ideologies take on défifet levels of salience in different contexts -
this is particularly the case with Arab nationaljstbeing concerned with wider regional
issues and not just the domestic situation. Iaresibn to this, it is not just the relevance of
the ideology itself that might alter between thtetinational and domestic setting, but also its
relationships with other ideologies; this can benswith Arab nationalism’s links with

Islamism.

142 Al-Banna, H, Risaalat al-Ta’lim (The Message of the Teachings’) (1935); also seemdog, ‘Syria”,
83
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Clifford Geertz argues that ideologies are borthimthroes of change, providing people
with a means to reorient themselves to the soaaldvn a period of disruption, and when
the previous established order cannot be relied.u@@ertz attributes the social dissonance,
within society and between it and the elites, wutgisation rather than to class conflict,
and argues that ideology can be used to manage phelslems?® Given that Ba’thism in
Syria has led to the secularisation of politicg] partially of society, to what extent has it
been able to manage the ‘social dissonance’ andpthdictable alienation of the

predominantly Sunni population from the minorityalite regime?

On the domestic front, Islamism and Ba'thist Aradiionalism have not coexisted well
together; by and large the Syrian regime has baecessful in eliminating the Islamist
challenge within the state, certainly it has beanrhore successful than some of its
neighbours. A number of reasons, apart from shéblassness on the part of the regime’s
security apparatus, can be identified. Keddienlilghts the role of rapid economic
development and oil income in augmenting the imib@eof Islamist movements within most
nationalist states. Thus extensive urbanisatiacesbates the visible differential treatment
between the poor and wealthy in the cities, whilgfits from oil help to speed up the
process of urbanisation, and with it ‘income gagsruption, and visible wealth for the

few’.

Such circumstances, accompanied by widespread grogisicontent, make the political
environment ripe for the rise of Islamism as a sggplly more equitable and frugal
alternative to the status-quo. Moreover, Ke@ddgries, such governments are more likely
to have experienced a heavy western impact and k&veontrol, adding to their
unpopularity; Iran, Egypt and Tunisia are citetygucal examples of this in the past. But

in Syria, economic development and urbanisatioretmeen slower than in other states in
the region (especially since Syria was alreadyrigeim this respect); thus the suppression of
the Muslim Brotherhood’s uprising in Hama in 1983@sasuccessful not only due to the
disproportionate military force that was unleasbedhe small provincial city, but also due
to the relative ease with which the activists cdagddsolated and contained within one part
of the country. Keddie agrees that Syria doedintite ‘socio-economic profile of a state

that encourages the growth of Islamisii?’.Moreover, unlike the examples given above,

143 Festenstein., KennyPolitical Ideologies 11

144 Nikkie R. Keddie, ‘Ideology, Society and the Stitd®ost-Colonial Muslim Societiesh Halliday and
Alavi, 'State and Ideology17-18

%% 1pid, 25
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Syria has held fast to its revisionist stance aathtains its criticism of, and distance from,

the western powers. Both factors have helpedssighte Islamist fervour in Syria.

However, with the relentless pursuit of sociakgbrms since the ascendancy of the Ba'th in
1963, the process of urbanisation, while stilla®extensive as in other parts of the Middle
East, was still accelerated at a destabilising fiat¢he class and social structures in the
existing urban centres; at least enough to stirulatreased opposition from Islamist
activists and sympathisers, of which there wereaavipg number in the 60s and 70s.
Islamism in Syria has largely been carried forwaydhe Muslim Brotherhood — set up in
1935 in Aleppo (where the headquarters remainatil944) they were an extension of the
Egyptian movement but lacking in their politicaldamilitary experience, popularity and
distinctiveness from the wider nationalist movementhe 1950s, the Brotherhood in Syria
put forward a concept of Islamic Socialism, to Higjft the commonalities between the two
on issues of equality, social welfare and combapiogerty, briefly bringing them closer
together with the Ba'th and Hawrani’'s Socialist tifahowever by 1961 the term
‘Socialism’ was removed altogether from their rimet@nd replaced with a more overtly,
albeit more general, programme that promoted sirabdgectives as before, but through the
‘establishment of a virtuous polity which would gawout the rules and teachings of
Islam’ *® While Batatu describes their central slogansesgsno more definite’, popular
but lacking in practical utility and clarity, thegvertheless represented a religious-oriented

challenge to the secularism of the communistsadists and the rising Ba'thists’

Currently, the Brotherhood have no route to pditpower; yet an ‘Islamic’ public opinion
continues to motivate the regime to safeguard rebAationalist credentials and restrain
(although not necessarily abandon) cynical powditipal campaigns in the region. When
the Syrian regime intervened against the Palessnia Lebanon, pinning back the
Palestinian forces in 1976 and allowing MaronitalBhges to exploit the lack of resistance
and destroy the Tal az-Za'tar camp, it was heamigosed by the Islamists at home and
alienated much of Syrian opinidff It was a loss of legitimacy acutely recognisedHtsy
regime, particularly as they witnessed the ensus®in domestic conflict between the
Islamists and the Ba'thist regime in the 70s, cama head in the early 80s.

148 Article 6 of the Syrian Muslim Brotherhood'’s Bagtales of 1954,An-Nizam al-Asasi(Aleppo,
1954), pp. 8-9: cited in Batatu, Hanna., in Halidand Alavi State and Ideology112

7 Umar Abd-Allah, The Islamic Struggle in SyrigMizan Press, 1983), 88-96.

148 Batatu,Muslim Brethrenin Halliday, Alavi, 112
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Thus the Islamists, both at home and abroad, whilelued in the context of internal
structures of power, continue to play an importafe in propping up and revitalising the
ideological purpose of Arab nationalism. Althougyrian control of Lebanese affairs has
not ceased, the bloody intervention in Lebanondii6lwas an anomaly that will not be
repeated willingly. The Muslim Brotherhood, extinghed as a serious political challenger
through sheer military force in Hama in 1982, withachieving their goals of revolution or
redistribution of Alawite minority power, nevertless succeeded in creating a distance
between the ruling elite and the majority Sunniydapon of the country. True, not only did
they fail to destabilise the regime, but in fa@dmertently strengthened Alawi unity within
the army, and between the army and the leadersBig. the atmosphere of crisis and
rebellion which the brotherhood’s campaign fosteved at the time critical and threatening
for the regimé*® It is not one that Hafez Asad, nor his succesadshed in any
circumstances to battle through again. Doubts leggtimacy when a regime is so clearly
unrepresentative and narrowly based in its trived eeligious appeal, is a persistent
problem; hence even a latent, disarmed oppositerds attention, either via indirect
accommodation or outright suppresstdh. Given these domestic circumstances, it has
become logical for the regime to disproportionafalymote the anti-imperialist principle,

already central to the Ba'thist ideology, to itpptation.

If the domestic situation between the regime asdsiamist opponents appears to be a
struggle for power more than anything else, th@nnections on the regional and
international stage take on a greater ideologicafacter. While Syria may not have won
many friends with its polarising rhetoric and wihaight be viewed by some of its Arab
counter-parts as moral posturitigjt certainly has ensured that ideology has rentbare
the Middle East’'s agenda and that Arab nationaksmtinues to be an anti-hegemonic
reference point. Syria’s neighbours, particulding secular states, cannot step too far wide
of the ideological benchmark set by the Syriansféar of alienating their domestic
populations and regional partners. Syria’s stama® also had a crucial impact on the
fortunes of regional Islamists. During the ColdiWslamism was galvanised by the rivalry
of secular nationalism; both pitted themselvesragjaionservative regimes and the United
States:>? Since then, other Arab nationalist regimes hallerfaby the wayside — Egypt,

South Yemen, Libya, Iraq and the Palestinian Fatatilement have all demonstrated the

91pid, 129-130

150 5ee Hopwood Syria”, 100

151 glackman, Michael, ‘Islamist’ Rise Imperils Mid¢asOrder’, New York Time&l8 September 2006),
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fallibility of Arab nationalism. Against this badkop, Syria remains as the sole ‘vanguard’
of Arab nationalism, promulgating it as a politieald social-value system, and resisting the
US and Israel on that front. In this sense, Sgoiatinues to contain, challenge as well as

spur on its Islamist competitors.

Moreover, Syria’s ideological stance does not abvayt it on a collision course with
Islamism; when Islamism is manifested as a regioggibtance movement, defying Israel
and the US in alignment with Syria’s own Arab na#ibst agenda, it is in fact endorsed, co-
opted and actively supported by the Syrian regiffiee points of correlation that do not
suffice at home (such as anti-hegemonism and snedional regional loyalty) form a
unified and representative front in the internagiccontext. Hizbullah and Hamas in their
conflict with Israel, and Iran in its long-term agbnism towards the US, correspond
entirely with the political mandate of Ba'thist mlegy. Importantly, their activities are
undertaken within the existing framework of thémastate'>>and are not so revolutionary
as to destabilise the entire structure of the Midghst region, inviting yet more external
intervention under the pretext of democracy anddoen. In turn, this has tempered the
conflict between Ba'thists and Islamists to a darteegree on the domestic front, especially
when foreign policy forms such a key component yifies news agenda and political
activity. Once again, this apparent inconsistesicgven contradiction in policy is given
meaning and clarity when understood in the coréxhe flexibility and contingency of

ideologies.

1531bid, 633
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2.5 Conclusion

To sum up the analysis of Syrian ideology, | hasgued in this chapter that its practical
manifestation, particularly in relation to the mes®f Arab opinion, has been as an anti-
colonial, anti-hegemonic project juxtaposed agaapgiositional forces, be that colonial
powers, Israel or the US. | propose that, whilabAnationalism falls within a very basic
rubric of nationalism, viewing it through a Eurot@mn lens alongside other nationalist
movements in Europe fails to take account of it6@aarities and differentiation in terms
of its core and peripheral principles, its histatidevelopment and practical realisation.
Those core principles are political autonomy frdobgl hegemonic and external influence,
and freedom from occupation or imperialism — bmilttary, economic, or political.

Crucially, in the event that a non-Arab actor suppthese core principles, Syria has been
seen to willingly lend its support and forge asgalliance; this has been the case with Iran
and Turkey in the past. And in the same way, ieatb actor contravenes these principles,
Syria has had no hesitation in opposing it. Aside®logy’s core goals are not based on
culture, this need not be read as a contradictiasheology. Indeed Arab unity, especially
internally within the region, has evolved into aipkeral principle, except where it is
needed to support the core principles. Socialemains, but tentatively so, as an affiliated
ideology — calls for greater economic liberalisatat home, aimnfitah, do not therefore

amount to a usurpation of Syrian ideology.

This chapter has set out a framework for analyisiaglogies within a foreign policy setting;
itis hoped that by clarifying the definition ofthddeology and Syria’s Arab nationalism in
this way, many of the questions about ideology laow it can be operationalised in this
study will be answered. In particular, given thany of the realist assumptions about
Syrian foreign policy rest on the view that Syrashrequently reneged on its ideological
principles for the sake of power-political inteseghis chapter is important in reasserting
what those ideological principles are in the fidace. This endeavour will have
implications for the prevailing views on Syrian éagn policy, since an awareness of its
ideological priorities and its practical goals reds to some extent the level of apparent

contradictions in its international relations.

Without doubt, there remain significant pitfallstivian ideational approach: firstly, if
ideology is treated as a seemingly consolidatede&ot albeit with historically embedded
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socio-political roots, there is always the riskeification and determinisrr® secondly, by
highlighting the strength of ideational motives abg framing the thesis as a
counterargument to prevailing power-political exyaaons, the same criticisms of mono-
causality and absolutism levelled at realist intetgtions might be similarly applied to an
‘ideological’ argument; and thirdly, in order toevstudy ideas, it is necessary to apply
fairly generic analyses to diverse movements, wiaidh not monolithic blocs but are
represented by a variety of groups adhering tedfit aspirations and methodologies —
such internal variations can be subtle or at tistaskly contrasting. There is always a risk
that these nuances and variations are lost fgouihgose of analysis.

But at the same time, as Halliday and Alavi ndifgléologies are nanfinitely flexible’,**°
and will retain core reference points that allomsalegree of (cautious) generalisation. It
is possible to avoid the above methodological tthpsugh a consciousness that they are
ever present, and through a recognition of: a)diffierences between the core (more
important) and peripheral (less important) prinegoin an ideology, which in turn indicate
when a state is likely to be intransigent or fléxibn adhering to ideology; b) the ever
contingent nature of the implementation and saéesfdédeologies, dependent on different
contexts, and c) the need to ground any conclusibost the role of ideology in a state’s
foreign policy within a thorough empirical analysighis last approach will be adopted
throughout the ensuing chapters, enabling us tdoexphow Syrian ideology was
formulated and came to be implemented in the fitate; the extent to which ideology
continued to be relevant or not in later policibe times when the ideology was adapted;
and finally the times when it may have been disedncersus the times when it was strongly

adhered to in US-Syrian relations.

1% bid, 2: The above statement is made in compagatference to the authors’ accurate analysis and
avoidance of Islam’s ‘essentialist’ treatment ia titerature as a ‘common social phenomenon, and a
common set of beliefs, one which transcends diffiesecieties and distinct historical epochs’. Tthissis
will similarly avoid essentialising Syrian Arab ratalist ideology in such a manner.

1% Halliday,Alavi, State and Ideology?

89



Chapter 3

The Emergence of US-Syrian Relations: From Trumand Kennedy

This chapter analyses the long-term causes andtexobf policies and stances elucidated
in the latter chapters, and aims to provide a regjiand post-colonial context to the thesis.
It analyses policies and events, but also delibrakplores the perceptions and outlooks of
the two sides. US-Syrian antipathy did not emdrgm a negative reaction to a single
policy — their positions were moulded in the fptce by perceptions and evaluations that
had developed over time, and incrementally froraraes of encounters and activities from
both sides in the region. The contribution of ghapter to the thesis overall is not merely
to provide background context, but also to demaresthe longevity of US-Syrian mistrust
and to argue the point that latter US-Syrian reteticannot be understood without reference

to the region’s history in the twentieth century.

The following questions have guided the researchaaalysis for this chapter: What were
the determinants of Syria’s early foreign policgdavhat were its aims? Similarly, what
was the US’ strategy in the Middle East, and whertewts aims? What foreign policy did it
adopt in relation to Syria in particular? Firstlye chapter also seeks to analyse how their
respective aims affected their policies towardé @dlcer, and through that to account for the
emerging ambivalence and mistrust between SyridtatlS; in answer to this question,
the chapter explores the historical factors thaghtened the possibility of mutual hostility,

as well as the immediate policies and actionsdbafirmed it.

Possible avenues for conciliation are also adddessewell as the reasons they ultimately
failed. Secondly, the chapter seeks to highligétdistinctive aspects of US’ policy towards
Syria in comparison to other states in the regamg to provide an overview of the
development and change in US-Syrian relations tneperiod; hence it follows US-Syrian
relations through the inter-war period, and thermough the Truman, Eisenhower and
Kennedy administrations. And finally the chaptell imvestigate the nascent roots of

ideology in Syrian foreign policy during its immatk post-colonial history.

Two potential problems with writing this chapteostd be highlighted here. Firstly, since
Syria’s affairs were so closely bound to regioraities in this period, itis often difficult to

address Syria separately. Indeed doing so wosldtria a loss of context and explanation
for both Syrian and American motives and policesards each other: both viewed the
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region as a connected whole — Syria from the petiygeof Arab nationalism and the US

from the perspective of a global Cold War. Neitbleared former colonial links, nor did

economic resources act as a uniting factor; witllingct bilateral relations to draw upon,
particularly early on, a comprehensive approadraéd opinion that incorporates the Syrian
perspective has at times been necessary for thiergaeriod. | have, where possible,

distilled Syria’s position from the wider pictus;other times, Syria’s specific standpoint is
already clear from the documents.

Secondly, the chapter (as with the latter chaptaften relies on US (and in some case
British) sources to extract Syrian opinion and pptons; this is due to the lack of Syrian
historical documentation, often because they weteatorded or have not survived, while
those that have are generally not open to the @ubNevertheless, there is extensive
documentation of direct Syrian communication, @kgies, opinions and domestic situation,

and transcripts of conversations recorded by USaasdilors and intelligence agencies.
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3.1The Early Syrian State and US Isolationism

This section will briefly analyse how the Europ@aandates after the First World War laid
the foundations for Syrian politics in the intersweeriod, thereby producing a legacy of
priorities, fears and aspirations that were builbg later political actors. The section will
also assess the US’ contribution to the proceser{ofeglected because it appears to have
been so limited), so as to provide a holistic aotofiUS foreign policy towards Syria and
the region by the end of the chapter.

At the end of the First World War, in line with tgeneral principle of self-determination,
President Woodrow Wilson indicated that the US syaspathetic towards Arab aspirations,

stating as the twelfth of his ‘Fourteen Pointsttha

‘The other nationalities which are now under Tunkrslle should be assured an
undoubted security of life and an absolutely unmsiele opportunity of autonomous
development®>®

However, while this apparently demonstrated stdamgrican support for Arab sovereignty,

the US made no attempt to thwart the major powrest for control over the Middle East;

rather the mandate system enshrined in the USratsfiovenant of the League of Nations
acted as a green light. The US held a typicatiaisonist stance towards the Middle East
and saw European control over the region to bharbest interests of all parties involved
(for the time being).

US isolationism was temporarily postponed in Mayy9%hen it sent two prominent
businessmen, Henry King and Charles Crane, on tefifming mission to Syria (then
including Palestine, Jordan and Lebanon) and Ir&y. sending an academic and a
businessman, not politicians, to carry out a repothh no binding effect, the US was
signalling its continuegolitical indifference to the region so as to allay Eurodeans and
Arab expectations, without appearing wholly detacinem world affairs. Ultimately, their
report, outlining a unified Arab state and indepsme as the overwhelming wish of the
people, was virtually ignored and made no contrdyuto British and French plans for the
region; it was subsequently determined that ‘Sghieuld go to France and Mesopotamia to
Great Britain’.

1%6 Address by President Wilson delivered before @t j6iongress on 8 January, 1918.
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Though the US distanced itself from such projettgas not vociferous in its objections to

the French mandate over Syria in a meeting of thhenCil of Four just a few days before all

mandates were authorised and fixed, despite théhfaioof all the great powers France was
the most unwelcome as resented by the AtabsFurthermore, King and Crane had
concluded in their report that the Syrian mandaiald/go to France, ‘frankly based, not on
the primary desires of the people, but on the maonal need of preserving friendly

relations between France and Great Britaif.’

Besides the ultimately ineffective King-Crane iaiive, US interest in the Middle East
during the inter-war period did not extend furtltkan commercial investment in the
region’s relatively untapped oil asséts. The Syrians, in turn, had little interest in the
activities of the US. Syria had three major consén this time: maintaining continued
resistance to the Great Powers in the Middle Bagtpsing the growing Zionist movement,
particularly since the Balfour Declaration in 194d increased Jewish immigration into
Palestine; and to resolve the internal factionéksthat allowed the French to exploit their
differences. In response to these concerns Artradist sentiment reached even greater
levels during the 1930s, exacerbated by the Paiastuprising in 1936 and the enactment
of yet more treaties to prolong informal mandatethe Arab stateS° In Syria, this unrest
was manifested at a more popular level and is d@timented in other work§&!

This popular movement was given political impetuthwhe Arab League Pact, formally
signed by Syria, Egypt, Jordan, Lebanon, Palestiamen and Saudi Arabia on 22 March
1945. It prohibited any resort to force among mensbates, provided for the consultation

57 The Report of the King-Crane Commission, 28 Audi®s9.

138 See Rogan in Fawcethternational Relations27.

139 Acknowledged in retrospect by Henderson to theeSary of State: ‘throughout the period betweeritie
wars, there was no occasion for the United Statemdbpt a positive policy towards the Arabs’, memo,
29/8/1945, Foreign Relations of the United Stabesdafter referred to &RUS) Vol. 8, p. 26

10 5ych as the Anglo-Iragi Agreement in 1930, andAhglo-Egyptian Agreement in 1936, established to
maintain British presence in the region.

161 Although the popular nature of the movement isested in some works, such as J. Gelvin (1998) and
Stephen Heydemann (1999) (see Charles Tripp, ShiaState and its Narratives (Review Atrticle),
Middle Eastern Studie$2001), 37:2, 199-206), it should be noted thadytar political participation was
severely curtailed during the especially represBiench mandate (effectively occupation). Morepver
much of the dispute about the nature of populabAw@ionalism relates to the Arab revolt, rathantthe
anti-colonial sentiment during the inter-war perigldich permeated all strata of society to a faatge
extent. There is some reference in the US docwsrierSyrian agitation, e.g. Engert to Washington,
9/4/1941, stated: 'opposition to the French ishenincrease among all class€RUS vol. 3, 1941, 696.
The relative lack of documentation of Syrian po#itin FRUS reflects in large degree American
ambivalence about Syrian issues in the early yeldmvever, widespread protests in rural and urbeasa
are extensively documented in the British Foreidfic® Records. For an excellent exposition of these
sources see Philip Khour8yria and the French Mandate: The Politics of ANsttionalism 1920-1945
Tauris (1978), 167, and particularly chapter 7,clildocuments the grass-roots nature of Syriantagsie

to French rule. See also Sed&ruggle for SyriaRabinovich Army-Party Symbiosjd1.
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and mutual assistance in the event of aggressianstga member state, set up a Council
and a Secretary General with headquarters in Canwprovided for cooperation between
member states in other non-political fields. Hoemrsuch was the lack of US political
involvement in the region at the time that, in Wards of the US Director of Office of the
Near East, ‘relations with the Arabs remained inmnegal unaffected by these

developments'®? Only when pressed for a view on Arab unity by$aedis, the US stated:

The policy of the United States Government towhedNear Eastern nations has not
formally been stated, but its general attitude &l \Wwnown. This Government
desires to see the independent countries of the Bkt retain their freedom and

strengthen their economic and social condition, flg sympathises with the
163

aspirations of other Near Eastern countries formgete liberty...
Outwardly, then, the US adopted an early policgyhpathy and support for Arab unity,

independence and greater prominence in world affair

In accordance with the policy outlined above, th® k¢cognised Syria’s struggle for
independence against the French and that it woed financial assistance to overcome
disorder and French obstructionism as the Syriangeacloser to their goal. Anticipating
conflict, Syria appealed to the US to provide paljeequipment and training to enable them
to maintain internal order. The US ministers basede Middle East with their knowledge
of the situation were keen to meet such requdstss, in early August 1945, Merriam, head
of the US Near East Department, proposed ‘in ther@st of peace and security’ the
allocation of up to $100,000,000 a year for sevgeaks, administered jointly by the State,
War and Navy Departments, until the region becanligqally and strategically stabilis&

— the plan, however, was rejected by SecretaryaieSseorge Marshall as unfeasibie.

Unable to provide the Arab states with the necgsBaancial backing for long-term
stabilisation, a frustrated Merriam acknowledgeat ttour policies in these situations are
not worth the paper they are written on becauskave not prompt and effective means of

carrying them out’. The notion of empty promised &ck of real help when needed was to

%2 Memo: Henderson to Secretary of State, 29/8/19R%)S 8:27. He added, ‘...except in so far as there wa
a crystallization of Arab opinion on the Palestinestion, making it necessary for this Governmenake
feléCh opinion increasingly into account in the folation of our policy toward Palestine’

Ibid, 28
184 prepared by the Chief of the Division of Near Eafairs (Merriam) and submitted by Henderson to
President Truman early August 194RUS 8:48
1%° See footnote #27, 890.50/10-94FRUS 1945, 8:44
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be a recurring theme in nationalist rhetoric agaims US in later years, ironically based on

the same assessment Merriam had made of his ovarrgoent.

Since the US could not or were not willing to pag/iany concrete support via finances or
military help, it was left to the British to intezme with its forces when clashes between the
Syrians and the French reached serious levelshaedténed to destabilise neighbouring
states. Nevertheless, the records show signifld&toncern over France’s inflammatory
policy, prompting strong condemnation and unequavotstructions to the French that they
should evacuate Syria without conditidi%. Through these collective efforts, the UN in
April 1946 finally terminated the French mandateménded their immediate withdrawal
and declared Syria an independent state. ShukpilAdatli, the head of the Syrian National
Party, and the incumbent president under the Freraitdate since 1943, stayed on in the
role as Syria entered independence. Thus itigdaay that ultimately, the US played a
late, but important, role in aiding Syrian indepence; indeed, it is arguable that this
constitutes the single most significant act of 4Sistance towards the Syrians throughout

their modern relations.

Notwithstanding this positive intervention for Symiindependence, it should be noted that
ending Europe’s monopoly over the Middle East'oueses was a key motive in the US
policy to support Arab independence. US interestsained focused on the region’s
economic potential, despite the major political @epments taking place in this period.
Hence, even during the high-point of nationalistash during the Second World War, US
correspondence and documentation on regional affere dominated by discussions over

access to Saudi and Iraqi petroletfrh.

Thus the US’ major interaction with the Syrianghrs formative era was to support their
independence and to engage in active diplomacydbtbe French. It represented a positive
beginning from which Syria and the US, on the faidé had the opportunity to form more
substantive and durable bilateral relations. Hawelt is also clear that US policy in the
Middle East was focused on forging relations withrich and economically strategic

countries; the US largely remained passive toggen’s major political developments, not

1*FRUS1945, vol. 8, 1078

157 SeeFRUS 1944, Vol. 5, ‘The Near East Region’ with the tajority of communication devoted to
the issue of access to petroleum and maintainingbiRli relations for this purpose: For example, mem
Acting Secretary of State to Diplomatic Missionghe American Republics, 14/2/1944, 5:23; memo,
Interdivisional Petroleum Committee to State D&gt¥4/1944. 5:29; Cuthbertson to Secretary of State,
15/11/1944.
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yet perceiving the implications they would have tioe US’ own global and ideological
strategy after the Second World War. This dematetrhow crucial the next period would
be in moulding the direction of future US-Arab tedas.
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3.2 The Rising US Role and Arab Disappointment

This section highlights the growing involvementtbé US in the region following the
Second World War and Syrian independence. It labkke nascent Middle East strategy
adopted by the US, and how it was viewed in thes @feArab states. It analyses why
despite offering a fresh alternative to the imgdep@licies of the major powers, Arab and
Syrian politicians maintained an ambivalent statoveards the new superpower. This
section provides a more general and foundatioraV af the underlying conflict between
Arab and American approaches to the region’s iss@esore specific and focused analysis

of American and Syrian interaction will follow late

As the physical presence and political influencéhefEuropean colonial powers began to
recede in the Middle East, the role and particgratif the US in the region as a western, yet
historically neutral, force became more significantd came under greater scrutiny. The
significance of its role lay in its coinciding rises a superpower, and through that its
increased potential to act as a fair arbiter inrtfggon’s affairs, with the political leverage
and military might needed to defend state sovetgignd individual rights. At first, there
had been ample hope among Syria’s Arab natiomabsements based on the US’ minimal
and relatively unsullied record of involvement ihetregion, as well as its public
chastisement of European colonialism as an obstademocracy and freedoftf The
Atlantic Charter, extolling the need for democramnd independence in all parts of the
world, signed by President Roosevelt and Prime $fiémiWinston Churchill in 1941, had
given further cause for optimism in the Arab Wahd.

Those with political aims and interests observed jalged the US on its policies and
reactions to regional issues, hoping to see a tlegpdrom the old Anglo-French approach,
rather than shunning them through a simple anttevesprejudicé’® In a conference

between US Ministers to the Middle East and Harrynfan shortly after he became
President in 1945 after the death of RooseveltBMinister to Syria and Lebanon George
Wadsworth conveyed the situation in the Arab wanhd its importance to the US. He

warned that the US needed to form a positive p@st-policy prioritising Arab

188 For positive Arab responses, see Henderson to heaydl0/11/1945;RUS 8:10. In private, the main
reason cited for opposing Great Power presenteiMiddle East was that it discriminated againsiefioan
access to resources in the region (Memo from Heodeio Grew, 23/7/1945, Ibid, 19)

189 Declaration of Atlantic Charter, FRUS, 14/8/1981367, plus 1942, 1:25

170 Conference of Chiefs of Mission in the Near Eaihwresident Truman: reported by Henderson to
Brigadier Vaughan, Military Aide to Truman, 10/1945,FRUS 8:10
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independence and unity as a primary objective, ratdo view the region in a merely

instrumentalist light. He argued:

[1]t seems vital to recognize that the whole Aradrld is in ferment, that its peoples
are on the threshold of a new renaissance, thiatasecof them wants forthrightly to
run its own show, as the countries of the Westegmidphere run theirs, without
imperialistic interference, be it British or Frenamtheir internal affairs. They say:
“You have your Pan-American Union; we want our Atafity. Relations between
your countries are based on respect for the piliegipf sovereign equality; that is
the principle upon which we wish to base our relaiwith each other and with all
other nations. We need foreign skills and captad technical experts but not
foreign dictation. We want treaties of friendshvth all countries, treaties of
alliance and special privilege with none. In oaalihgs with foreign governments
and interests, we want to be free to apply fredly principle of equality of
opportunity and the open door”....the United Stai@s play a leading role. Our
moral leadership is recognized today. The govenst® which we are accredited
want most of all to know whether we are going t@lement that leadership,
whether we are going to follow through after owarvictory or leave the field, as
we did at the end of the war, to othé&fs.

His summary of Arab sentiment towards the US, basedhis knowledge of the Arab
nationalist movement in Syria, demonstrates hoticatithis immediate post-war period
was for the future trajectory of East-West relasioWwadsworth predicted that if the US
failed to give this support, the Arab states wduld to the Soviet Union and would ‘be lost
to our civilization’. And even so, he specificapipinted out that there did not need to be
conflict with the Soviet Union in the region asiti@olicies had thus far merely paralleled
that of the US in acknowledging the independend&ab states. Due to their existing close
relations, the future alignment of Saudi Arabia Bggpt with the US was less in doubt than
that of the Syrians, who had already begun to dgviéés with the Soviet Union since their
prompt recognition of Syrian independence. Howgdespite such fears, Syria’s President
Quwatli made clear in these initial stages thatéGyraving no other formal relations with
any other country since independence, wished te liaclosest ties with the US, to sign its
first treaty with the US and to use it as a modekfich relations with other staté8.With
this positive approach and willingness to cooperatel with sound intelligence readily
offered by US legations on the ground, why thenrdidtions between Syria and the US

take such a negative turn?

"1 George Wadsworth, US Minister to Syria-Lebanom®@sident Truman on behalf of himself and Minister
to Egypt, Saudi Arabia and Jerusalem, ConferenGhidfs of Mission with the President, 10/11/198RUS
8:13-15

21pid, 16
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In basic terms, one might simply point to actual pificies that turned Arab nationalist
regimes such as Syria against them. However, aidisése policies only became apparent
during the mid-1950s when Britain’s prolonged witdal from the Middle East was
emphatically confirmed, and the US felt it both ladeer hand in the region, and needed to
play a greater role to prevent Soviet encroachri{érBy that period, doubt and suspicion of
US interest in the region was already shiftingutright rejection, at both the executive and
popular level. Thus in fact this suspicion hadbaecumulating from a much earlier stage.
Before analysing the active policies adopted byiBaowards Syria, we need to consider
American strategy towards the Middle East as a &hahd how this was received and
interpreted by the regional actors. Having hadagheortunity to observe US motivations
and approach to the region, four areas of dissatish began to emerge among the Arabs.

i. The Cold War comes first: US instrumentalisatidrihe Middle East

Firstly, while the US sought to portray itself dsestion of freedom and self-determination,
as it had previously done after the First World Waany nationalists, both politicians and
activists alike, began to see a different picturevhich the Americans were certainly
different, but not necessarily better, than theadecessorS.* The French and the British
had sought direct control over the region, butordy for access to resources — a sense of
historical ownership and an attempt to hold onéirtlading imperial identities also played a
part, particularly with regards to the French ini&ywhich had little to offer by way of
resources; the Arabs, in turn, were able to pasttiemselves in direct opposition to them,
fighting against the absorption or annexation totl@r nation’s empire and identity, and
against accountability to outsiders. Thus it wadear zero-sum conflict, fought over
territory and resources, but rooted in issues ebliogy and identity. That control of the
Middle East was the central issue was in no dodibe+rench and the British had multiple
concerns in different parts of the world, but thetune of empire meant that those
commitments were pursued with both the local ambal contexts in mind; thus their

colonies were conscious of their direct interest imvolvement, albeit of a negative form.

13 Cases such as the Syrian-American crisis (elagdfatther on), but also the US dispute with Irari@ime
Minster Mosadeq in 1953, early support for Brifgksence in the Suez Canal zone, initiation ofXheega
Policy to undermine Nasser, and pushing Jordan &nwayPan-Arabism and the UAR in 1958: all putltie
in a negative light and erased much of the goobtithatt Arab states previously had towards them.

" Hoskins, the Acting Regional Planning Adviser NEast Office, stated to Byroade Asst SecretaryateS
for the Near East, ‘Itis hard for many Americamsiess they have recently visited certain parthisfarea, to
realize how general and how deep-seated is theiglistnd in some cases hatred for the Britishla@&tench
because of their past or present colonial poliaieb activities...the US is increasingly being puthe same
imperialist category’: Memo, 7/4/1952RUS 9:204
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The new situation was subtly different. While Redt had claimed to be morally
committed to the rights and independence of allestaand regions for the sake of
democracy, the arrival of Truman’s administratiawshe US move away from the rhetoric
of idealism, announcing a more confrontational ifgmeoolicy via the Truman Doctrine. It
specifically focused on its rivalry with the USSKi#s main concern. Unsurprisingly in this
context, the US did not see Syria in bilateral ®but as a factor within its wider global
strategy. It was no longer the case that there @wenultitude of disparate issues, which all
had to be resolved individually by the colonial gmwnvolved. Now, an issue, a conflict, or
a country, was only significant in that it had s#c implications for a single, all-
encompassing priority, that being the emerging laipGold War.

The Middle East — and especially Syria, with littistorical connections with the US or
Britain, and lacking in oil — was to witness thiedarchy of concerns first-hand; this
generated the first aspect of Arab disappointmeniThe US calculated that a stable and
continuous energy supply would be central in retroning Europe and Japan in any
power-struggle with the Soviet Union, and that conbver those supplies would be a
crucial battle-ground — it wdbis that prompted the US to take a far greater palititerest

in the region-"® If we look forward to almost a decade after Syiiedependence and the
creation of Israel, US Secretary of State John d3udicknowledged the difference in
priorities between the Arabs and the Americansingfahat the Arabs are ‘more fearful of
Zionism than of Communism, and they fear lest timiedl States become the backer of
expansionist Zionism’; moreover, their differeneeth Britain, France and Israel meant the
Arabs paid ‘little heed to the menace of Soviet Gamism’}’" This analysis, however,
was to come later: under Truman, US policy tow#nésMiddle East was dominated by its

preoccupation with the Soviet Union and little else

1751n 1944, when the US were formulating their postsWliddle East policy, the US Acting Secretary of
State stated, ‘we are actively engaged in devegpaifirm post war foreign oil policy’ (14/2/194BRUS
p.23);later this priority was confirmed when tharBleum Committee at the State Dept. Stated: ‘tdwar
Iran, Iraq, and the Arabian peninsula, including@aArabia proper...it is primarily with respecttteese
Middle East areas that United States policy mudbhaulated and implemented’, 11/4/1944, ibid, . 2
These states gained greater importance after et ofithe Cold War, while Syria only became
significant in US calculations after it showed sigrf developing closer links with the Soviet Union.

1% see LescHRolitical Reassessment; and for more on US’ strategic shift away friswiation to adopting a
global foreign policy, see M. Cox — ‘Whatever Hapeé to American Decline? International Relatiorcsthe
New US HegemonyNew Political Economy2001, 6:3

7 Dulles speech ‘Six Major Policy Issues’ 1/6/1988dwing Dulles’ trip to the Middle East, 11-29 May
1953: cited in David LeschSyria and the United States —Eisenhower's Cold Wahe Middle East
(Westview 1992), 33.
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ii. Different rules for different regions

The second issue of contention was the US’ disparaatment of its western allies and so-
called Middle Eastern allies. According to theibiadl Security Council (NSC) paper 129/1
titled ‘US objectives and policies with respect to thebAstate and Israel'the US’ goals
were, 1) to reduce the instability threatening\Whest'’s interests; 2) to counter and diminish
Soviet influence (and in turn to increase the Wasfluence); 3) to maintain accessibility of
resources (chiefly oil) for the US and its allieorder to strengthen the ‘free world’; 4) to
help these countries resist Soviet ‘aggressiom;3no strengthen the notion of sovereignty

in the Middle East’® It is clear from this where US priorities lay.

The US perceived the above aims would be achidwenigh a minimum objective of
stability (and later on, through the maximum ohjecof Arab-Israeli peacé)® With the
latter seeming such a distant prospect in the wastperiod, and even more so after 1948,
the only viable option apparently left for the U&sathe basic retention of stability. As in
the traditional interpretation of the internatioegétem, stability for the US meant retaining
the status-quo, and hence blocking the progregsfiiét’ movements that opposed the west

and acted as channels for Soviet influence.

While it could be argued that the US adopted tmeesapproach to all the regions it was
involved with, including Europe, it should be notibat the Middle East states were not
beneficiaries of the US’ altruistic ideological age in the same way that Europe Was.
Not any state’s sovereignty was necessarily worth pratgetnor were the Middle East’'s
resources to be safeguarded for its own uses ridibéJS’ concerns for democracy were
reserved chiefly for its allies outside of the Mel&ast that were deemed to be ideologically
sound. By comparison, Europe did not have the saaterial value (by way of resources)
as the Middle East; that the US was so keen togpteyoviet-Communist encroachment in
the region testifies to the strength of Americadadlogical commitment to its allies in the
west. In contrast, the Middle East was valuabtatfostrategic and material value, with
little potential (in the view of the US) for idedfizal cooption®* What happened there
domestically was of little concern to the US, exaelpen it was feared that a state’s internal

178 Cited in LeschSyria and the USL7

179 bid.

180 See George Wadsworth’s remarks to President Triotafrab expectations and allusion to the West's
differential treatment towards Europeans and Afali$1/1945FRUS 8:13-15

18] e. in terms of democratisation and individubélities — see examples on aiding illegal seizinesliical
power in Syria, plus similar attempts in Iran.
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politics was providing a gateway for Soviet pendrg and thereby enemy access to vital

strategic resources.

The question that Middle Eastern states were askag) what wouldheybe gaining by
cooperating with the US? For critical observerghregion, those seeking a change from
the mandatory status quo, there was something foelizlly contradictory about America’s
Middle East policy. Certainly, it was strongly alegical; but surely, notions of the ‘free
world’ referred not just to freedom at the inteaitstlevel, but also domestically, to those
individual liberties that constituted so-called demacies. And yet, as it appeared to actors
in the Middle East — politicians, social movemettis, public — this element was so crudely
dispensed with in the US’ approach to the regiat ihseemed an ideological ally in this
part of the world was one that merely facilitatesl idtervention on American terms. There
were US individuals who privately held the viewttsame form of an Arab union was
unrealistic anyway, and was not likely to matesialin their lifetimé®?— in short, it was not

a project worth pursuing.

With such a dim view of Arab aspirations, it is satprising that the US did not exert more
effort in sustaining a unified political regeneaatiof the region. Nor is it surprising, given
the above, that it was difficult for the US to cptdliddle Eastern states to its own liberal-
democratic programme. Ultimately having failedrtake a lasting impression in this way,
the US resorted to a limited, short-term approackihich it offered material incentives to
remove obstacles to western policies and inteiedtse region. Thus any relationships
between the US and the Arab states were strategiaelatively superficial in that if

economic assistance was terminated there would bees little remaining connection

between them.

iii. Conflicting ideologies

What impact did offering rewards alone have oredbahaviour? If there was no inherent
reason to align with the US except for materiahgand less immediately to avoid conflict
with a superpower, and when such aid and pecumagntives dried up, so too did the
channels of cooperation. This, in fact, raisedgbtential for instability in the regional
system, and ironically it also locked the US intotgipation in an effort to control this

outcome.

182FRUS1944
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The historical adoption of alternative ideologieglendas by Middle Eastern states were
attempts, however unsuccessful, to counter thabiity generated (albeit not solely) by the
above situation, in order to foster some regionaksion based on ideas and beliefs rather
than on inconsistent and transitory advantages asaxternal grants. With nationalist-
inclined regimes making such an assessment, twotljiiopposing programmes for stability
in the region were produced: neutralist (or whatW$ saw as ‘leftist’) movements seeking
internal agency; and the west, seeking to harmeseegion for the global struggle against
Communism. Thus the third area of contention betwéhe US and the regional
(nationalist) actors was that the US not only hadrdjing priorities from them in relation to
the Middle East, but also had different interpietsg and solutions for the prevailing
instability characterising the region. It wasth# more galling for Arab nationalists that the
US had previously voiced their support and entramsidor greater Arab unity and
independenct®® whereas now American leaders were singling itasua threat.

There were, of course, actual policies that refiétiS instrumentalisation of the region and
American support for Israel (more of which belowjich did precipitate clear, outward
opposition and which will be analysed in the follog/ sections. But it is inaccurate to
define Middle Eastern opposition in this periodaasinstantaneous backlash to the US’
growing support for Israel, @urelyresistance to any form of interference in the negas it
can often appear when existing literature focuses particular event, rather than relations
over timé®* moreover, this accumulative opposition resultedian holisti@valuationof

US goals, interests and approach to the Middle, Eash as that outlined above, and an
assessment of the repercussions of US intervenfianview Arab opposition in just a
reactionary light attaches suggestions of irraionand emotiveness to the governments
and the societies in the region in a way that befiee more considered and conscious
positions of the Arab states in this period.

iv. US support for Israel

The above policies of the US which clashed withAhabs’ interests and aspirations were

all rooted in America’s security interests and idgecal battle with the USSR. However,

183 Memo, Henderson to Secretary of State on thetlAté of the United States toward the Question abAr
Union’, 29/8/1945FRUS,8:25-29

184 For example, excellent works by Nigel Asht&isenhower, Macmillan, and the problem of Nasser:
Anglo-American Relations and Arab Nationalism, 1:885(Macmillan 1996), and B. Saundefs$ie

United States and Arab Nationalism — The SyrianeC4953-60(Praeger, 1996), which address the
Syrian-American crisis or Suez Crisis, but offetyoa cursory look at the wider background.
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there was one other key area of contention betweelS and the Arabs, which was not a
part of the Cold War framework at this early stagdis was the US policy of supporting
the establishment of an Israeli state. Wilsonisgples of national self-determination and
giving importance to popular will, and the Atlan@harter that followed, gave the Arabs
cause for optimism that the new hegemon would Hedm to achieve their aspirations
which had been blocked for so many years by thefgan powers. The early American
condemnation of imperialism and the European masdaad resonated deeply with the
Arabs — they thus expected the US would similadgport their view that the Balfour
declaration, and its promise to create a Jewishetenmd in Palestine, was an extension of

European colonialism and secret diplomacy, ancetbe neither legitimate nor justified.

They were of course proved wrong — for not onlyttel US endorse Britain’s agreement
with the World Zionist Organisation, but it wenttluer than Britain in support of a newly
created state, and the unlimited immigration ofisbwpeople into Palestine. Under the
mandate, Britain had attempted to manage a worgesituation between Palestinians and
Jewish immigrants by limiting the number of immigisto 30,000; moreover they wanted
to avoid the displacement of the Palestinian pdmridecause of the problems it was likely
to cause in the other mandated regions under Babstrol. In contrast, the practicalities
and consequences of Jewish immigration on theiegisbmmunities in Palestine did not
come into American consideration. On 1 Februa4]19he US Congress and Senate

passed a joint motion stating:

The doors of Palestine shall be opened for fregy @fitlews into the country, and there
shall be full opportunity for colonization so thiie Jewish people may ultimately
reconstitute Palestine as a free and democratisie@ommonwealth®

This, then, was not a new policy to emerge afterahset of the Cold War, but had been
gaining momentum over the inter-war period. Thughe same period when he was
championing Arab rights in the Atlantic Charter,dRevelt was passionately advocating the
need for a Jewish state in the region. This wapairt attributable to his own Jewish

ancestry, and a personal emotional affinity thdeftavith the Jews. But he was not alone
among America’s political elite. Many of them fdep sympathy for the plight of the Jews
since the holocaust and sought to make amendshaif ln¢ the west. Moreover domestic

political consideration were at play even in thdyegears of America’s engagement with

185 House Resolution 418 & 419, 1/2/1944, outlinedhiemo from Berle to Secretary of State 28/1/1944,
FRUS 5:1944. It contradicted the 30,000 limit impossdthe British mandate and, in the view of Arabs,
the US’ pledge to support Arab rights and unityhie Atlantic Charter.
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the Middle East, and a large Jewish-American conityjand public opinion in favour of an
Israeli state meant Arab aspirations on this isgere sidelined. While the Arab-American
differences outlined above emerged with the sfahteoCold War, the source of this friction

was external to, and preceded, the Cold War.

However, with Israel's unilateral declaration ohtsthood in 1947, followed by UN
ratification and the formal separation of Palesimel948, America’s pro-Israel policy
became more public in the Middle East. It coindidath the announcement of the Truman
doctrine — both of these aspects of American pahdye region were seen to undermine
America’s previous policies opposing external m¢etion and colonialism, and exacerbated

Arab grievances and mistrust against the US.

In summary of this section, Syria’s political actonade the following evaluations early on:
1) the core foreign policy goals of the US withpest to the Middle East were different
from those pursued by its regional actors: forrggonal actors, ridding their countries of
external domination (including Israel) and indepemze were paramount, for the US this
aspect was only instrumental to their economicrastis and the blocking of Soviet
encroachment; 2) the US sought to protect the régjiesources in order to supply and
strengthen western democratic governments agaamtinism and authoritarianism, and
yet their ensuing intervention in the Middle Eastluding Syria) often helped to install or
uphold non-democratic regimes against the ‘popwdl; 3) for the US, the post-war status
guo without Soviet encroachment represented stgbithereas for the regional actors the
mandate system seemed merely to have been refigdbe establishment of Israel and
indirect Western control — thus the status-quo still hdektohallenged; 4) the US supported
the establishment and security of Israel: whereas)§ had disapproved of the perpetuation
of the mandate system in the Middle East, thistaggample of colonisation as the Arabs

saw it, the Nakbah! had US endorsement.
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3.3 Truman'’s Policies and Syrian Scepticism

A number of US projects and initiatives that wesenfulated to achieve the NSC aims
outlined earlier, which reflected the three arddisaion and nonalignment analysed above,
can be identified in the post-independence perfotdaving provoked dissatisfaction and
early tensions between the US and Syria, thesgbsiispected US support of a dictatorial
coup, the Point IV Programme, the US’ preferemtedtment towards Israel, and the Middle
East Command (MEC).

I. Sponsoring regime change

Having previously shown little interest in Syriapieing of less economic value than its
neighbours, the US became aware of the Soviet Uragimg it more attention. In 1949, the
US made its first intervention in Syria’s fractigoslitical scene to help General Husni al-
Za'im overthrow the Al-Quwatli regime on 30 Marchhe US acknowledged that he was a
‘Banana Republic dictator typ&® but despite this contradiction of outward US rfietior

the pursuit of democracy, what mattered here waisttie new dictator was recognised as
someone who would work with the west and help tiraplement schemes for peace with
Israel. Moreover, it was hoped he might bring ditglio Syrian factionalism (even if that
meant through repression) and that in turn he woelable to reduce Soviet influence in the
country. And indeed, Za'im delivered to a largéegit on these expectations: he signed an
armistice with Israel and facilitated western ecaiminterests by approving concessions for
TAPLINE, which transported ARAMCO oil from Saudi @bia to the Mediterranean. He
improved relations with Turkey, a NATO member andtal ally of the US in the strategic
interface between east and west, at a time whekeywras experiencing a widening rift
with its Middle Eastern neighbours. He unilaterafleered Syria away from a pan-Arab
agenda towards western preferences, imprisonintpi8ts and stating:

The Syrian Republic wants neither Greater SyriaHestile Crescent. We will pit
our forces against these two projects of foreigpiration...we have assurances that
Great Britain is for the status quo and that Framzkthe United States would never
accept a change in the situatiGh.

186 Cited in LeschSyria and the USL8 — quoted in Douglas Little, ‘Cold War and Cavation: the United
States and Syria, 1945-1958he Middle East Journal/ol.44, no. 1 (Winter 1990), 55-56

1871877 ’'im in an interview with Journal d’Egypte (Cajr@7/4/1949, cited in SealSfruggle for Syria
56-57
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Finally he demonstrated himself as a useful allyhiem Cold War by clamping down on
Communist factions in Syria and showing willingnesaccept US military assistance in a
clear signal that Syria was ready to throw itgrawith the US. Unfortunately for the US,
Za’im was overthrown within four and a half monthsjs Truman’s short-term link with
Syria, hinging as it was on one individual, evapedabefore it had really begun. The US’
historical tendency to operate through individualthe Middle East in exclusion of other
parties was a key reason why it was unable to lauslidible bilateral relationship with Syria
throughout the post-independence period, beindosely associated with the discredited

regime after a change in government.

ii. Point IV assistance

Two military coups followed Za'im’s assassinati@ami al-Hinnawi lasted only a short
period before General Adib ash-Shishakli ousted imm coup in late 1949. The US
attempted to start afresh with the Shishakli regiomee again using the tool of material
incentives to bring it in line with western stragyeand interests in the region. The Truman
administration had introduced the ‘Point IV Progmae as a way of propping up
economically developed countries with financial anititary assistance to prevent them
from succumbing to Soviet influence; the logic heras not dissimilar to that of the
Marshall Plan and the subsequent European RecotistriProgramme introduced two
years earlier. The ERP was gradually beginnirigetr fruit in Europe, not least in fostering
a far greater level of not just economic but alglitigal cooperation between old allies and
former enemies alike; it seemed reasonable to Bi¢hidt such a programme might have
provided a significant route towards stability metMiddle East, as well as engender a
deeper loyalty to the US. Certainly it reflecteldag-term commitment on the part of the

US, as opposed to ad-hoc and transitory handows ¢o temporary dictators.

The programme of assistance was offered to theaSyregime, but after ongoing

negotiations, and stalling on the part of the Sygjahe opportunity for cooperation on this
front was eventually rejected. Indeed, as the fi&nareflected afterwards, Syria was
ultimately the only Arab state to ‘flatly refuseS_assistance through Point IV, and further

economic aid offered for construction and developm&

188 Briefing paper prepared in the Bureau of Near &astSouth Asian and African Affairs, 17/12/1954,
FRUS 1955-57, 8:514
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Why then, was the programme scuppered before itlcnake any meaningful progress?
Firstly, it is highly questionable whether the Amgans’ analogy between the ERP and a
potential Middle East economic programme was amrate oné>® Shishakli refused
assistance on the basis that it appeared to meidlyplanning rather than actual

implementation of reconstruction projects.

Secondly, the lack of trust on the Syrian side teasgreat. This mistrust was built on the
recent history of US involvement in Syria’s coupsit particularly connected to US
sympathy for Israel. The Syrians had the followorgyoing grievances with regards to
Israel, which they believed the US had done nottongctify or was directly responsible
for: 1) Israel's refusal to comply with recent Ukplutions:*° 2) the Palestinian refugee
crisis, lack of any UN action on the issue, andiooied US pressure on Arab states to settle
refugees without any plans for repatriatfdh3) the US and UN’s failure to push back
Israel's borders®? 4) the disregard of Arab demands for the inteomaiisation of
Jerusalem?®® 5) no action over the continued incursions by I#taelis over the Israeli-
Syrian border*6) US endorsement of continued Jewish immigratiamisrael**° and 7)
the fact that the Germans had been instructedytogparations to Israel for Jewish losses in
the War, while nearly one million displaced Palasins would not receive reparations from

Israel %

Despite a military dictatorship being in placestdid not mean that Syrian politics and
society had been stabilised and that the incunmieginhe was free from the threat of public
or factional revolutions — the fear of public opinj political threats and Shishakli’s personal
opposition towards Israél’ obstructed the development of any positive andtsutial

relations between Syria and the US. At a time whi8rhegemony was in no doubt, and

189 5ee A. Enterline and M. Grieg, ‘Against All OddEf?e History of Imposed Democracy and the Future
of Iraq and Afghanistdnn Foreign Policy Analysi$2008) 4:321-247, who argue that the forging of a
democratic system through such economic progransr®sno means assured, and that exporting same
strategies based on historical analogies is flawed.

190E g. 18 May 1951 UN Security Council Resolutiomn@on to State DeptFRUS 9:875

91 National Intelligence Estimate, 15/1/195RUS 9:337

192 |pid, 338

193 pid.

194 s Minister to Syria, Cannon to State Dept., 352, FRUS 9:924

19 Dept of State Position Paper on Syria, 5/5/19%3,S 9:1207

19 Cannon to State Dept., 3/3/19FRUS 9:901; the suggestion tabled by the Syrians wasptly refused
by US Secretary of State Dean Acheson, 12/3/1%@, 909.

7 qwe find no recent easing [of] Arab Israel tensionSyria where primary barrier to moderation is
unresponsiveness of public opinion toward reas@atguments’, Cannon to State Dept, 11/3/1BB2JS 9:
908; ‘[Shishakli] is determined to maintain and gogi Arab claims against Israel. Programs andcpedi
conceived without recognition of these factors fiiltl no ready acceptance in Syria’: Cannon toeSPapt.,
25/9/1952, ibid, 1011
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Syrian domestic politics was still fragile, saaifig greater security through US backing

was highly significant and indicative of Syria’stiaimperialist priorities.

iii. The Middle East Command

If the Point IV Programme made little progress, fieldle East Command (MEC) was
doomed to fail from the start. It was proposedh®yUS as a way of prizing Egypt away
from British control and to allow the strategic tesiof the Suez Canal to be utilised for the
Western economy on an equal basis. The US soughéplace the existing (and
constraining) Anglo-Egyptian Treaties, and presettie MEC favourably to the Arabs as a
way of ending old colonial ties, whereas privatéllyad little to do with promoting Arab
independence. The MEC would have a British Supr€oreamander, links to NATO and
staff from the US, France, Turkey, Egypt, Southigsy Australia and New Zealand. The
MEC headquarters was to be based in Egypt, arfiavtent of war, Egypt was required to
guarantee the MEC access to all facilities.

Ultimately the proposal was counter-productive nppting the Egyptians to both abrogate
the 1936 Anglo-Egyptian Treaty and to reject the@1& October 1951?® Syria, although
not specifically solicited to join the MEC, suppedtand encouraged Egyptian opposition on
the basis that the Head of the MEC was to be oieArab nationality, that western troops
based on Arab soil during peace-time was too reso@mt of imperialism, and lastly it
seemed the MEC was being forced on the retidiThe greatest impact of the MEC on US-
Syrian relations was to aggravate Syrian publioigpi against the west and make it even
more difficult for any Syrian leader to cooperatéwthe US, as will be analysed in more

detail in the next section.

What Syria had needed after independence was sedttnancial help with development
and reconstruction, support for its goal of carving an independent niche for itself in
regional politics, and chiefly it sought arms fecarity. The US certainly encouraged the
Syrians to apply for assistance through globalrfana institutions, but these all took the
form of loans or the reimbursement of cash raten the provision of funds and equipment

up front; moreover, any direct US aid tended tofiered on the condition of progress in the

1% The Syrian press in October 1951 attacked Egypeven considering acceptance of the MEC, putting
this down to Egyptian self-interest and desire tmapolise the Arab League. Thus Egyptian oppasitio
of the West was influenced by negative opiniorhim tegion in general: Telegram, Damascus to Foreign
Office, 25/10/1951,British National Archives (hefteareferred to atlKNA) FO371/91850

199 Memo, Hoskins to Byroade, 25/7/19%:RUS 1952-4, 9: 261
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Arab-Israeli conflict, whether agreeing peace vigttael or the resettlement of Palestinian
refugees in Syria. Thus in Syria’s view, US aicsw@o complicated a pursdft in the

place of the anticipated help they perceived alsingnded, anti-Communist agenda,
disconcertingly detached from the priorities arteriests of the Arabs. Meanwhile the US
contradicted its formally-held position of supptwtvards Arab unity, perceiving it as an

extension of Communism and Soviet influence.

To exacerbate matters, it showed no signs of prissgsgllsrael to compromise on any Arab
demands. US policies and attitudes combined tefiedn the eyes of the Syrians, a
complete misreading of the region’s politics arfdilre to appreciate the scars of its very
recent history. It not only made the Syrians lesling to cooperate, it instilled in them a
mistrust of what further problems and loss of iretefence such cooperation could lead to in
the future. With only minimal and unsubstantiaénaction, the Truman administration had
shifted the Syrian position from one of candidreass optimism towards the US, to one of

aloofness and suspicion.

3.3.1 Domestic politics and the role of popular maments 1946 — 1954

The previous sections looked at Syria’s interactuth the US at the leadership level. Prior
to independence, the presence of the French pexvany meaningful Syrian leadership in
foreign affairs, while post-independence, the fledpstate was dominated by a series of
coups and counter-coups, bringing in highly autiicrailitary leaders. Thus in terms of the
actual decision-making, it has been appropriat®edas on the elite level. However, the
development of politics on the ground among conmgegpiopular movements needs to be
explored in more detail, particularly since thega&e to have an increasing influence on top-
level decision-making. Thus, before addressing3y8an relations during the Eisenhower
administration, this section will look at the raalisation of popular politics against both
Israel and the US during the transitional periodamrruman and the early years of his
successor, and how that spread in a bottom-up gsodewill also highlight the increasing
connections between Syria and the Soviet Unionltregufrom the strong ideological

trajectory of Syrian domestic politics.

20 syria resented the conditions it was asked to meeth as solvency before the granting of loam fr
the International Bank — which Israel apparentlyeveot: Damascus to FO, 8/1/19%IKNA

FO371/91863; moreover, despite numerous offersdofythe US, Syria constantly turned to alterrativ
sources of aid, such as Britain and France, frommvthe Syrians tried to buy second-hand weapoms (se
UKNA File FO371/104216 January-February 1953). Th#ee®reflect the extent to which Syria refused
to be indebted to the US for arms or finance, cionscof the political conditions it would have dffl.
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i. The impact of Syria’s state-formation

There are a number of distinct trends in Syrisasestormation that need to be highlighted
by way of explanation. Firstly, the Middle Easitetsystem was a new formation beset by
internal strife and colonial intervention, preveigtian immense structural change from
having any chance of becoming a settled and fumictgpcharacteristic of the region. By the
Second World War, the Arab states were still fightio attain a status nominally granted to
them at the end of the First World War. By thediSyria had gained independence in 1946
the momentum for positive transition and politichinge had been lost, and much of the
existing style of factionalism and entanglemenfooéign affairs in domestic politics, had
become entrenched in the political structure. Was more evident in Syria than in Egypt,
for example, where the state’s new boundaries reated a greater upheaval in identity and

political administration.

It was in this context in the search for secuhtgttforeign support was constantly sought by
disputing factions to shore up their own power;ittterference of outside forces in Syrian
affairs, whether they were French, British, Iralgirdanian, or Egyptian, meant that Syria
could not challenge them alone with their limitedaurces and military, and needed the
added threat of a more powerful state to have amgilility.”** Foreign involvement in
Syrian affairs also meant that Arab nationalisbldgy that drew its relevance from the
interference of external forces could remain pamamoot just for foreign policy but also

for the state’s domestic politics.

Another important issue that needs to be acknoweédgth regards to Syria’s domestic
politics, which in turn affected its standing oretmternational stage and subsequent
bilateral relations with external powers, was #eklof ownership of foreign affairs (which
up until independence remained in the hands dfteech). There was, therefore, a lack of
Syrian representation in discussions between trs¢ avel the Middle East, particularly at
times of crisis. The US was able to strike upgaificant level of diplomatic rapport with

both Egypt and Iraq, even though both were aldmied towards a pan-Arab agenda in the

201 ghishakli often argued to the US that he needditargiaid because all Syria’s existing resourcesav
used to combat Communist forces at home; rebgt®nsible for the overthrow of Shishakli receivedphe
from Iraq, most probably with indirect British endement (see Sealgtruggle for Syrial37-9); the
Hashemite monarchy in Jordan maintained its clagm®yria as part of a unified ‘Fertile Crescenthile
the arrival of Nasser on the nationalist sceneisareased attempts from Egypt to dictate Syriaaief
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post-war period; this was something it failed thiage with Syrig®? It is possible to strike
a connection here between the more revolutionagdical’ direction of the Syrian
nationalist movement (compared to the temperedmnalism found elsewhere) and its lack
of voice or representation at a higher and moreseguential level of politics, where the
opportunity (or necessity) for dialogue and pragmebnsiderations can often dilute an
unwavering ideological stance that is more easi§intained in an isolated, domestic

context.

Another factor playing into this was, of course, tlature of the mandatory division between
Britain and France; clearly those countries histdly attached to Britain also inherited
more substantial attention and contact with theagl& result of the close Anglo-American
relationship. The old French mandates, howeveg disadvantaged by overbearing French

control?%

as well as poorer links between France and thetl&equently, Syria had much
less representation on the international stagenaassadorial level and at the UN, than its
neighbours. This contributed to the US’ perceitimat Syria had less influence on

collective Arab politics than its better establidtaand politically cohesive peers.
il. Public opinion

Both the entanglement of foreign and domestic ssaed the alienation of ideological
parties from the domestic and international setttoghbined to form a particularly ‘radical’,
revolutionary brand of domestic politics in Syriehe wider the gap felt between the masses
and the political elite, be they foreign occupierealthy notables or military autocrats, the
more likely the masses were to create an altemaiolitical platform that was more
inclusive, more idealistic and certainly more cati towards their regime and external
powers. Thus, while this chapter focuses on tlesais and diplomacy of the elite, their
stand-points - particularly moments of intransigeand opposition - cannot be understood
without recognising the popular pressure influegt¢heir policies. US correspondence with
other regimes in the region demonstrate the ekpemhich public animosity towards Israel
and the west played a greater role in Syrian daeisiaking than in other states; US legates
in Syria, their British or French counterparts #mel Syrian officials themselves, regularly

202 s correspondence with Middle Eastern regimesénperiod between 1943 and 1947 on a variety of
regional issues including the Arab-Israeli conflidS diplomatic missions to the area and posdislifor a
future Arab union shows the lack of Syrian repré¢eston in these discussions, and a disproportiaeditmce

by the US on Saudi, Egyptian and Iragi consultatiSee-RUSThe Near East Region’, Volumes 5:1944;
8:1945,

203 gee correspondence condemning French heavy-hasstedmd refusal to allow complete Syrian
independence: Henderson to Acting Secretary oéS2a/5/1945, FRUS, 8:109B84ssim1034 — 1218).
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alluded to this constraint in any dealings withwhest, manifested in Syria’s unique lack of

cooperation or participation in a number of US-tieflence or economic programmes.

This public influence was demonstrated when theénbkErelatively easy relations with the
Syrian officials in power in the late 1948%,and had not yet been directly exposed to the
level of anti-western, and more recently, speaifii-American, public sentiment. Initially,

in the autumn of 1950, the unsettled nature oByréan state was seen by the US to present
a good opportunity to turn away from ‘reactionaegimes’ such as Jordan and Saudi
Arabia, by creating economic links with the Syriamsncrease US leverage in the region
and promote reforrf® With their greater experience of the region, British advised
caution in such a plan, arguing that ‘the inters@nalistic and anti-imperialist sentiment in
Syria could constitute a barrié® This was echoed by Ma’ruf Al-Dawalibi the Syrian
Minister of National Economy, when he expressedames Keeley, the US Minister in

Syria:

Syrian public opinion hold US partly responsible phight [of] refugees and believes

that if true to its oft-expressed ideals, US shdale lead in enforcing UN decisions,
particularly, as Arab states were stopped by USddhbn in defending inalienable

rights of Palestine Arabs. As long as Arab refegaee denied these rights...Syrian
opinion will remain exacerbated and any Syriarestatan who seeks cooperation with
US in political or economic sphere will be plagusgccriticism and opposition because
of US connection with Palestine traged.

And indeed when Keeley spoke to Syrian journaéist$the press, he found that while they
were not averse to closer economic connectionsdegt\Byria and the US, there remained a
‘deep-seated chagrin’ at the US’ previous suppiddrael to the disadvantage of the Arabs,
while the fear of further Israeli aggression madknost everyone suspicious of our
professed good intention®® Moreover, earlier in the year, Mustafa Siba'tted Islamic
Socialist Front®® ‘an authentic mouthpiece of the Syrian masseliog to Seale, and

highlighted by the US as an important anti-westgoup, declared:

204 Memo from Dept of State Executive Secretary, BatilBundy, Central Files, 783.00/9-3061,

30/9/1961 FRUS 1961-63, 7:269-70: asserted that Shishakli asduaing ‘alleged pro-Westernism’.

222 Discussions between the US Dept of State and tiistBForeign Office, 21/9/1956RUS 5:209
Ibid.

27 Telegram from J. Keeley, Minister in Syria, to S8cretary of State, 24/2/1996RUS 5:1205.

Despite this admission, the Syrian Minister expeddsopes for cooperation in the economic sphere, to

which the US Minister noted that it was ‘in markaahtrast to indifference and even hostility thati&y

had heretofore shown toward our disposition to defhl’, ibid, 1206

208 Keeley, to Secretary of State, 19/7/196RUS 5:1213

2 This was the Syrian branch of the Muslim Brothedhexported from Egypt. See Chapter 2 for

discussion on Syrian Islamists’ overlap with sasial
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We are resolved to turn towards the eastern cathp ibemocracies do not give us
justice...To those that say the eastern camp isreemy we would answer: when has
the western camp been our friend?...we will bintselves to Russia were she the
very devil?*°

The Syrians’ view that the US did not fully appegei their grievances would have been
further exacerbated if American views on Syria’'s@erns over Palestine were known — for
there was a perception, held even by those in #a Nast Office that Syria had no business
in the conflict between Israelis and Palestiniams should prioritise their own economic

matters??

On top of these obstacles, the US was well awateSyria had not only stalled over Point
IV assistance, but chose not to request aid thrthughlS Export-Import Bank or loans from
the International Bank for Reconstruction and Depglent (IBRD) as all of its neighbours
had doné!? It was stated:

Of all the Arab states, Syria...is the most whotetezlly devoted to a neutralist
policy with strong anti-Western overtones...Thei&@ys unlike any other Arabs feel
themselves free of need to look to the West forkamg of support or help (they are
economically self-sufficientj*?

This tendency of the Syrians to seek economic ieddence and self-sufficiency was
unnerving for the US: it prevented the US from gagrpolitical leverage in the short-term,
and in the long-term contributed to the view tteg Syrians were singularly difficult to

cooperate witff**

Nevertheless, the US proceeded to tour the Arabsstaan attempt to co-opt support from
the emerging neutralist regimes. George McGheeAssBstant Secretary of State for Near
Eastern, South Asian and African Affairs, who haitlally touted the project and took part
in the tour, was at last able to witness this mutytiposition during his visit to Syria. It was

by this stage being expressed vocally and reguéghinst the major powers, Israel, and

#0statement in March 1950, quoted by Pierre Rondes, Etats Unis devant I'Orient d’aujourd’hui’, @rit,
no.2, April 1957, pp. 47, cited in Seaftruggle for Syria102
Z1 For example, George McGhee stated: ‘Syria shoelat itself to economic development and other
matters more important to its national developntieah raking over the coals of the Palestine
ggnflagration’, McGhee to US Minister in Syria, @mdish W. Cannon, 14/11/1938RUS 5:1222

Ibid.
213 Briefing paper prepared in the Bureau of Near &astSouth Asian and African Affairs, 17/12/1954,
FRUS 1955-57, 8:513
24 pid.
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increasingly the US, on the streets of Damascusreihe pres$'® Before the official visit,

a coalition of opposition groups made up of thetlBathe Arab Socialist Party and the
Islamic Socialist Front declared their policy afatneutrality towards both the US and the
Soviet Union; students petitioned and rallied agidine British and American arrivals; and
workers sent letters of protest to western minssterSyria®*® The Ba'th, emerging as a

strong and popular nationalist force by this stdgegllowed up with a manifesto in January
1951, stating:

The Arab nation fighting to free itself from Angkrench-American
imperialism...warns the Arab League against mamggesture of adhesion to one
or other of the two blocs; it holds to a genuineitredism which will prevent
Western imperialism making the Fatherland a stratiegse and exploiting its olil
resources for military end$™®

During and after the representatives’ trip in Faloyuand March, there were attempted
bombings at the British consulate in Aleppo andilet US Minister's residence in
Damascu$®® However, such public protests did not deter tlestWrom pursuing their
Middle East Defence strategy, although they felthcated in their choice to leave Syria out
of their plans for the MEC. Alongside their leagl@pposition to the proposals, the Syrian
public marched in their thousands after Friday prayo protest against the US and the

British, and to pledge their support for the Eggps in the face of ‘imperialist plot&°

Meanwhile, political groups used allegations of guping the west to bring down their
rivals and cause significant political changes @hé — the following were all deposed
consecutively for cooperating with west: the comatve Quwatli in 1946, the dictators
Za'im and Hinnawi in 1949, and two successive Priiristers serving under General
Shishakli — Nazim Al-Qudsi and Hasan al Hafh for not rejecting and condemning the
MEC in public in 1951. Thus it was not just thesedhat domestic politics influenced

foreign policy, but foreign affairs similarly hadhaajor impact on domestic issues.

215 35ee UKNA File FO371/115972 for cuttings from Swrjaress containing extreme denunciation of the
US and Britain.

218 seale Struggle for Syria103-105, quoting from newspapers Al-Misri (228%1) and Ash-Sha’b
(13/3/1951)

217 For details on the rise of the Ba'th as an ideickigand political group, see chapter 2.

218 Ba'th Manifesto, 24/1/ 1951: See Sedkruggle for Syrial03

219 Montague-Pollock, Damascus, to Eden, 20/12/19KNA FO371/98940

29pid, 112

221 Hakim’s support for the MEC and public/politicaosition, outlined in telegrams, Damascus to
Foreign Office, 5-7/11/1951, UKNA FO371/91850
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This became more evident when General Shishakli evasthrown in 1954; the free
elections that followed demonstrated the extenthah anti-western, ideological parties
had worked underground to strengthen their supiyase and become consolidated, political
organisations. They now came to the fore, with8iaan public voting overwhelmingly in
favour of neutralist parties and independents. Ba&h had made the greatest progress
among the parties — having secured only one setiteirSyrian Chamber in the 1949
elections, they now emerged as the second largest plose behind the conservative
People’s Party, whose numbers had halved sincéastelection. Some of the notable
individuals to be elected were Salah al-Din Bitg;founder of the Ba'th; Ma'ruf al-
Dawalibi, a conservative in the People’s Party disb leading member of the Syrian
Muslim Brotherhood; Khalid al-‘Azm, a strong progan of neutralism and standing as an
independent; and Khalid Bagdash, leader of the ConmghParty. The results did not so
much reflect the rise of the left in Syria, butagoplar response to perceived US pressure on
the Syrian government? This important distinction was often overlookedhie west; thus
the day after the elections on 25 October, theo@kly Al-Ahram announced ‘Syria rejects
all pacts with the West’, whereas the American preported the elections as a victory for

Communism in the Arab worltf®

iii. Syrian-Soviet relations

Nevertheless, while the Syrians were not aboutitpaithe Soviet Union’s ideology, they
did welcome relations with a superpower that astl@acognised Arab priorities in the
region, and at best shared their goals of combatiagsraeli, western interference.

There are three key factors to highlight with respe the Syrian-Soviet connection: first,
there was a convergence in regional goals betwesisoviet Union and Syria, as both
sought to remove western control. While the SoMieion had been one of the foremost
supporters of the establishment of Israel, it heatlgally begun to backtrack from this
position by the early 1950s, seeing the strongvwpestern course that Israel had adopted.
After the fall of Hasan Al-Hakim’s Government in t0ber 1951, the new Prime Minister
Ma’ruf Al-Dawalibi — anti-western and anti-Hasheei learned from his predecessors’

downfall and advocated a firmer neutralist startde was one of the first in the Arab world

222 Eor example, during the elections it was widelyarted that the US was pressurising the government
to, among other things, accept Point IV aid, towke Communists from the elections, and to build a
Coca-Cola plant in Syria. Seagtruggle for Syrial85
223 [|hi

Ibid.

116



to call for a non-aggression pact with the Sovieidd and the purchase of arms from the
east instead of the wet in response, the American press labelled him fes thost
outspoken anti-American Arab lead&?”.

Secondly, it is important to note that the USSR &wda were not in complete alignment to
the extent that Syria was a Soviet satellite inrdgion; indeed, there were significant
disagreements between the two. It was a negatigelagical alliance in that their
opposition towards the US and the west, and no¢lfastanding unity, defined their
alignment®®® this subtlety was often lost on the Americans, wagularly conflated

nationalism with Communism.

Thirdly, increased Soviet-Syrian ties served tpptrate the existing suspicion and coldness
between the US and Syria — for the Americans g further currency to their formative
view that the Syrians were an unruly and intrangigebstructionist force in the region, one
whose opinions were unreliable and need not bentizte strong consideration; whereas for
the Syrians, American reactions to their links vt USSR confirmed their impression of
the US as a self-interested party in the regiont lmen monopolising all power and
allegiances for itself. The instability of Syridomestic politics in this time had greatly
contributed to its marginalisation in US considierat for the region, viewed as incapable of
dictating its own affairs. While to a certain extéhis had been the case, in large part due to
French occupation, the internal developments abhgesquent radicalisation of Syrian Arab
nationalism had in fact a major influence on reglopolitics and provided continued
impetus to anti-westernism in the region. As Seafgies, ‘to have an Arab policy at that

time was to have a policy regarding Syfd'.

The US did not fully appreciate this, while it iggaable that the Soviet Union did; thus
instead of recognising that Soviet strategic calftoihs were crucially at play here,
efficiently taking advantage of Syria’s regionahcerns, the US viewed the Syrians as

being wilfully inclined towards Communism. The W&l not compete with the Soviet

224 ns Minister of Economy, he had already conclude@eonomic agreement with the Russians and had
begun talks on a treaty on friendship and commérekzgram, Foreign Office to Damascus, 13/5/1950,
NA FO371/82794

22> geale Struggle for Syrialls

226 See Chapter 2Ba’thism and Socialism’for deeper analysis of the ideological and tattielationship
between Syria and the Soviet Union; also note cauti Syrian press of Soviet interference in Syria’
‘private affairs under the guise of defending uaiagt Western intervention’: in ‘Jeel Jadid’ andf 8a,

sent from Damascus to FO, 27/11/1951, UKNA FO373501

227 Avi Shlaim, Yazid SayighThe Cold War and the Middle EagDxford 1997),.51
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Union for Syria’s alliance, as it did over IsraedaEgypt; and by the time the Americans

recognised Syria’s importance and sought to chgdlegoviet influence, it was too late.

From this account of radicalisation and populaiigabf ideological politics and foreign

policy in Syria, it is possible to understand tbatext of US policies towards Syria and the
region under President Eisenhower. The next setiinks at the Baghdad Pact, the Suez
Crisis, and the Syrian-American crisis of 1957, etserved to bring US-Syrian relations to

a new nadir.
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3.4. US-Syrian Relations under Eisenhower

Despite the above developments in Syria’s intepodtics and affiliation with the Soviet
Union, there was renewed optimism in both Syria tr@dArab world immediately after
Eisenhower came to power in January 1883\t was generally considered that both the
President and his Secretary of State John FostéedBought to operate foreign policy in
the Middle East on a more ‘even-handed basis betigzael and the Arabs®

However, despite the fact that Arab opinion towadh#sUS was at such a critical juncture,
and given the rising tension between the US an&dwveet Union, there remained as before
a ‘hierarchy of threats’ for the Eisenhower adntnaigon, with Communism at the top,
followed by the threat of anti-western nationalisemd finally imperialism and
colonialism?® Thus, in spite of Eisenhower’s more comprehenajwereciation for the
importance of the Middle East compared to Trumamnia8 disappointments were not about
to be rectified now. Moreover, for all the rhetothat the US sympathised with Arab
nationalist aspirations, the US’ key alliances geiorged in the region were with those
conservative, ‘reactionary’ regimes such as Saudbia, for whom Arab nationalism
represented a threat both to their self-interestsdynastic rulers and their religious

opposition towards Communist influence in the radi

The strategic importance of the region has alrd@sdiy outlined; but in the above context,
and after the Communist coup in CzechoslovakiaKibrean War and the fall of Chiang
Kai-Shek in China, the Middle East had become pehsable for the US. By the 1950s, the
potential of this importance was fully realised just for the US but for the entire western
economy, upon which western Europe based its past#@construction. British
Government figures for early 1956 showed that Eeopported roughly 93 million tons of
crude oil, 90 per cent of which came from the MalBkst; demand for crude oil products

228 General Shishakli to Dulles, memo of conversaiiodS Embassy in Syria, 16/5/19FRUS 9:57-8,
stating: ‘As a result of the US elections last Nober there was great hope in Syria and the Araltdwor
that there would be a new US policy to the Neat.Eas

22 Reflecting his view that the US had a greater imesponsibility towards the rest of the world, aved just
itself, Dulles stated in April 1956, ‘The Uniteda$#s is, | suppose, the only country in the wordclv has
foreign policies which are not primarily designed its own aggrandizement.” Comments to foreigrviser
personnel, 21/4/56, John Foster Dulles Papers1B6xSeeley G. Mudd Library, Princeton: cited irhfm,
Eisenhower6.

29pjd.,.7

%1 5audi Arabia’s world view was based on a dividietween Dar-al Harb (territory of war) and Darsééin,
which included monotheistic religions. Hence diaate with ‘Christian’ US was economically, padiilly
and religiously encouraged, while the influenc€ofmmunism (manifested, in the eyes of the Saudi,igh
socialism) was to be resisted.
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had increased by 17.4 per cent in just two yearsdmn 1954 and 1956 The favoured
means of protecting such economic interests wasdding military assistance to allies in
the region — this doubled up as straight-forwarféiiee against any potential Soviet military
threat from the East, but also as a political gestiiat these countries were indebted to the
US and under their influené&®

3.4.1 The Baghdad Pact and the Suez crisis

Thus in this context, and despite the evident opiposto such projects, the prospect of a
pro-western regional defence plan resurfaced agdi®53 — no longer as the MEC, but via
the Baghdad Pact (later renamed as CENTO), drakeigfrom South Asia and Turkey
(the so-called ‘Northern Tier’) to protect the Middast, for British and American interests.
The US was well aware that such a pact might pre\gpkater anti-westernism, but it took a
calculated gamble in promoting it, arguing thai did not, it would make little positive
difference to the relations between the US andrabsttstate$>* Following the revolution

in Egypt, its nationalist leader, Gamal Abdel Nasegected the Baghdad Pact, creating
unprecedented tensions between the Egyptians aigtitish. Eventually, in 1956, Britain
provoked matters by refusing to fund the buildirighee Aswan Dam, to which Nasser
responded by blocking British access to the SuemlCa cornerstone of British Middle
Eastern strategy. The ensuing Suez Crisis invglBiitain, France, Israel, Egypt, Syria and

the two superpowers, had a marked impact for Arabtwelations.

Syria’s role in all this was significant: Seale aeg that Syria had effectively held the
‘casting vote’ among the Arab states on the futfréhe Pact. February 1955 saw the
demise of the conservatives in the Syrian Chambertad their equivocation on the issue,
and the forming of a new and more emphatically-esstern governmefit - once it had
expressed its opposition to the Baghdad Pact, sthezs followed suit, reassuring Egypt
that it would not be isolated in its stand-off agsithe Britistt>® Moreover, the Syrians
continued to support the Egyptians against the Wwestending their own troops into the
conflict of 1956.

232 Ashton,Eisenhower37

% bid., 38

24 gpecial Intelligence Estimate, 14/12/196RUS 1955-7, 12:402

2> The Ba'th secured their first Government posttis occasion; a year later, key posts of Foreign
Affairs and Economics were given to Ba'thist, reflag the continued rise of the Ba'th.

2% Interview: Salah Salim, Egyptian spokesman, td&5d2/4/1960: Seal&truggle for Syria212
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The crisis also confirmed the growing convergenc8aviet and Syrian Arab nationalist
interests in the region. Thus the Soviet Uniore et the fray in the last few months of the
crisis, declaring they would send troops in if Brgish and French did not withdraw. It was
most probably an empty threat and did little to ywe conflict, but it certainly raised
Soviet currency with the nationalists. Furthermafter years of rejected requests for arms
from the US, the Syrians now had a willing suppirethe Soviet Union, receiving £100
million worth of arms from the Soviet Union betwe#854 and 1957%’ Nasser’s
successful resistance against the west persuadefaviet Union of the advantages in
providing the Arabs with the proper means to camirsuch resistance in the future,
especially with the US keenly pursuing defence pagth these same states. Hence the
lines of Cold War alliances were drawn up in theltie East, and the fearful prognostics of

Communist take-overs appeared, in the eyes of Sieddngerously imminent in SyAX

3.4.2 The Syrian-American crisis

It was in this regional context of western set-lsackmboldened Arab nationalism and
Soviet intervention, that the Syrian-American &ideveloped in 1957. Syria’s Ba'thist-
Communist coalition during the Suez Crisis wasrpreted by the US as a Communist
domination of Syrian politic&®® The US was further alarmed at the speed with hvttie
Russians had been able to secure a Syrian alliamckthe damage it was capable of
inflicting on western interests in the region. wias no longer viable to take a passive
approach to the internal affairs of Arab statesilevim the past the US had clandestinely
supported individuals who were already in searcpdwver, the US would now be willing to
actively instigate domestic and regional resistafocethe overthrow of a ‘dangerous’
regime. There had already been an aborted attenoptrthrow the Syrian government in
the run-up to Suez, masterminded by Britain and:i4the US had been privy to those
plans but did not actively participate — they nosught to carry out the task more
efficiently, using their newly-established dominaraf the region.

Fearing imminent Soviet intervention in the regitime new US strategy was publicly
declared with the Eisenhower Doctrine in March 193# it, Eisenhower demanded
alignment against ‘the East’, not just the Sovietidd but its Arab allies as well; he

%7 Seale Struggle for Syria234

238 gpecial Intelligence Estimate, prepared by the, @itelligence agencies of State Dept., the Amry,
Navy, the Air Force and the Joint Staff: 29/11/195BUS 1955-57, 12:358

239 pllen. W. Dulles, Director of Central Intelligené@ NSC meeting, 3/3/1955RUS 12:27

29 progress Report on US Objectives and Policies rebect to the Near East: 22/12/195RUS 1955-
57, 12:428; Also see Seafgtruggle for Syria263-282
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stipulated that the US would strengthen the inteseaurity of any state threatened by
‘International Communism’ and would provide miljaassistance against Communist
aggression. The doctrine imposed a bipolar comtetd local conflicts, recasting them as

extensions of the Cold War.

Using the doctrine as a mandate to intervene, JRicbards, the new Special Assistant for
Middle East Affairs, and then Loy Henderson, Depuiyler-Secretary of State, toured the
region in March and August 1957 respectively tastsupport from regional states, and in
turn to isolate Syria from its neighboufs.Jordan, Saudi Arabia, Lebanon, Turkey and Iraq
were all consulted by the US and gave their endoese to the Eisenhower Doctrine;
Neither US representative visited or made any @bntéh Syria throughout the ensuing

crisis.

Given the growing isolation it was finding itsetf, the increased frequency of Israeli attacks
on the bordef{?and given the progress of Soviet-Syrian relatinrie previous two years,

it was not surprising that at this time, Syria’§&ee Minister Khalid al-‘Azm travelled to
the Soviet Union to sign a technical and econongieement with the Soviet Union.
However, this was viewed by the US as the sign$lyata had become a Soviet satellite.
Within a week, on the f2August, the Syrians announced the discovery oSapldt to
overthrow the regime. There appeared to be anvyidierece that the US had been behind
the plot, enlisting the help of former dictator Stakli and attempting to recruit a number of
Syrian officers to the plan. In response, andshaw of defiance, the Syrian government
expelled three US diplomats — Robert Malloy, How&tdne and Francis Jetton — and
purged a number of Syrian officers; this, in tuwgs reciprocated by the US with the

expulsion of the Syrian Ambassador, Farid Zayn4al Bnd his staff from Washington.

The crisis did not dissipate with the above disal&ssSyria, seeking to close ranks after the
scare, replaced its former Chief of Staff with 8wviet sympathiser ‘Afif al-Bizri. For the
US, this change signalled the inevitable Commualst-over that they had fear&d. It sent
arms to those of its allies neighbouring Syria,le/llenderson briefed Turkish, Iraqgi and
Jordanian leaders on a plan of action. He urgethtto ensure that any armed action
undertaken should be defensible at the UN, argpigrted to have stated that: ‘[Any] action

241 Telegram, Washington to FO, 21/8/198KNAFO371/128224

242 SeeUKNA File FO371/121732, on issue of Israeli attackhendemilitarised zone and Syrian
complaints to the UN security Council 1955-1956

243 A view echoed by the British in its correspondenitta Washington, Telegram from FO, 20/8/1957,
UKNAF0O371/128224
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must be one hundred per cent successful when yodeden it. It is our belief that if there
is to be action it must be efficierf:* The US had traditionally relied on Turkey to put
pressure on Damascus; they now instructed it td ggtroops to the Turkish-Syrian border.

The Soviet Union responded by sending two warsta&yria’s aid.

However, Turkey was not able to muster enough regisupport for its actions, given its
close association with the west and unhealedwittsits Arab neighbours since the break-
up of the Ottoman Empire. Other conservative Agtates were becoming increasingly
uncomfortable with US belligerence, and were faomginting domestic criticism at a time
of renewed nationalism. Thus Saudi Arabia intee¢kat this crucial stage, mediating

between the Americans and Arab states to moddrategositions towards Syria.

Due to the strength of nationalist fervour comitfigtioe back of the Suez Crisis key Arab
states eventually refused to act against the Syffanand the US project failed.
Nevertheless, the incident had a significant and{@rm impact on US-Syrian relations. It
marked the beginning of a profound hostility towsathe US and feeling of ‘imperialist
victimisation’ on Syria’s part*® Years of suspicion and anti-westernism were coreil
and justified by the crisis; having previously masadised Syria in regional affairs, the one
time the US had recognised Syria’s importance kddd a violation of its sovereignty.
That the Syrians had initially held a degree ofram for prospects under the Eisenhower

administration made the Syrians all the more méstaliof future American governments.

For the US, the fear of Soviet penetration hadihedn to instigate direct regime change,
regardless of how counter-productive it might pramethe end. It demonstrated a
reactionary approach, and a disregard for Syrim&tesyic value except in relation to the
Cold War. This limited analysis of Syria’s importa was demonstrated by the US’
satisfaction at the eventual outcome of the cnigigch ironically saw Nasser taking over
from Saudi Arabia as mediator, thereby drawing&sway from the USSR and inclining it

closer towards Egyptian pan-Arabidfi. In the US’ view, the fact that Syria was now far

244 Notes of Rafiq ‘Arif, Iragi Chief of Staff, takeat the meeting with Henderson, read out in thé ¢fia
Ahmad Baban at an Iraqgi military court: BBC, no26&87/10/1958, cited in Sealgtruggle for Syria299.
245 National Intelligence Estimate, NIE 30-2-57, 8M1987,FRUS 1955-57, 12:599

248 | esch Syria and the USL41

247 Staff Study Prepared in the Department of Stdl&B1957 FRUS 1955-57, 12:636-637: The US
adopted a far more lenient approach towards Edpgut Syria; US policy was to ‘keep the present regim
in Syria off balance and in the position of beimgadnormality in the area’. Also see NSC Meeting,
6/2/1958FRUS 1958-60, 12: 39-40; Telegram from Embassy in E¢y|state Dept., 11/12/195FRUS
744-746
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more hostile towards them, severely hindering fitetations, was an unfortunate, but not a
calamitous (and certainly not the worst) turn cér@¢. Once again, the US demonstrated its
willingness to sponsor a military coup in orderdéplace an anti-western government in the
Middle East. Furthermore, despite acquiring agi@ater knowledge of the region and
ability to assess the situation accurately, therthiswer administration had demonstrated
the same propensity to translate all regional ssliugh a Cold War lens. Syria, for its
part, had demonstrated a high degree of autonontyg grctionsvis-a-visthe US amidst

widespread anti-westernism among the public.

Western-sponsored regional intervention in its dstragoolitics had created turmoil and a
break-down of Syria’s political cohesion. Fearindgher destabilisation in the aftermath of
the Syrian-American crisis, Syria saw little otbption than to enter into a union with Egypt
in 1958, its stronger Arab nationalist ally. Sysaw out the remainder of the Eisenhower
administration and the arrival of President Kennadya bystander in the United Arab
Republic (UAR). It was to be a short-lived unidrefore Syria made its re-entry as an

independent and key regional actor in the volatdeade to follow.
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3.5 Syria and the US After the UAR: From Ally to Eremy

Nasser might have demonstrated his independengetfre west, but supporting him as
leader of the Arab nationalist movement actuallyveg American interests, as the US
depended on him as a restraining force over theerradicalised’ and unpredictable
nationalists in Syria. Despite initial reservapthe US viewed the UAR as a positive
feature on the Middle East scene, not bringingiltyalthrough Arab unity, as Syria had
hoped, but through the subservience of a radiceéfto one whose revisionism was limited
and compatible with the status quo. US dismagi@Syrian rebellion against the UAR in
1961 reflected this positici® The following highlights their negative assesstwdrthe
Syrians and how that played into their policy-makin

It should be emphasized...that the Syrians hawdititvaally been [a] highly
individualistic and undisciplined people and thati& political movements, no
matter what the coloration or how well unified &etinception, have always
degenerated into squabbling factions and rivalrigsich the communists are better
equipped to deal with than we &fe.

Hence the US viewed Syria as an inherently probiieraad uncooperative feature on the
Middle East scene — from such statements it issesithat a historical intransigence towards

each other was becoming embeddedbatt the American and Syrian sides.

3.5.1 A brief alliance

The US initially feared that ‘an independent Sywauld become even more hostile toward
Israel, and thus at first concluded that Syriafedion went against US intere$t§. But
based on reports that the rebels were, in fadtlyfaell-disposed toward the We§&t}, the
US began to see the potential advantages of tlaéfe, and covertly encouraged the new
Syrian regime to pursue a pro-western cotseThe new Syrian premier was Ma’mun
Kuzbari, holding the positions of Prime Ministerefence Minister and Foreign Minister,
ruling by decree, and considered as someone capidbleanging his political orientation at

28The US prepared themselves for ‘considerable cegsions which might occur throughout the Near iEast
Nasser’s position and prestige were seriously weadkas the result of this rebellion’. William Bra@t of the
Executive Secretariat to Department of State, 2881,FRUS 1961-63, 17:259

249 Memo from Dept of State Executive Secretary BatdeBundy, Central Files, 30/9/196ARUS 1961-
63, 17:269-70

0 |hidl.

Slwilliam B. Grant of the Executive Secretariat tefartment of State, 28/9/1963RUS 1961-63, 17:259
%2 Memo from Robert W. Komer of NSC to President'®8al Assistant for National Security Affairs,

Mc George Bundy, 28/9/196ERUS lbid, 262
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will' 2 - but yet again, the implications for Syrian dotiegolitics and the potential
fragility of the regime did not instil caution inmderican support. Kuzbari kept the
Communists in prison, was very much on the righpfian politics, and pledged closer
political and economic relations with the US thami&had ever permitted in the pazt.
His Ministers began immediately by requesting ahagireement, which even took the US
by surprise, acknowledging that ‘Syria never praslyg was willing to negotiaté>> Thus,

in order to help the regime to survive, the US adro provide political and economic
support; they indicated that they would even casrssdipplying arms, something that they

had never previously been willing to &5.

In a private memo outlining US policy towards Sytie US stated that despite the fact that
prospects for political stability were poor, the W8uld continue to encourage the present
regime and ‘discourage internal realignments detnital to our interests’. The US also
wanted to prevent external actors from causingblitor the ‘friendly’ Syrian regime,
outlining that it would try to restrain Israel fropnovoking thenf>’

Furthermore, the US decided: there should be grealieiral exchanges and visits between
the countries; the US would engage Syria in the dsd with other Western and Latin
American countries; it would also direct Europeamrdries to supply arms to Syria
(believing that a benign source of arms would heaweajor role in maintaining stability in
Syria). The US also planned to provide training tathnical assistance, financial loans
from the Development Loan Fund, and to respond/t@a requests for surplus foodstuffs
(worth over $15 million under the PL480 AssistaRtegramme¥$>® The US pledged to
promote US-Syrian trade, help build a free entegsiystem, and to encourage the IMF and
other countries to assist with up to $40 millionrthoof loans and the restoration of a free
currency?™® Finally, the US guaranteed it would secure tliespe payment of outstanding
and unpaid fees from TAPLINE to Syria in the regad$8 millionZ°

53 Memo from Dept of State Executive Secretary BatdeBundy, 30/9/196IFRUS 1961-63, 17:269-70
%4 Memo from Assistant Secretary of State for Neast&a and South Asian Affairs (Talbot) to the
2I35i5rector of the Office of Near Eastern Affairs (@tg), 3/11/1961FRUS 1961-63, 17:321
Ibid.
*%pid., 323
%7 Memo, Battle to Bundy, 16/11/196BRUS 17: 331-338
28 policy Directive prepared by the Bureau of NeastBan and South Asian Affairs, 27/2/196RUS
17: 495
29 1pid, 496
%0 |bid.
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The first test for the US-Syrian alliance came cidber 1961, when Israel planned to divert
Jordanian waters to the Negev, and began planoimg riuclear energy programme. The
US did little to restrain Israelis based on theilitary superiority, which the US was
confident would inhibit the Arabs from attackifij. When the Syrians did express strong
opposition to Israeli intentions, the US attribuitetd ‘trouble-making’ from the Egyptians,
rather than genuine disagreement with the Israafid, urged the Syrians to keep to the
existing armisticé®® Yet even this pro-Western Syrian government cowldaccept the
US’ assessment of the issue, and lamented thedi&'d to recognise that ‘Syria and other

Arabs are still at war with Israef®®

To further exacerbate tensions, and despite theialficease-fire, clashes between the
Syrians and Israelis on the disputed territoryaé Tiberias were occurring with increasing
frequency in February and March of 1962. Israetaed the Syrians of sparking the crisis
by firing rifles at Israeli fisherman and Israetdilige patrol, while the Israelis responded with
raids over the border, targeting Syrian gun pas#tion 16-17 March. While accepting that
Israel had ‘applied force of much greater magnitihd@ that directed against Israel’, the US
focused its efforts on restraining Syff4. The Syrians, in protest against the US’ passivit
threatened to take the matter to the UN SecuritynCib, seeking to induce the UN to
compel Israel to comply with partition and refugesolutions, or otherwise to face
expulsion from the UN®®> The Syrians also demanded that the US Governtakata
public position against Israeli diversion of watén@mn Jordan, threatening in private the
‘destruction [of the] US’ position in the Middle &a an advancement of Soviet causes

therein, and risk of Arab-Israeli wa?®

However, throughout this episode it is notable,taile of course the US still maintained
its support for Israel, it was more willing to dgste the Israelis in public, not merely to
prevent Syria from turning towards the Soviet Uniout out of a genuine belief that Israeli
actions were inflammatory. Hence, US responsekatately emphasised condemnation of

Israeli retaliation$®’

6L CIA files, 5/10/1961FRUS 1961-63, 17:288
%2Memo from Grant (Deputy Assistant Secretary oté&Sfar Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs to the
Under Secretary of State for Political Affairs (Mle€e), 24/2/1962FRUS 1961-63, 17:490
23 Telegram from Syrian Embassy (Dawalibi) to the &ément of State, 28/2/1962RUS 1961-63,
17:502
%4 Memo of conversation: Drafted by Hamilton, 21/329FRUS 1961-62, 17:534
25 Telegram from US Embassy in Syria to Departmer8tate, 24/3/196 ERUS,1961-2, 17:543-544
266 (i
Ibid, 544
%7 Memo from Secretary of State Rusk to Kennedy, /28&2,FRUS 1961-2, 17:552
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Kuzbari's regime did not last long, as was oftesthse with pro-Western regimes in Syria,
and was overthrown within two years; what, therefas the significance of this short
episode of Syrian history, so soon eclipsed by#uehist Revolution, in understanding the
history of US-Syrian relations? There are a nuntb@mportant conclusions that can be

drawn from this case.

First, the speed and assurance with which the USwiling to support the new regime,
describing it as ‘the best and most pro-Westemdecade...[that] deserves our immediate

“68 reflects how simplistic US policy assessment tols&yria was in this period —

support
even more so given all their previous misgivingsilihe volatility of Syrian politics, the
fact that this was yet another military dictatopstand despite all reports from the region
advising that the regime was unlikely to surviveltmg?®® However, it does also reflect
the continued fear with which the US contemplateshtionalist regime that might be

opposed towards the US and favourable towardsdkieSUnion.

Secondly, it becomes increasingly evident fromaalieg of the documents that the US’
policy on Syria was unsophisticated (particuladynpared to the calculated and nuanced
approach adopted in its Egyptian and Saudi policlasked a coherent strategy, and was
based on a muddled reading of Syria’s importandkarregion. Thus on one hand, Syria
was significant enough to prompt a risky, and udiiety damaging, US-sponsored coup in
1957; but on the other hand, there remained aring@erception that investing support and
aid in Syria would not produce much strategic heag-for the US in the region - as a US
official put it, ‘from a strategic point of views it more important to cozy up to five-million
volatile Syrians or to make our peace with thedatgand most influential country of the
Arab world??’® In the US’ view, Syria was not a key bilateralinterpart in the region,
with whom to negotiate and compromise — its undits so far had made that unnecessary;
but it had the capacity to be either an instrunegret hindrance to US strategy, and when

those occasions arose, the US reacted to exiwiart or redirect events.

A third issue to highlight is the depth of Syriardeli antipathy, as well as US support for
Israel, which has always been a central and negtotor in US-Syrian relations; it would
appear that even with the most cooperative of 8yegimes, Israel remained an obstacle to

closer US-Syrian relations — the only Syrian leadexdopt a positive policy towards Israel

268 Komer's comments on Talbot's memo, cited in fosénbd, 3/11/1961FRUS 1961-63, 17:323
269 H

Ibid.
270 | pid.
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had been Husni Za’'im, who lasted less than fiveth®im power. Nevertheless, the US still
urged greater restraint on Israel and was morengilio apportion equal blame on both
Syria and Israel, when a friendly Syrian regime vnggslace.

And a final analysis that can be made from thisege is to recognise that any regime to
follow would be fully aware of the support — teatadi financial and political —that the US
had previously been providing to a pro-Westernmegi The immediate withdrawal of that
assistance would fuel any existing opposition asgéntment towards the US. It would, of
course, also justify and provide conclusive evidgefar the new regime that the US was
supporting its domestic enemies and was seekingpdermine its ideological goals. It
would be interpreted as a boycott - and if the negime was already inclined towards a
‘radical’, ideological agenda, this would be enoaglpush existing suspicion and caution
towards open hostility. That s, of course, prelgisvhat happened when the Ba’'th came to

power.

3.5.2 The Ba'thist revolution

The Syrian Army, headed by a National Council efffevolutionary Command, overthrew
the Syrian Government and assumed power on 8 M&68. This new group appeared to
have much wider support than those responsibj@éwious coups in the country, especially
in terms of support from the milita* The new regime was dominated by Ba'thists, while
the numbers were completed by neutralists andanjlifficials. Key Ba'thist Salah al-Din
Bitar became Prime Minister and Foreign Ministeescribing him as a ‘moderate socialist
and ardent pan-Arabist’, the US was at first hojat there could be positive relaticfis.
US optimism was formed on the basis that the negimme declared itself as anti-
Communist; despite its recent experience with S¥miaUS did not at this stage see Syria’s
Ba'thist commitment to pan-Arabism as a threaterEkecognition that it was anti-Zionist
did not spark greater fears; indeed the US prediiSteia would now ‘seek friendly relations
with the West on a basis of non-alignmeit. The US misread the extent of Syrian
opposition towards Israel, and that this was indeednain driving-force of Ba'thist Arab

nationalism and the cornerstone of its anti-wesseri’*

271 Memo from Director of Intelligence and Researchigiidan) to Secretary of State Rusk, 8/3/1963,
FRUS 1961-3, 18:406
272 Memo from Rusk to Kennedy, 10/3/196RUS 1961-3, 18:410
273 [|hi
Ibid.
2 |bid.
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However, as Syrian-Israeli tensions flared up agai20 August 1963, once again on the
Lake Tiberias border, the extent of Syrian oppositowards Zionism dawned on the US.
Moreover, the caution exercised by the previousaByregime was cast aside — indeed, the
new Ba'thist regime had not even sought recognifiom, or relations with, the west, a
clear and deliberate show of independence fromessipinion. In turn, and in contrast to
its earlier policy, the US gave Israel its unresdrgupport, while categorically blaming
Syria for starting the incident ‘as a means ofingipeople behind them...since Israel is the
one issue that forces all Arabs to unft&’ The US encouraged the UN'’s severe ‘censuring’
of Syria on the basis that Syria was at fault, Idraelis had been reprimanded the year
before and ‘above all...to warn Syrians off beftmey become too rambunctiodé®. US
reservations over the new Ba'thist regime werédnkrtaised when it became clear that other
conservative regimes in the region appeared to thevBa’'thists and their brand of Arab

nationalism as posing a greater danger than NaSser.

Thus a new level of suspicion and intransigencedes@loped on both the American and
Syrian sides; this was to escalate throughoutekéfour years, culminating in the outbreak
of the defining Arab-Israeli War in 1967. Thisusss dominated by both US and Syrian
relations with Israel; therefore the run-up to &dtout from that War will be discussed in

the next chapter, which focuses on US-Syrian atiitjp@ver Israel as a case-study.
Moreover, the next phase marks significant chamgbsth Syrian and American politics,

caused by the rise of Hafez Asad and the staneof)S-Israeli ‘special relationship’ under

Lyndon Johnson and Nixon.

2’5 Memo from Grant and Gardner (10) to Harriman, 22983, State Dept, Central Files, POL 32-1 ISR-
SYR): It is worth noting the similarity between theevious flare-up (beginning with Syrian kidnappiof
three Israeli civilians and killing two Israeli Kilitz workers on 19 August, and culminating wittaédr

fire on Syrian positions on 20 August), as well toatrast in the US response.

27 Memo from R. W. Komer of National Security CourBtaff to President Kennedy, 22/8/196RUS
1961-3, 18:681

2" Telegram from State Dept. to US Embassy in S#i84]10/1963FRUS 1961-3, 18:748
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3.6 Conclusion

This chapter has identified the roots and developnoé Syria’s historical opposition
towards US policies and involvement in the Middlasg and in turn American
marginalisation of Syria and denunciation of itsr@stic-regional politics. Both those
developments combined to produce a mutual hoshityhe end of the period examined
here, and contributed to the entrenchment of idgo&s a necessary political framework

through which Syria managed its foreign policy.

To answer the underlying questions that this clrdggigan with, and to apply the framework
outlined in the previous chaptéfwe can conclude that the determinants of Syra&ign
policy in the post-colonial era were dominated Ipgi&s mandatory history, which had had
a significant impact on its lack of political sthiy, the entanglement of external issues with
the domestic agenda, and its lack of representatimternational diplomacy. The French
and British mandates in the Middle East, and th@bdishment of Israel, both perceived as
European, imperialist projects, set the histormaitext in which Syria’s ideology was
formed. As a result, and given the salience obloigy for the regional situation, Syria’s
foreign policy goals were imbued with an embatthedb nationalist ideology to rid the
country and the region of imperialism. It was ugfhced to a large degree by popular
opinion, alienated from and galvanised by unreprede and constantly changing
governments. In extension of these aims, Israglaany external power supporting Israel
and colonial exploitation of the region were vehathyeopposed. Realisation that the US
was preoccupied with its own global strategy agaihe Soviet Union and sought to
instrumentalise the Middle East for its Cold Wather than support its independence and
political development, disappointed Syrian expéatat US support for Israel and their
perceived dismissal of Arab demands, ‘imperialestbonomic and defence programmes
through Point IV, the MEC and CENTO, and the enagament and instigation of
clandestine regime change in 1949 and 1957, attezkated earlier Syrian mistrust and

resentment.

The US, for its part, was prevented from strikitager relations with Syria early on due to
overbearing French control over the country duthmig mandate, and its lack of internal
political cohesion after independence. Although tI5 placed little economic value on

Syrian relations and did not see it as a prioritiiad attempted to develop bilateral links

2’8 See figure 3The Contingency of Ideological Formation and Impetation in Chapter 2 of this thesis.
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through economic assistance; but since the punpiosech aid was to encourage regional
stability and Arab-Israeli peace, it could not comiout any conditions. Syria’s rejection
of all forms of US aid and refusal to compromisetbase conditions, contributed to
American frustration and the view that the Syriamsre singularly intransigent and
inherently anti-western. Syrian neutralism wasfleded with Communism and Soviet
‘satellisation’, prompting alarmist, reactionarylipes that lacked long-term vision —
ironically these pushed Syria closer towards itgi&ally for arms and security. What is
particularly notable in this period is the US’ refance to engage in greater dialogue with
the Syrians and its tendency to marginalise Sgniagional issues, viewing it as volatile and

unreliable.

Apart from brief interludes of cooperation, notabhder Za’im and Kuzbari, this period of
US-Syrian relations represents a worsening trajgctioopposition between the two states.
Although the Syrians were cautiously optimistithet start of America’s involvement in the
Middle East, one might argue that they were boorgttutinise all US policies in a critical
light given their experience of colonialism, and®therefore predisposed to view the US’
role as negative and imperialist. Moreover, itug that Syria, as with the other Arab states,
frustrated the US with its parochialism and appeaeersion to understanding the Middle
East’s position in a global context.

However, it could similarly be argued that Syrimpaveak state just emerging from foreign
occupation and threatened by interference frooméighbours, was always unlikely to
appreciate or prioritise the global implicationstefdomestic or regional politics. From the
Syrian perspective, if the US wished to come ousolation from the Middle East, it had
the responsibility (and capacity) as a global sppeer to rectify the blunders of its
predecessors in the region, to respect local d&pisa to approach the Arab-Israeli problem
on an even-handed basis, and to familiarise naéhfthe deeper complexities and nuances
of Arab domestic politics. An oversight of thesgues might have been justified against
the dangers of the Cold War; but on the other htredUS’ fear and anticipation of Soviet
encroachment prompted it to engage in blatantrakiebuilding, which in fact provoked
greater Soviet involvement than otherwise mightehlasen the case.

These conflicting arguments demonstrate the extemhich interpretations widely differed
on both sides, creating a stalemate in US-Syriftioas; uniquely it was one that was
predominantly based on disagreements over regissiads, rather than bilateral issues. As

132



will be demonstrated through the following chapténg was a trend that continued to be

manifested in their future relations.
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Chapter 4
Syria’s Isolation and the Birth of the US-Israeli $ecial Relationship

This chapter builds on the last historical chapbeoutline the key short-term events and
issues that influenced the US-Syrian relationshiprgo and at the start of Hafez Asad’s
presidency in 1970. In particular, it brings irfcus the centrality of Israel to the
antagonistic development of US-Syrian relations.thle short period between 1967 and
1973, the regional security dynamics changed sagmifly — the internal balance of power
had tipped heavily in Israel’s favour; externaltpats of relationships had also altered so
that the US’ support for Israel was consolidatet ia long-term American strategic
position, while Arab dependence on the Soviet Uhiath begun to wane. The vulnerability
that now hung over the Arab states pushed themtwadpposing directions: one was to
dilute their hostility towards Israel and therebiyg themselves closer to the US in the face
of its growing military and economic superiorityasmhe USSR; the other was to continue
opposing Israeli occupation of Arab lands (everauit Soviet support if necessary) and to
engage the US in the region’s disputes in the hiogeAmerica would apply pressure on

Israel to comply with some of their demands.

Before going into the detail of this seminal peniodhe region’s history, I will first outline
here some of the key arguments and theoreticarpimiéngs that will be drawn out through
this chapter. Firstly, | argue that this periad been crucial in shaping US-Syrian bilateral
relations which continue to be constituted, in astauctivist sense, by their relations (or
lack of) with Israel. Whatever the fortunes of th®’ alliance with Israel, it will have an
impact on its relations with Syria, and similar§yria’s dispute with Israel will have a
significant impact on its relationship with the UShis hypothesis has been borne out by
other Arab states, whose relationships with Ishaele largely determined their relations
with the US, and vice versa.

Secondly, this chapter demonstrates the complexeat security in the region, in the way
it and its threats are perceived and construciédis when security is discussed in relation
to both Syria and Israel, what is traditionally¢akto reflect a materialist concern needs to
be widened to encompass and connect a range @sisBom military, to economic, to
identity security. In this respect, the Copenhaggool’s analysis of security is relevant. It
proposes that the meaning of security is diffediiending on whose security is at stake
and what values the respective parties deem ne@datgction. For Syria, the range of
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security concerns in this period were not dispavates that ought to be treated separately,
but were all seemingly connected by one main thirestorically the colonial threat, and
latterly Israel. European colonial activity wasl by an imperialist ideology, while Israel's
territorial, political and cultural security was badied in many ways in Zionist ideology —
Arab nationalism thus emerged as a counter-ideaogyacted as both an idea and a policy
that combined a perceived need to protect notAuasb cultural, but also territorial and

economic security.

Thirdly, this chapter contests the view accordmgeorealist theory that power inequalities
necessarily cause weaker states to bandwagon with powerful states. This chapter
demonstrates that this is not always the caseeasfeom the example of Syria. Its policies
in this period support the argument that the baasfqgoower dynamics in a given region
need to be viewed in a more nuanced way, and thakev states carthoosewho they
bandwagon with based on values and ideas, ngiguatr and material gain - although this
does place them under greater pressure from thesoats.

Finally, as a framework for analysis, this chaptdremploy FPA. The systemic context is
taken into account by recognising the interventiércold war politics and geopolitical
factors. But the chapter argues that ideas aatvaduable intervening variable, while the
agents responsible for adopting and operationgltfiose ideas are also analysed. Thus the
psychology and biases of leaders, their cotermbfy-makers, lobby groups, the military
and public opinion, are taken into account as ingrarconstituencies and influences on
foreign policy in the US-Syrian context.
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4.1 Hafez Asad’s Ascendancy in the Ba'th party

As elucidated in the previous chapter, Israel hadesits establishment been the main
aggravating factor in Syria’s relations with thestygvarticularly the US. It is impossible to
over-state the role that Israel plays in any dgymlent of US-Syrian relations. Syria’s
popular and political adherence to an anti-impistiagenda and Arab nationalist aspirations
designated Israel as ‘the number one enéfiyit also strengthened Syria’s relations with
fellow neutral Arab states and its sense of ideockigmportance, given that Zionism —
branded as the latest face of imperialism — was@wits doorstep®® Thus there emerged
two elements to Syrian opposition towards the U%, @ was the dominant force of the
west, and as such was already tainted by Syriatepgons and experience of western
imperialism; two, the ‘universal resentment agailstel’ within Syria produced a
‘corollary resentment against [the] US as [the] powrimarily responsible for Israel’s

existence?8!

The previous chapter already outlined the earlytigyment of Syrian mistrust as a result of
US support for Israel during and after the SecomaliMVar. Alongside the impact this had
on foreign policy and public opinion in Syria, omaist also take into consideration the
impact these developments had on the perceptidnsuné president of Syria, Hafez Asad.
Too much can be made of the psychology and pelispélleaders, and how their life
experiences supposedly mould their future decisiogevernment. Such analyses can all
too often take on a deterministic hue, sidelinirggonatic and contingent decision-making
that is often rooted no deeper than in the conteanpss of leadership. And yet one must
also be cautious not to lean too far the other waere earlier personal experience is
completely dismissed. The extent to which expeeenfluences decisions is difficult to
gauge categorically. However, it is safe to asstimesuch experience contributes to an
individual's bank of contextual knowledge — aftkr@ecisions and policies cannot be made
within a vacuum of information, and even new infatian will be processed and made
sense of through existing knowledge and percepfBn&iven Hafez Asad’s thirty-year

rule, his prominence in the Ba'th party from a ygage, and the consistency of some of his

219 Telegram 435, Damascus to Washington, 24.2.19%4; 8l-Asali (Syria National Party) Ministerial
Statement rejecting the Baghdad Pact, citdeRtSVol. XIll, 515.

20 syria recognised that close alliances were negtte event of war with Israel: Telegram 465,
8.3.1954, Prime Minister Asali to James Moose @11®54, explaining Syria’s siding with Egypt and
opposition to the Baghdad PaeRUSVol. XIIl,.519.

%1 Moose, US Ambassador to Syria, to Washington19%5,FRUSVol. XlII, 525.

282 Robert Jervis, Leadership, Post-Cold War Politicg] PsychologyPolitical PsychologyVol. 15, No.
4 (Dec., 1994), 769-777
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strategic decisions in the region, it is imperatweconsider his earlier experiences as an

influential factor on Syria’s future policies arftetregion’s politics.

The seven years that Asad spent at the Latakiandacpschool, where he completed his
education in 1951 aged twenty, played a crucialipdorming his future outlook. He said:

‘My political life started then and has not beeteitupted since®®

® Hailing from the
‘Alawi mountains and confronted with the socialqoalities of the town where he was
schooled, Asad grew up with a strong class consoess. The fusion of social inequality
and foreign occupation directed him towards thetipal ideologies holding sway at the
time. He joined the Ba'th at sixteen years of ayj¥ith the last of the French soldiers
leaving on 17 April 1946, Syria prepared itselftioe development of a more sophisticated
political system, while ideological parties begaptit in place their domestic agendas. For
the Ba'th this meant mass recruitment and sociadfsrm. Such efforts and anticipations
for the future were suddenly interrupted on 29 Nolber 1947, when the United Nations
General Assembly passed a resolution to designate than half of Palestine to the new
state of Israel. As Asad himself opined, from th@ment ‘the contest with Zionism became

the major theme’ of his [ifé®*

Asad’s political development mirrored the politati®n of Syria’s identity and its relations
with its neighbours. Moreover, the continuationAsfad’s political fervour during his
military career, which he embarked on because tiklemt afford medical training, point to
why the army was to become ingrained in Syriantijesti for just as Asad carried politics
into military life, he, and others like him, in tucarried the military with them as they
entered into politics, helping to weave Arab nadist ideology into the fabric of political

life in Syria.

Asad graduated as a pilot officer and was postati@édSyrian officer corps in the early
1950s. Since the 1949 military coup, it had becawnuepted that the army represented a
key aspect of Syrian political life. After the atleow of Shishakli and Syria’s return to
party-politics, Asad tried to recruit as many of loifficer-colleagues to the Ba'th party.
When at school, Asad’s main ideological battles Ibeeih against the landed class and the
Muslim Brotherhood; but in the army he saw thetfiinks existing mainly between the

Ba’'th nationalists and Antun Sa’ada’s pan-Syriaionalists. The Syrian Social Nationalist

23 Hafez Asad, interview with Patrick Seale, Damas@iober 1984. Cited in Sealksad of Syria, The
Struggle for the Middle EasfTauris 1988), 26
24 Hafez Asad, interview with Seale, Damascus, Ma8519Cited in Sealédsad 35.
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Party (SSNP as the party came to be known) waswywidely seen as being pro-western,
anti-Communist and anti-Arab nationalist, wherd@sBa'th claimed to unite the Arabs and
fend off western hegemony in the regf3n Following the Malki affair, in which a member
of the SSNP was found guilty of assassinating ditgpBa’thist army colonel, the SSNP
was purged once and for all, leaving the Ba’'thh@sdominant force in the military. This
contributed to Syria’s history of suspicion towa8jgian-centric nationalism and notions of
greater Syria that put a Syrian national identitg\a a wider Arab identity. This also had
implications for Asad, as the advance of his owreeacoincided with the rise of his party

within the army, and he was singled out for promdiand special training.

Instead of heading to Britain for training, as hatlitionally been the case, Asad and his
colleagues were sent in 1955 to Nasser’s revolatpigypt — it was at this time that
notions of a union between Egypt and Syria wereaaly being floated by their respective
policy-makers. Egypt’'s equipment was too poothertraining to continue, thus Asad and
his colleagues were transferred eventually to Britdt was in this period of turmoil for
Anglo-Egyptian relations that Asad was able to obsé¢he nationalist and revolutionary
fervour in Egypt and the high-handed attitude & British Foreign Office towards the
Middle East.

Another early factor that was to have an impac®wma’s later foreign policies was Asad’s
suspicion of the Soviet Union. Despite Syria’sigtfleanings, and the development of a
political affinity with the Soviet Union over theegrs as a counter to the US, they were
mistrusted for being an ‘atheist’ country, whoseriilt internationalism was a rival to Arab
nationalism, and which had been amongst the firgicknowledge the state of Israel in
1948. Even though relations between the SoviebJand Arabs had improved since the
death of Stalin, Asad maintained this air of cautio his later dealings with the Soviet
Union. Nevertheless, the USSR’s antipathy tow#rdsvest made it an invaluable ally for

the Syrian regime.

Finally, before he made his ascent in the Ba'thyPdurough the Military, an influential

episode in the development of Asad’s principles pacteptions was the failure of the
United Arab Republic between Syria and Egypt. WHhihad initially been hailed by the
Syrians as marking the revival of pan-Arab coopenadnd strength, it ultimately turned out

to be a sour experience of domination by the Egystwho were on their own quest for

25 5eale Asad 50.
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regional hegemony. The founders of the Ba’'th Rakflag and Bitar, were deemed by
many in the Ba'th, especially those in the Militarao had lost out in rank and political
involvement as a result of the Union, as havingieed the Party without considering the
Syrian people. This impacted Asad’s political véeon what should be the correct aims of
the Ba'th, and also on the ineffectiveness of hgiitimeorists’ leading the party. While they
had articulated the ideological principles and gaz#l the party, they were not the best
people to operationalise them. Moreover, theira@tanding, hailing from the middle class,
meant they were perceived to be averse to thealasémtiment welling up below. The
Union had direct consequences for the Ba’'th, fosdéa dissolved all political parties.
Akram al-Hawrani, earlier cited as a key playerthe fortunes of the Ba'th and Arab
nationalism in Syria, gave up his ineffective pasitin the UAR government in disgust, and
accused Nasser of wanting to accommodate Isratleaexpense of the Palestinians.
Hawrani rejected any pragmatic approach with theelss, seeing the conflict with Zionism

as an existential one in which survival was atestak

Taking their cue from such developments, Asad aadctd-conspirators in the army set
about clandestine operations to bring down the tini&fter a well-planned coup, the UAR
was dissolved on 28 September 1961. Thus a newn d&a’thist nationalism began, in
which practical implementation of ideology, the primacy of the grand challenging
‘imperialism’ and Zionism above all else were at threfront of the party’s agenda, taking
precedence over ‘Arab unity’ wherever it was deetodzk a hindrance. This could be seen
as the first clear example in which Ba'thist naéilism prioritised resistance of Israel over
Arab unity, particularly if unity led to a comprosei of the former. This marked one of the
key stages of evolution of the Ba'th party, bubalsthe interpretation and application of

Arab nationalist ideology in Syria.

The period between the coup and the eventual Baltéwvolution in 23 February 1966 saw a
series of counter-coups and struggles for powewdsrmt Ba'thists, Nasserites and
conservative forces. The military continued toy@a integral role in this time, entrenching
itself further into the web of national politic&sad simultaneously made his rise up the
ranks of both the military and the Ba'th. The tailist Ba'thists concluded that to prevent
the subjugation from external forces again, thetany not only needed to be strong, but
also sufficiently politicised in order to remairyhd to the ideological agenda of the Ba'th
from within. Given the social constituency of tieng military class and their favouring of
action over ‘theorising’, the ‘neo-Ba’thist’ revaion of 1966, as it is often termed, saw a
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more militarised and socialist government takingrovl he effective ruler was Salah Jadid,
though he appointed Nur al-Din al-Atasi as Hea8tate, whose Sunni background would,
he hoped, pacify those opposing his own leadershiphe grounds that he was himself
Alawi. He appointed Hafez Asad in the positiobefence Minister. A few months later,

the abilities of the new Syrian government weretpuhe test as it confronted the prospect

of a war against Israel.
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4.2 The 1967 Arab-Israeli War

In the early 60s, due to Soviet arms suppliesethvare many in the US State Department
who believed the UAR had been in a position ofrgjte compared to Israel, claiming that
their armoury and firepower ‘outclassed’ anythihg tsraelis had, which partly explains
why the US so heavily supplied Israel with arfffsBut this notion was disputed by other
authorities in the US state department, who ardgiesker’s stockpiling of weapons in the
UAR were ‘useless’, and that Israeli arms accunmnator the sake of pacifying its
domestic population, was not a worthwhile, norf@ative policy for peace in the region or

Israel’s security®’

In this period, the US was faced with the dilemrhanaintaining equilibrium in the Middle
East or tipping the balance of its fragile diplomaather in favour of Israel. A difference
of opinion emerged between members of the Statarttepnt and the President’s office
over how best to manage America’s two strategibsit-of garnering Arab support to fend
off the USSR, and also protecting Israel. The WS already planning to support Israel
over its planned diversion of Jordanian watersufgpsrt its growing population, a hugely
controversial move. The State Department recodriss to grant Israel additional military
aid at this time, as it was requesting, could usasarily antagonise Arab forces in the

region, leading to a dangerous, possibly nuclearsaace.

Despite this, President Kennedy decided to sigmtiy increase both economic and military
aid to Israel so that during his term in officed & Israel totalled at $1bn since 1948,
compared to the marginally higher amount of $1.&marked for all the Arab states put
togethef®® when President Lyndon Johnson took over in 18&@3]1 he took this a step

further by supplying specifically offensive weapotts balance what he saw as ‘the
disproportionate arms build up on the Arab sfd&While much of the literature states that
the US Government did not go so far as to apprevael's development of a nuclear

deterrent, the declassification of South Africamgrmment files from this period show that

286 Memo of conversation, Phillip Talbot in Washingt@fl/1964 FRUSVol. XVIII, 1964-7

287 Robert Komer to Washington, 10/1/1968KRUSVol. XVIII, 1964-7, 11-14

288 Kennedy, cited in Moshe Ma’oSyria and Israel, From War to Peacemakifxford (1995), 86.
29 johnson, cited in Ma'oByria and Israel86
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Israel did eventually acquire the technology neefbgdthis from the then Apartheid

regime?®°

The border skirmishes (particularly surrounding @€ dkiberias) in the early part of the
decade between Israelis and Syrians developediirgct and increasingly violent battles
between both militaries. Via so-called agricultigettiements, the Israelis had begun to
occupy parts of the mutually accepted demilitarigeshes (DMZ) which had been
designated as neutral land since the 1948 warle\i#liael gained greater control over the
water and economic resources in those areas, As&kfence Minister responded by

shelling the Israeli settlements.

Syria’s actions, in addition to Palestinian gukxriraids invited escalating Israeli
‘retaliations’?** which were (to Syria’s frustration) accepted agitimate self defence and
met with no action by the UN. When Syria claimbdttit could not control or stop the
Palestinian guerrilla raids, the US in turn enteirgd the dispute with a warning that,
similarly, it could not stop Israel if it chosedtriike?®? Asad felt that he was in a dilemma:
if he did nothing it would have meant surrendelstaeli encroachment in the DMZ; but
large-scale retaliation would, he conceded, bringuathe army’s defeat in the face of

Israel’s military superiority>>

Such increased militarisation of Syrian-Israeli @gmover an initially low-key border
dispute, contributed to the escalating tensionsdeh Israel and all the Arab states, acting
as the precursor to war in June 1967. It doesddswnstrate the limitation of superpower
involvement in the conflict — while they potentiatlould have stopped the escalation, it was
the regional actors who played the key roles irtistathe war. This also raises question
marks about the widely adopted interpretation 8yia were the main provocateurs —
indeed from the account provided, both the longhtan dispute over the DMZs,

20 The Guardian, Revealed: how Israel offered toSellth Africa nuclear weapor24 May 2010. For
statements on previous uncertainty about Israeliean weapons see David Lesthge Arab-Israel
Conflict- A History(OUP 2008), 199-200

#1 gee Janice TerryS Foreign Policy in the Middle East: The Role obhies and Special Interest
Groups Pluto Press (2005), which outlines that the waethliation’ has become politically loaded to
imply that there is culpability of aggression oreaide (the Arabs), and self-defence on the other (
Israelis).

292 Memo, Houghton to Battle, 15/5/1967, (US State &&pent Records, National Archives, Maryland,
hereafter referred to as SBP Entry Al (5624) Lot#72D490, Record Group 59, Box 8
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unchallenged Israeli settlers and Israeli retaliaj also contributed to rising tensions. This

highlights the historiographical difference thaaisimes lostin accounts of the 1967 #WA4r.

The ruling figures of the key states, their persdnstories and political biases, had a
significant bearing on the march to war. For Egijatsser was a victim of his past glories
in Suez; his inability to challenge Israel overatgions in the region, and his perceived
passivity over Palestine, led people — in Egypt elséwhere — to question his assumed
leadership of the Arab nationalist struggle. Inattempt to repair this damage he veered
further to the left, increasing links with the US&Rd even the Viet Cong to engage in

empty sabre-rattling— much to the anger of the US.

In turn, the US leadership, having been willingsé® him as someone worth negotiating
with in the past, now saw Nasser’'s moves as daibentagonism and were happy to see
him disciplined and curtailed. Lyndon Johnson aagven more pro-Israeli president than
Kennedy had been before Hith thus Nasser’s actions and bellicose rhetorid¢alshow
and not with intent) further alienated Washingtad aneant that the US was less likely to

restrain Israel in the event of war.

Israel, for its part, was far more willing to esatalthe level of confrontation than the Syrians
or indeed any of the leaders anticipated. Naspeo\socation was not seen as threatening,
but rather as an opportunity to be exploited. Phene Minister, Levy Eshkol, being far
more cautious than his political peers and theslspablic, came under pressure and finally
stepped down on the eve of war, giving way to asgatition including militarists Moshe
Dayan, Shimon Peres, Yitzak Rabin and the even might-wing Menachim Begin.
Israel’s objectives were no longer merely to haidathe DMZs, or to teach Syria a lesson;
their target was now the defeat of Nasser and Eggenh as both the greater threat and the
greatest prize since 1956. Beyond this there tmse who saw war as an opportunity to

expand Israel’s borders permanently and redrawnide?*®

The scale of war hoped for by the Israelis wascthraplete reverse of the intentions and
predictions of the Syrians who did not have theabdjy to engage in all-out warfare.

#% The history of the war is contested among schofinaiev (1994:50) and Daniel Pipes argues that the

Arabs held greatest responsibility for the war tigio radicalisation and deliberate provocationstai&h
and Seale argue that Israel were already looking frassus Belli to strike Egypt and expand tevaliy;
Itamar Rabinovich settles for a cycle of escalaffom both sides, with neither side seeking \Wame
Brink of Peace, The Israeli-Syrian Negotiatip(Rrinceton 1998) 19-23
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Their only way of responding to Israel’s encroachimeto the DMZs had been to sponsor
limited guerrilla raids - what Asad called a ‘pegiplwar’ *°’ but they had not wanted an
escalation beyond the Syrian-Israeli borders. Vitigt did not calculate was their inability
to control the actions and motives of the Palestirguerrilla movement, who saw the
advantages of an all-out Arab-Israeli war for thmim cause. In the face of increased
tensions between Syria and Israel, the under-fasshr felt compelled to demonstrate his
pan-Arab credentials by signing a defence padtirth Syria and then Jordan, agreeing to
come to their aid if they came under attack. THoNgsser had no intention to fight a war
with Israel and was unprepared in the event, thosiged Israel with the opportunity to
bring Egypt into the sphere of war and — givendksamilitary superiority, assured US
backing and better preparation — to inflict a hkdefeat on their old foe.

Between November 1966 and April 1967, Israel laeddm invasion into the West Bank of
Jordan and escalated its air battles with Syriajrig Egypt to respond by moving its troops
onto the Sinai border with Israel. What Egypt mdted to be a deterrence to Israel and a
launch for negotiations, provided Israel with @a&sus Bellit was looking for to pursue a
full-scale war against the Arab states (with taoid full approval from President Johnson),
in order to annex more territory and enhance itsisgy position®® In the week-long war
the Arab states endured a crushing defeat. Isyaklthe Egyptian Sinai, the Jordan West
bank and the Syrian Golan Heights. On 5 Juneadyst its airforce, on the ahe Golan
was captured; on the same day, a ceasefire wasiacen), but despite this Israel went on to
capture Quneitra, the main town of the Golan, al$ asMount Herman on 1Rne — a
strategic high-point on the Golan, which the ISsst up as an electronic listening post and
from where they could ‘monitor every movement ie thamascus plairf®® Over the
course of the war, six hundred Syrian soldiers vkdled from continuous bombing and
napalming; the town of Quneitra was utterly desthypecoming a symbol of Syria’s sense
of injustice, while its inhabitants and those freorrounding areas were forced to flee,
leaving some 120,000 displaced Syriaffs.

The significance of the 1967 Arab-Israeli war fbe tregion as a whole, its causes and
consequences, has been analysed in great depttheleeand need not be revisited in

297 bid, 191-120
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further detail heré®® Itis sufficient to emphasise that the outcomenefwar was militarily
and politically disastrous for the Arabs states &ad a grave psychological impact:
suddenly their Arab nationalist identity and itpaeity to unite the Arabs was called into
serious question. This was accompanied by thesetaln that Israel, with its small
population and all its vulnerabilities, had surpakall the Arab states in its military power
and tactical awareness. The war was a pivotalteveonsolidating Israel’s statehood and
stake in the region, as well as an asymmetricatanyl and economic situation. It also

served to stamp US dominance in the region asdtrerpof the victors versus the USSR.

However, beyond its general impact on Arab mothlewar had a particular, constitutive
part to play in the future triangular political daymics between the US, Syria and Israel. The
rest of the chapter will now focus on the impacivaf on the development of US-Syrian
relations. Firstly at a domestic level, the faglsiof the Syrian army, the humiliating loss of
the strategically vital Golan Heights, the destiarcof the civilian town of Quneitra by the
Israeli army after the official ceasefire, and tbkes played by both external and regional
actors, provoked in Damascus both introspectioreaseeper mistrust of enemies and allies
alike. The strategic wisdom of Salah Jadid’s gorent’s militaristic approach, not justin
the war, but prior to it, was now scrutinised mopenly — militarism had become a part of
the Ba'thist revolutionary ideology in the 195011&0s, but should it be adopted to the

point of jeopardising Syrian and Arab interests?

This was an observation not lost on Hafez Asad, evimself carried the guilt of overseeing
the air-force and being connected with its failur8sich a humiliating defeat could not be
repeated, and change at the top of the regime jusioin personnel but also in strategy —
was becoming viewed as a matter of urgency, settitigin intensified rivalry within the
leadership and debate about the future of Syrialgigal approach, as will be discussed
later in this chapter. Secondly, the war did n@t jgenerate introspection and have a
negative effect on Syria’s morale; it also had gomafluence on Asad’s personal, long-
term perceptions of the US as the bankroller afdsrand the Soviet Union’s unreliability as
a key ally. Thus the need for a more strategiaaiypetent, less reactionary and perhaps
more pragmatic government was simultaneously tedeepenindhostility and mistrust

towards the US, not the opposite.

301 For accounts of the 1967 War see Seadmd 117-141; Avi ShlaimThe Iron Wall- Israel and the Arab
World, Norton (2001); 236-250, Ma'o&yria and IsraglLesch,Arab-Israeli Conflict 204-214
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The sense of international law being violated withunity — for example, Israel’s unilateral
invasion of Arab territories, the sacking of Qureeéven after the declaration of a cease-fire,
and the occupation of seized land through civiattiements which permanently displaced
Arab communities that had evacuated during the-wapvoked Syrian anger and charges
of double standards. It also meant the ensuingrisanre proposals for peace were treated
with disdain by the Syrians, mirroring what theyt f@as Israeli disdain for UN laws
safeguarding Arab security.
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4.3 Aftermath of the War

In the months following the outbreak of the 1967rWae United Nations issued Security
Council Resolution 242 on the 22 November. The ¢éxthe resolution emphasised the
‘inadmissibility of acquisition of territory by waand the need to work for a ‘just and
lasting peace in which every state in the aredigain security’. It stipulated that all states
should act in accordance with article 2 of the Uhaer. Crucially, it laid down two
principles, with implications for both Israel arietArab states. The first of these was ‘the
withdrawal of Israeli armed forces from territor@cupied in recent conflict’. The second
was: ‘The termination of all claims or states oflliperence and respect for and
acknowledgement of the sovereignty, territoriaggnity and political independence of every
state in the area and their right to live in peaitkin secure and recognised boundaries free

from threats or acts of force.” In addition togbeprinciples, the resolution also affirmed:

1) The guarantee of free navigation (for all states)ugh international waterways in
the area

2) A guarantee for achieving a just settlement ofrdiegee problem

3) A guarantee of territorial inviolability and potal independence of every state in
the area, through measures including the estabéishof demilitarized zones

Resolution 242 was supposed to set the basic goalgparameters of a possible peace
settlement. But efforts to move the parties comeétowards that settlement required more
than the rhetoric of a UN resolution; for it cadi@o condemnation, apportioned no
responsibility, nor conveyed a clear timeline orgodial sanctions that might have induced
greater urgency among the states involved. Anadsintinuing war of attrition, the US
attempted (and largely failed) to secure cease-firmugh an initiative set up by Secretary
of State William Rogers (known as the ‘Rogers Blaanhd sent Ambassador Jarring on a
diplomatic mission to sell the prospect of peacgotiations to the Arab states. For the
Syrians, the resolution did not go far enough tadolsrael’s withdrawal from Arab
territories; furthermore it appeared to equate uhgency of Israeli withdrawal with a
reciprocal diplomatic recognition of Israel on tyeet of Arab states — given that Syria at this
stage contested not only Israel’s borders but wisaw as Israel’s illegitimate occupying
status, it could not accept such a proposition.protest at the resolution’s perceived

leniency towards Israel and disregard for the reéygroblem which long pre-dated the 1967
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war, as well as in protest at America’s contribatio Israel’s victory, Syria refused to

accept resolution 242 or to receive Ambassadomdgim the country.

Beyond this, the US also enacted its own poliaeiependent of the UN to address the
volatility prevailing in the region in the afternhadf war. It imposed a complete embargo on
the sale of items that could be of military sigrafnce to the Arab states and Israel. Despite
their attempts and requests to restart trade,rttiego remained firmly in place towards
Egypt, Syria and Irag, and was enacted most ce@migtagainst the Syrians. In contrast,
the embargo was soon lifted for Israel. Officiatlye US justified their contradictory actions
by arguing they had ‘diplomatic relations’ with tlsgaelis, whereas they did not with the
Arab states® The US further argued that since the Soviet Umiishnot exercise any
restraint in its military sales to the area (iArab states) it felt compelled to reassess its
own policy3®® In this way, the policy was portrayed as an aptetm restore military parity

in the region, even though US weapons were farrsupe those of the Soviet Union.

It was an argument ill-received by the Arabs; tvagn, in 1968, the Americans agreed to
the sale of 50 F-4 Phantom supersonic jet airctaftsrael worth a total value of $200m in

order to boost Israel’'s Defence, they was sevandigised by the Arab states, which was
then manifested among the Arab public with streetgsts against the US and western

#°* The US also breached the embargo by supplyingevesto Jordan to prevent

personne
it from turning to the Soviet Union; this effectlygpolarised the region even more than

before, between allies of the US and allies ofSheiet Union.

It was during this period of existing tension timaatters were made worse by Syria’s
hijacking of a US plane. One of the first jobsha# newly elected President, Robert Nixon —
who replaced the Johnson administration in Janii@6@ - was to condemn the hijacking
and order the extradition of the perpetrators. &dmately then, prospects for US-Syrian

rapprochement and thereby a smoother path towaatsemegotiations appeared dim.

While the issues of weapons sales and terrorisnbleohon, the potential peace settlement
was still on the table but faced several probleRasolution 242 had in fact done no more

302 Memo, Sisco to Secretary of State, 21/1/1%®@File: Strategic Trade Control, Syria 1973. DEF&]2
Lot #76D451, Record Group 59, Entry Al (5630)

303 Statement on situation in ME, Torbert to Gude110¥969,SD Entry Al (5624) Lot#72D4, RG 59,
Box 6

304 Memo of conversation, Davies, Scotes and Jordahiabassador, 27/8/1968D Entry Al (5624)
Lot#72D4, Record Group 59, Box 6
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than symbolise the deadlock that now existed betviee Arabs and Israel - the Arabs
interpreted it as demanding Israel’s complete walagl behind the 1967 borders prior to
negotiation, whereas Israel saw it as a demantiéaecognition of Israeli sovereignty and

security before any return of laf.

In the face of this deadlock the US became preaedupith the Jordanian and Egyptian
sides of the settlement, viewing Jordan as ‘thetmezgly’ to accept Israel as a neighbour,
and Egypt as having ‘earned the right to make pelac®igh its size and importance in the
region% In contrast, the US stated its main reason prdting Syria has been the Syrian
government’s refusal to accept the principle ofeaqgeful settlement.” The Syrians’
unwillingness to endorse UN resolution 242, to hawér militants, or to allow US
Ambassador Jarring to enter the region, showed tteefye ‘typically intransigent’ in
America’s view, and justified their policy of nomgagement with Syria’s grievanc®s.
The Syrians, for their part, felt non-cooperaticamswhe only means by which they were able
to voice their condemnation and anger at the odaupaf Arab lands and the perceived

waiving of Israeli culpability by the US.

America’s silence over Syria’s situation (its losk land, large numbers of military
casualties, displacement of its people) furthepdaed the mistrust felt towards the US and
aggravated its enmity towards Israel. The US, Maweemained confident about its policy,
basing it on an assessment that at that momeetwaes ‘virtually no chanc&® of a Syrian-
Israeli settlement, at least not before Israeldetled with Jordan and Egypt. Not only was
it deemed logical, it also allowed the US the oty to demonstrate the benefits of
cooperation versus the consequences of obstrustipmnaking an example of Syria and its

non-compliance.

Thus 1969 saw the emergence of the policyseparate peace’one which would have

lasting consequences for Syria, its relations WiehUS and indeed for the wider region. It
is true that the Syrians had framed the logichisfilan by refusing to accept UN resolution
242, unlike its Arab neighbours. Their intenticadhbeen to pressurise its neighbours to
follow suit and form a united Arab front, one thaduld be stronger against Israel and in

negotiations with the US; moreover the refusal ¢oept 242 was designed to act as a

3% Henry Kissingeryears of Upheava(Weidenfeld & Nicolson, 1982), 198-99

308 Kissinger,Upheava) 199

307 Draft US position on Israeli-Syrian settlementaB#o Roger Davies, 18/12/19&D Entry Al (5624)
Lot#72D4, Record Group 59, Box 6
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message of defiance and intolerance for the comdinaccupation of Arab land,

contravening, as the Syrians saw it, internatiéea&l However, the US determined that
‘problematic’ Arab states should no longer be a#ovto influence its own agenda for the
region, and it was the US which wished for andigaded the policy of separate paths to
peace — a policy which the Syrians were alwaysdwas a deliberate move to irrevocably

divide the Arabs and deny justice to both Syriams$ Balestinian3>®

Nevertheless, despite leaving the Syrians out enabld, the US outlined a potential
incentivising plan in the event that Syria woulceetually come round and accept the
necessity of negotiating with Israel. The prectinds for a Syrian-Israeli settlem@fit
included the following:

1. All parties would agree on a timetable for action

N

The state of war and belligerency would be terneidand a formal state of peace
established

Parties would agree on a secure and recognisedlbpubetween them

Parties would work out an agreement on demilitdrizenes

Refugees from the 1948 war would be offered comga@ns or repatriation

o g bk~ w

Syria and Israel would mutually agree to respec arknowledge each other’s
sovereignty, territorial integrity, inviolabilityral political independence

7. The final accord would be recorded and signeddstigs and held by the UN

In public, the Americans put the onus for furtheage talks on the Syrians, with the
implication being that they only had themselveslame for the lack of progress on the
Syrian-Israeli front. But they also acknowledgledttas long as Israel retained the right to
annex the Golan Heights, there would always besstrddngoing conflict in the Middle

East’!!

Officially, Israel cited security reasons to jiysannexation, so in response, the US
sought a compromise by allowing Israel to retaihia strip of territory along the crest
overlooking the Jordan River (but not overlookirake Tiberias) thus assuring security for
Israel’s Hula Valley*'* However, despite such overt attempts to readngoomise, the

US had privately conceded from an early stage e¢gedings that:

309 Author’s interview with Martha Kessler, Washingtb, May 2009
319 5ee: Draft US position on Israeli-Syrian settlemBaas to Roger Davies, 18/12/1969, Entry Al (5624
Lot#72D4, Record Group 59, Box 6
311 yjhi
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The Israelis will not withdraw from [the] Golan Hgits no matter what is decided
by the great powers in this regard. If worst cotoesorst, the Israelis are prepared
to confront even the United States should the dn8&tes attempt to force the
Israelis to pull back®

Israel was keen to point out that the assuransea@frity was not enough, for their claim to
the Golan Heights was not based merely on secouityhistory and moral right. Israeli
diplomat Ben Aharon reiterated the non-negotialoleditions of Israel’s annexation by
stating that the US must ‘realize the depth ofifegin Israel about [the] retention of the
Golan Heights®'* This forces a reassessment of the notion pulpicinulgated by the US
at the time, that Syria alone was the intransidgetor in any proposed peace settlement.
Given its private statements to the US about ifgdacability on the issue, the notion that
Israel was a passive actor merely waiting for thee& to accept universally accepted peace
conditions is not viable with the documentary evici2 Rather Israel’s predetermined and
immovable position on what the outcome of anyeetént should be (including permanent
rights for Israel to annex the Golan Heights), Bigantly contributed to the existing

stalemate between Syria and Israel.

As will be outlined in greater detail, the reasdnmn contrast other Arab states, Egypt and
Jordan, did not experience the same deadlock im tiegotiations was because they
accepted Israeli conditions, almost fully and vigtv demands of their own. Noticeably in

the State Department records, the Israelis werquedtioned in their commitment to peace
or asked to compromise as the Syrians were, nytvate and never in public. The purpose
of negotiations on the Syrian-Israeli front, frohe tAmerican standpoint, was mainly to

persuade the Syrians to accept the Israeli positaiher than to produce movement and
bargaining from both sides. This argument is #rrtBupported by Kissinger’'s shuttle

diplomacy, analysed in the next chapter.

4.3.1 Emergence of the American-Israeli ‘special tationship’

Based on the above analysis, one might ask theiguewhy did the US make such little
attempt to move the Israelis from their own positd intransigence, while simultaneously
berating the Syrians for theirs? What bonds ofliyyor identity, what strategic or
economic necessities, or what domestic politidalémces bound the US so closely to Israel

and generated such a strong inclination to pursaeli interests on Israel’s behalf? In the
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previous chapter, it was outlined that the US peudsthis policy under Roosevelt and
Truman, to a lesser extent under Eisenhower, attdingreased vigour under Kennedy.
This trend was continued and raised to greatetdaweder President Lyndon Johnson and
the partiality became particularly marked during 967 War. When Nixon became
President in 1969, he sought to temper the appearahovert bias that Johnson had
fostered™™ but by that stage the US-Israeli ‘special refasitip’ was already a fixture of US
foreign policy. It had evolved into something thent deeper than pure strategic interests

and was a virtually unshakeable commitment.

The 1967 war and the alarming rapidity with whible US and the Soviet Union were
dragged into a regional conflict, creating the daraf a direct confrontation between the
two superpowers, forced a reassessment of USgpgraiéhe Middle East. The US could
not protect both Israeli interests while at the sdime seeking to strengthen the Arabs so
they could be used as a bulwark against Commurnifstiney were both likely to be in
conflict with each other. Moreover, Israel’s nahy victory and superiority in the 1967 War
had put the US in a difficult position. No longeas it possible to play to international
sympathy and a (now outdated) moral justificatigtlaiming to support the ‘underdog’ in
the region, while claiming to equally defend boides was also no longer viable. While
still in a dilemma over how it was to proceed mengagement with the Middle East, the
State Department produced a paper on ‘US polityarMiddle East’ drafted in the summer

of 1968. It eloquently illuminates the nature ahérica’s dilemma:

‘...Israel cannot be described merely as a ‘distigrbactor’ in our relations with the
Arab world — Israel and the nature of our relatitopswith it is a basic obstacle to
our achieving better relations and exerting graaterence throughout the area. In
a sense we are caught within a dilemma. On thehand, we feel constrained to
maintain a special association with Israel, whitetlee other, we seek to safeguard
our interests in the Arab world which are beingdeid because of our special
relationship with Israel. The weakness of our pmsi..is that we are trying to
achieve both objectives, although they are incoibleat

It would be helpful if we were to recognize thdidifllty in which we find ourselves
and analyze the reasons for our special relatipngith Israel and failure to achieve
our goals in the area. Then, and only then, caglthegin to approach the area and
its problems with a greater degree of realism.

We have developed [a] special relationship withdsfor very valid reasons. But
they are reasons not germane to Middle Easternnaigsa They are associated,
rather, with political factors at work elsewheretard the world, most particularly in
the United States and in Western Europe. We sladsitorecognize that Israel itself

31> Rabil, Syria, The US46.
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holds the key to none of our interests in the até&anot an effective deterrent to the
spread of Communism nor an effective instrument dtvengthening western
influence there; it controls no significant amoohpetroleum; it is not a factor in
communications or transit facilities; and, by itsél cannot bring about peaceful
conditions. On the other hand, the Eastern Aratestdo hold the key to our basic
policy objectives, with the one exception of the envisioning a peaceful resolution

of area problems. This last one is attainable otilyough Arab-Israel

cooperation3®

The paper then outlined two alternative policy esutOne was toraintain a low level of
involvement in the internal and regional politicdstbe Middle East’ The authors of the
paper deemed that taking on an even greater rapgipsn the region would require the
US to play a far more decisive role which would betpossible ‘without alienating one or
the other of the contending parties, or both’. Idwer, it was also acknowledged that if the
US chose to remain aloof from the hostile situatiotne Middle East and did not weigh in
heavily with the parties, ‘the Arab-Israel confieill remain smouldering and will break out
from time to time in open warfare’, while US ColdaWinterests would be continuously
weakened. Thus the second route, and the one wincipolicy paper recommended,
required the U% make a serious commitment to one of two possitteprobably divisive,
resolutions these being: ‘a) an end to Arab irredentism aa decision on the part of the
Israelis not to seek their destiny as a nationtdpamn the Arab community in which they
are located’. It was agreed that both options Wgeinerate resentment and opposition on
either side of the conflict. If the US was to pugsuch a policy, then it would have to be
prepared to abandon the appearance of trying tafgdoth the Arabs and the Israelis —
though there were many that already felt the USdlvag of both sides was far from

equitable.

From the introspective tone of the paper, one maglirst assume that the US was set to
reassess its close relations with Israel and timethe balance of US geo-political interests,
the US would give its support to the Arab statédswever, to the contrary, US opted to give

its unreserved support to Israel after this pghiaper was issued — a policy which reflected
the President’s office and the view of the SecyetéState Henry Kissinger. From here-on

in, the US saw Israel no longer as an isolatedastitpf US interests in the region, but as a
state that could also help the US fulfil its stgategoals in the region, an accolade that had
traditionally been bestowed upon the ArdlfsAnd thus rather than pursuing incompatible

%1% Comments on ‘US policy in the Middle East’, FiRol-23, Arabl/Israel, July-December 1968, Entry Al
(5624) Lots# 71D5, 71D22, Record Group 59, Box 3.
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153



goals, two key strategies were twinned, so thattBevas now on course to focus its efforts

on aiding the Israelis and further boosting thelitary capability and strength in the region.

As intimated in the policy paper, the key reasoms WS support for Israel had not

historically been strategic or geopolitical. Rathks-Israeli relations had been fostered
because of personal ties between members of tlaell@istration and Jewish identity, and
an emotional connection felt towards Jews as dtrefsilhe Holocaust. Moreover, there was
a large Jewish community living in the US whoseceatarried more weight than that of
Arabs living in another continent. When domesbtitics became fraught, successive US
administrations increasingly approached Middle &asaffairs against the background of
needing the support of the Israeli lobB¥.Short-term political pragmatism at home played
as much a part in America’s decision to suppoddkas the emotional ties of some US

politicians.

Nixon’s initial aim to establish a detente betwadirparties, was essentially discarded by
this new policy — but it did reflect pragmatisnthe extent that any type of peace — even an
incomplete one, or an unjust one in the view ofArebs — was deemed acceptable if it was
in US interests. As for the support of Israelsthias a policy that had already been in
motion under Johnson and Kennedy before him, lat #fis internal debate it was now

accompanied with a strategic rationale as well.

4.3.2 The Syrian post-war position and policy towads the US
The last section looked at America’s reaction edltcome of the war and its increasing
political inclination towards Israel; this sectianalyses the Syrian reaction to their defeat

and to the US’ policy.

Between 1967 and 1970, the Syrians saw no sigmsagfress for the recovery of the
occupied Golan Heights, Palestinian territoriegarity in the balance of power in the
region. As a result, the Syrians harboured a nurabgrievances against the US for (as
they saw it) aiding Israel in an illegal occupatagainst Arab aspirations and interests. The
first grievance was the basic factor of the USaalte with Israel. The Arabs reacted to the

negative outcome of the 1967 War by enacting atbggainst Israel, which was led by the

318 R. Khalidi, Resurrecting Empirel 21

154



Syrians - labelled ignominiously by the US as ‘thest rabid of the Arab countries on this

subject’3?

The US noted from the Ba'th’s early foreign polittywas not only the ‘most belligerent of
all the Arab states toward Israel’, its preoccupatwith Israel had ‘dominated Syria’s
foreign policy’ and as a result, it tended to ‘sh@p policy toward a given nation in terms of
that nation’s policy toward Israel’® Even prior to the June 1967 War Syria had viewed
anything American with ‘profound suspicion’. A%tblS correctly asserted, the ‘basic issue
is the Palestinian problem and the total identifaog in Syrian eyes, of the United States
with Israel.®** After the war, Syria’s animosity and associatiéthe US with Israel only
increased. The Syrian government severed relatwgthghe United States with immediate
effect, giving American official personnel only A8urs to leave, whose lives according to
US reports had been in grave danger while theyiredan Syria. Although other Arab
states, such as Iraqg, Algeria and Egypt, had aiskel official relations with the US in
protest after the war, they still maintained dipédio links by retaining personnel in their
respective Interest Sections in Washington. Sgriaeak, however, was ‘total’. The
furthest the Syrian government went was to assigarél to the Syrian interests section of
the Pakistan Embassy in Washington DC, Syria’sgototg power in the US, while Italian
officials had to represent the US in Damascus.

Moreover, the US continuously came under seveaelatin the Syrian press and visas were
refused to American tourists. At this point, USi8y relations were at their lowest ebb.
Things did not improve in 1968 when the US notexd the prospects for resuming relations
with Syria are even bleaker than those of Iragthwihom the US also had frosty relations
since its own Ba'thist revolutiotf?> According to the State Department the US hadntip
1972, very few direct contacts with Syrian offisidfom 1967 onward¥® An internal
report on foreign trade in the Middle East furtblborated on the extent of poor relations
between the US and Syria:

319 Telegram, Parker Hart to Seelye, 12/12/1968, Siteategic Trade Control, Syria 1973. DEF-12-5; Lo
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To date, the Syrians have continued to be extremestyile to the US and their
public information media have castigated the Usdegree which even exceeds the
hostile Peking propaganda. Furthermore the Sy@amernment has boycotted
American goods and has favoured the goods of athentries. The SARG has
attempted to undermine the pro-Western governmanisrdan and Lebanon by
means of sending fedayeen through Lebanese andniandterritory. This has
invited Israeli retaliation which has contributedthe internal instability of these
countries. Thus we do not want to do anything thatild enhance the military
capabilities of either the fedayeen or the Syriamp’3%*

The Second main grievance, and apart from the ©8e@al support for Israel, was Syria’s
frustration at the US-imposed embargo on the daleapons to the Arab states, as alluded
to in the above statement. They saw this as hetalie attempt to prevent the Arabs from
developing not just their militaries but also thgéneral domestic security infrastructure;
even the import of police radios was vetoed byliBe Against this backdrop, the Syrians
were especially vexed by the US’ continued supplrms and fighter jets to Israel, while
their own military stockpiles deterioraté®. Indeed the US had become the major source of
arms for Israef?® which were used directly against Palestinian apdas fedayeen —
deemed as terrorists by the US and Israel, and msportant part of a legitimate resistance

by the Syrians.

The third grievance, and most grating for the Syjavas the US’ ambivalent stance
towards Israel’s refusal to withdraw from Syrianda- for Syria, the most antagonistic of all
Israel’s policies was that which it maintained todsathe occupied territories. The Israeli
Ambassador to the US reflected his government'wpaent when he told the Americans
with regards to building settlements on the GolamgHts, that he:

saw no reason why Israel should not do what it edgio fulfil its responsibility for
maintaining the territories under its control sedas Israel acted within the context
of military occupation and abided by the Genevav@ation®?’

Thus it was apparent that the Israelis did notgieecany need or pressure to withdraw from
the Golan Heights seized during the war, desp#eallggality under international law.
Furthermore, they made it clear they had no intemlo so in the future by continuing to

build settlements. In 1968 the Jewish Agency anoed plans to settle a further 15,000
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civilians on the Golan Heights. Initially, the W&l express disapproval, pointing out that
the mentioned settlements, ‘would...be in violatedrthe Convention’, citing Article 49,
paragraph 6 of the 1949 Geneva Convention pergioigivilians, which stipulated: ‘The
Occupying Power shall not deport or transfer paftts own civilian population into the
territory it occupies®?® The ICRC Commentat$’ provided on the convention indicated
that this clause was intended to prevent dblnisationof occupied territories in the
aftermath of war. As an official at the US StatepBrtment highlighted, the clause was
inserted to prevent practices similar to those satbpy Nazi Germany during World War Il
when it had transferred portions of its own popafato occupied territories for political and
racial reasons; thus, he argued, Israel was ‘pugsaiipolicy with regard to settlements on
the Golan Heights which is inconsistent with thteim of Article 49(6)3*° There ensued as

a result of his comments some dispute within tléeSDepartment about the extent to which
the Article in question prohibitehysettlement on occupied areas; but there was nadoub
that it clearly prohibitecolonisationwhich, it was agreed, would occur if the number of
settlers was substantial. This debate and comelwsas not discussed a great deal in public,

and it was clear no action would be taken over it.

Thus there was an unusual situation in which theitel&f clearly stated that continued
Israeli occupation of Arab land and subsequentdngl of settlements was illegal under
international law, but at the same time, it refusegdut any pressure on Israel to withdraw
following its strategic policy shift to defend Iglaat the expense of the Arabs. With the
strategic policy change outlined earlier, all U#§ in the Middle East appear to have
inclined towards strengthening Israel’s positiompgosed to enabling the Arabs to realise
their goals of recovering lost land and dealinghwiite repatriation of refugees. Instead of
demanding Israeli withdrawal from land occupiedingirthe war, the US enabled this
situation to be framed as the status quo. Thie fhée the onus on the Arab states to
recognise and strike peace with Israeteturn for land Prior to this, the return of lands
seized in conflict was an unconditional stipulationder international law; as Henry
Kissinger elucidated in his memoirs, it was thewd® altered this international norm after

making this significant policy change in favourlsfael*
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With Israel continuing to build settlements, andwthe US effectively defending Israel’s
actions, Syria now felt that it had both the mamadtl legal argument on its side. Thus
despite the US’ policy, the Syrians felt that undégrnational law, it was within their rights
to recover their lost lands without the condititimst Israel and the US had placed on them.
This position is one that Syria continues to puplend officially maintain. As a result,
Syria also became over time, a champion of the &Jthalegal framework within which to
operate and pointed the blame at the US for operatutside of it*> The legal route
became a reflection of a moral argument for théa®gt while international law was treated

as an ally against the alliance of the US and Issaen by Syria as the real transgressors.

As for the fourth major grievance, the Syrians $sagvUS as deliberately using post-war
Arab disillusionment, and its own superpower infloe, to sow disunity amongst the Arab
states. On one hand, the US observed that thé@adaunited some Arab forces with the
effect of ‘downplaying the conflict between natitism and Islam?®**but on the other hand
it had also set some regimes apart from otherslysing cleavages within the collective
Arab policy that could then be exploited by the &l Israel to initiate peace amaswme

of the Arab states, if not all.

Jordan was marked as one of those countries. &oteaugh the war had focused Jordan’s
attention towards the building of its military cégdies against Israel, the US also
recognised this was a development that could begwartound; for unlike Syria, Jordan was
not motivated by ideology, but regime security. tAe State Department observed, in
contrast to Syria:

King Husayn’s main preoccupation is the preservatb the monarchy for the

Hashimite dynasty. If he could do it by acceptisgel’s existence he probably
would do so, but he is inhibited from doing so hg pressure of Palestinians in
Jordan and his revolutionary Arab rivafs.

Even if Jordan opposed Israel on an instrumentkbfor domestic factors and not out of
any moral or ideological principle, this would hawveen sufficient for Syria’s political
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cause. However, any such expectations were destdte US, recognising a weakness in

the Arab front, put its efforts into swaying indival state policies.

It was not the case that there were no effortsigin@s on either the American or Syrian side
to improve relations. Indeed, at one point, Egyptecision to raise US representation in
Egypt to Ambassadorial rank did stimulate Syridbt@lge the divide. Moreover, the
Americans still saw some benefits in maintainingdesi relations with Syria — the
‘maximum extent permitted by the Syrians’ - whibby hoped would include commercial
and cultural activities at same level as other t@esm In view of both geo-political
considerations and of its potential in economic lamehan resources, Syria was deemed by
the US to be too important to ignore, much lesge€gip’, and through some degree of
normalisation of relations in non-political fieldbe US sought to have rights to transit oil
through Syria and to fly its aircrafts over Syr@nspace. The Americans acknowledged
that while they could not hope to change Syriatuales towards Israel, and thereby the US,
they could help develop Syria into a ‘modern ndtievhich would accrue subsidiary

benefits for US economic and commercial interesthé regiort->

However, these intentions failed to materialiss.ti#e State Department correctly asserted,
regardless of these non-political gestures, therfnmapetus for improvement of relations
with the United States is forward movement on #iesaent of the Arab-Israeli conflict®
The Syrians held deep mistrust and anger towaedsl8) and the latter failed to calculate
that its economic and cultural activities wouldoatse viewed in a suspicious light. Thus
Syria engaged in a number of acts to further witdhendiplomatic gulf between the two
states. In 1969, two Israeli passengers werergstan Syria following the hijacking of a
TWA airliner on 29 August 1969. This became a eratf ‘very profound concern to the
United States Government’. The Syrian governmadtxpressed it was willing to publicly
reconsider releasing the two Israelis in exchangexfo Syrian military pilots held by Israel
since 1968 when their planes strayed over Isragltdry on a training mission and made an
emergency landing on Israeli territory. Howevee teraelis had publicly rejected any
suggestion of such an excharigeln addition to this, the Syrians had detainedesaUS
citizens suspected of espionage for Israel. Asagasrately observed:
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This, in fact, has been the general rule of owrédfto improve relations with Syria.

Every time our contacts seem about to reach a gsioci, an incident has occurred
between Syria and Israel, or on another frontef&hab-Israeli conflict, which sets

us back to our original starting poifit.

Thus as outlined above, there were several re&praswas so opposed to US and did all it

could to hinder US activities in Syria and in tlegion. In summary, these reasons were:

I.  US support for Israel in the 1967 War

ii.  The continued US embargo on arms trade in themegibile it was lifted for Israel
- indeed arms sales to Israel increased.

iii.  Nixon’s policy shift that favoured Israel’s stannghe conflict and reconfigured the
return of occupied land as being conditional orcpdaontra international law)

iv.  US failure to condemn continued Israeli settleméntsccupied territories

v. Perceived US exploitation of cleavages amidst thebAanks, demonstrated by
American efforts to coax Jordan to sign a separesee with Israel.

vi.  Suspected US espionage for Israel

The Syrians sought to communicate these grievatewdbhe Americans, and it only
exacerbated the hostility when the US dismissedaByanger as ‘xenophobid®’ The
notion that Syria’s grievances were a result adtional hatred of the US, rather than
American policies, served to undermine Syria’stpm@l claims — this in turn enabled the US
to sideline Syria, while Syrian opposition rathean being taken seriously was perceived as

emotional and reactionary.
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4.4 Syria’s Marginalisation and the Advent of a NewRegime

The above analyses the bilateral relationship bEtlge Syrian and American governments,
but it is also important to analyse simultaneougetijpments at the regional level to
understand state behaviour and changes taking atdbe bilateral level. In Syria’s case
this is particularly important; it is fair to sayat more than most states, Syria’s policies at
three different levels - international, regionatlatomestic — have been interrelaféd.

Thus if we are to analyse the relationship betwberlJS and Syria at this time from the
domestic angle, we may ask to what extent theiciesl were supported by and reflective of
the national mood in their respective countries.the US, foreign policy, as in many
democracies at this time, remained primarily a eomof the political elites and interested
lobby groups, while the domestic agenda dominatgulifar political discourse. In Syria,
however, foreign policy was intertwined with domesgblitics. Given that it found itself on
a constant war-footing at its borders against Isfareign policy was not only the preserve
of the elites but was in the consciousness of ntadinary Syrians. When gauging the
success or validity of any foreign policy actidrshould be measured against the goals and
values of not only the government but also theetgavithin which it operates, even in a
closed authoritarian system.

In Syria’s case, it was not only victory againstesiemy such as Israel that mattered; the
principle of ‘standing up’ to the Americans andwsirgg solidarity with the Palestinians and
fellow Arabs was not only valued but demanded, ene¢he absence of success. This was
alluded to regularly in the primary sources, highting that the Syrian public, more than in
other Arab states, was cited as being hostile ¢oi8 and reflected their protests more
vocally and openly. The goals and values in sudneagn policy were not pursued only in
the hope of attaining material and military advgetebut were formulated on the basis of
fairly rudimentary principles that were capturedhi Arab nationalist ideology, but were
not constrained to those who called themselvesmalists or Ba'thists. The principles of
anti-imperialism and opposing occupation were beyaaligh to attract the strong support of
average members of the public, regardless of thiggabmachinations of the party elite and

controversies over domestic policies.
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Thus while the government of Syria was at this twemak and unstable, facing both
international and internal party pressures, it seggported by its people on its stance against
Israel. Thisis supported by the report at thetirom Dr. Luigi Conte, the Italian officer in
charge of American interests in Damascus, who édithat the government enjoyed a great
deal of popularity. He suggested that Syria wasfitist Arab country to undergo a ‘real
proletarian revolution’, and felt that the grasstsopopularity and degree of control of the
regime in Syria was perhaps underestimatgd.

However, despite such support, by 1970 the Syriawermiment was facing growing
opposition from various quarters. Defeat agaisistdl had been a humiliating episode and
increased criticism against the regime. There wkose in Syrian society who had
significant reservations against the Ba'thist rewioh to begin with, despite its popular
stance towards Israel, among them the urban meratiass and Islamist groups, as
highlighted in chapter 2. Moreover, deep riftoa¢xisted within the Ba'th party itself,
which had not been resolved by the radicalist miofd.966. Some in the party dissenting
against the Jadid regime found a rallying poirSatah Bitar, once a Ba'thist, now outside
of the sphere of the regime. Others such as Aktdawrani and Amin al-Hafez were
identified by the US as being distrustful of the bi& also opposed to the current Syrian
regime. They were marked out as potential aggatand in such an event, the US kept
channels open in case they wanted to contact theithSa view to changing the Syrian

regime3*?

The lack of experience and indeed incompetence gmonmber of those whom Jadid had
put in key positions added to the weakness of gowent and its inability to face conflict
with Israel: these included Yusuf Zu'ayyin as Priktiaister; Ibrahim Makkhus as Foreign
Minister; Nur al-Din al-Atasi as head of State ctaeian divisions were also becoming more
apparent under Jadid, with the Druze marginaligest a series of coup attempts, while
Sunni elements in particular were outraged at &olepublished in the Ba'th’s military
journal denouncing God and insulting religion oa éve of war. It was Jadid who brought
Asad in as the Defence Minister after the radicab-Ba’thist’ revolution in 1966, and Asad
in turn played a key role in quelling a major réioal against Jadid; but their alliance

unravelled with defeat against Israel. Jadid bthdefeat on the armed forces controlled by
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Asad, while Asad and his supporters in the armysed the leadership of undermining the

army (and thereby its effectiveness in battle)ulgtoits political purged®

These internal problems within the Syrian regimeasarther compounded by its growing
isolation in the region. While the military hadpgpwrted the regime in its more active
‘defiance’ of Israel, there was also an increaseadisation in some quarters that the Syrian
leadership was pursuing a radical strategy thtterahan furthering the ideological cause,
was proving to be reckless and threatening tceiighbours. Syria could not afford to tread
an isolationist path; the Ba'thist regime had sthie role and purpose on its regionalist
credentials, and to persist with a radical agehdadppeared to advance little else except
Soviet geopolitical interests, put Syria in a negalight and awkward contradictory

position.

Moreover, without sufficient military support froits Soviet allies or the capacity to back
up threats, Syria’s belligerence was in fact expgds vulnerability and alienating it from
its neighbours who felt Syria’s posturing left theuith less room to manoeuvre. By March
1968, plans were well underway to bring Israel dortlan together in an agreement in
which Israel would return some of the West Banldodan and compensate for refugees,
and Jordan would enter into economic cooperatiah vgrael — thus the US was set to
increase economic aid to Jordan with the view okinmit a ‘showcase country*’
America’s relations with the Saudis, Lebanese, imodeasingly with Egypt, provided
enough substance to continue with a settlemehed¥liddle East’s problems without Syria.
By September 1968, the US State Department privegplorted that ‘all the Arab leaders
(with the exception of Syria) genuinely desirecead to the conflict with Israel’, although

none of them could express this publicly given papapposition to such a mov&,

By 1970, this trend became even more pronouncedeostdematic for the Syrians: the
death of Nasser — increasingly mistrusted by thea8y for his willingness to even
contemplate a settlement with the US, but stitl tie Arab nationalist goals nevertheless —
hailed the arrival of Anwar Sadat, initially vo@ddout his opposition towards Israel and the
US, but fast disassociating himself from a unitedf with the Syrians. Given its isolation,
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the fact that Syria was still entrenched in itstitibstowards the US was something that the
US was able to ignore without (it thought) much seouence. The Jadid regime had
portrayed its stance to be based on a fixed ant-Aeatric ideology, rather than on
common international principles, thus making itydfas the US and indeed Arab neighbours
to dismiss Syria as an inflexible party in any geptan and, therefore, one that was not
worth negotiating witif*® Rather than retaining the purity of Arab natidstagoals, this
lack of pragmatism was in fact strategically deamntal to the principles the Syrian regime
sought to uphold. Apart from this ideological digh#here were also straightforward power
struggles at the heart of the Ba'thist regime. dshihis internal turbulence, yet another
coup against the government ensued; having atiorgeduashed an earlier challenge to
Jadid’'s power, Hafez Asad was now the chief ingpigaWith his links in the army and the
power base he had slowly built up within the Pattsad seized power in 1970, and was to

hold onto power against the odds over the nexiythgars.

Asad’s leadership, notably different from the Jacdkdime for its pragmatic approach,
marked a turning point in the nature of the Syregime, itsstrategyin foreign policy, and
the internal stabilisation of the state. Howewke, notion that there was a change in the
main substance of Syria’s foreign policy as a ftestiAsad’s pragmatism is contestable.
Olson argues that he ordppeardo be more pragmatic (and by extension less idezzitg
motivated) when he is compared with the radicati$ithe Jadid regime from 1966-7U.
Olson contends that when compared with the Ba'thigt wider nationalist forces that
precededthat regime, Asad was no more pragmatic than ddlyean leaders, while his
policies seem consistent with his predecessorsladgcal commitment and strategiés.

| agree with this view up to a point: it is the eahat when cast alongside Jadid’s
particularly radical and revolutionary regime, Asadpproach tends to be interpreted as
being less ideological when this is not necessadlyHowever, | contest Olson’s position
that there is consistency between the leadershidsatl and pre-Jadid figures. Asad's
leadership was clearly set in different circumséane regionally and domestically. Syria
found itself in a more hostile neighbourhood aftexr 1967 War, even more isolated than
before by the growing influence of the US and rarltpower of Israel, and the softening

positions of fellow Arab states towards both. Agaél had shown, its willingness and
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capacity to retaliate to both military and politipeovocation was great and extremely costly
for the Arabs. The external constraints on Symessionism were therefore far greater than
they were previously, and willingness to engadeeiigerent rhetoric with limited gain had

to be checked - especially when the state of itaryi was continuing to deteriorate.

Meanwhile, there was growing pressure on Syrigésléeship to stabilise the country’s
economic situation, at a time when surroundingestatere increasing in wealth and
improving domestic infrastructure. Jeopardisitapgity and development at home by
inviting tighter sanctions and more military thieatas a risk too lightly taken in the past,
and which would have greater repercussions anm@sthanging economic and political
environment by 1970. Finally, the Jadid regime $eeh the growing alienation between the
Ba'th Party, whose constituency was increasinglgedaamong the rural and Alawi
population, and the rest of the Sunni urban-basedlation. The former tended to be more
radical, the latter less so, and they were becomiggned at Syria’s regional isolation and
the accusations that it harboured a sectarian eegiffhen Asad took over, he immediately
embarked on a project to drastically increase #regyPnembership, particularly in the urban

areas, in order to raise the government’s legitimfat

Thus as a result of these different circumstanbat Asad found himself in, | take the
position that he was indeed more pragmatic thapregecessors within the Ba’th Party, due
to a host of domestic and external pressures amstreants. Numerous events had shown
that there was no such thing as glorious failuteépursuit of ‘ideologically pure’ policies,
adopted more for the sake of party endorsementemiiimacy than for the increasingly
alienated Syrian population and principles of Anabionalism; rather, the greatest threat to
those principles were now seen to be Syria’s matig@tion and yet another external

reconfiguration of the region in the absence oAeab nationalist voice.

As discussed in earlier chapters, the most impbéasypect of the ideology, in practice and
increasingly in principle, was its opposition taemal interference and lack of regional
autonomy. A radical stance that a) purported thddding true to a regionalist ideology, but
which in fact led to marginalisation and irrelevanand b) provoked war and in turn
destabilised the country and the region, therebiing yet more external involvement, was
seen as far more detrimental to the core ideolbgeals and security of the region than

measured pragmatism. The notion, however, thatl Agas ready to sacrifice all his

349 Olson,The Ba'th 145.

165



political beliefs, especially given his persongdesiences in his youth, does not give enough
recognition to the power of ideas. Understandiog/ iAsad’s pragmatism was firmly
situated in an ideological framework is an impottamance.
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4.5 Asad’s Pragmatism and the Impact on US-Syrian &ations

Asad brought the pragmatic approach discussed albmyjast to the Syrian government’s
policies at a domestic level, but importantly toeign policy as well. Having seen the
failure of its policy of non-engagement, and thetowed deference towards Israel by both
the US and other Arab states, Asad sought to teByre’s hostility towards the Americans
and thereby raise its input in regional affairisiwas reflected on a number of levels. For
example, after the 1967 War, Syria refused to vecgecretary of State Henry Kissinger and
Joe Sisco in Damascus, and designated its DepugyghdMinister, Zakaria Ismail, as the
primary channel of communication — this had repntest a fairly low level of diplomatic
contact between the two states, and was a deléeigial to the US that Syria did not seek
closer relations. On his arrival as President h@neAsad changed this policy by accepting

the need for direct communication.

The olive branch was also extended in other arees as trade. Thus Syria changed its
policy of boycotting US goods, and began placirgquessts for sales of equipment that was
of non-lethal military use — indeed the Syrians sauight to extend this trade to armaments
in general, although this was not granted by theeArans. It is plausible to see this as a
strategic decision by Syria, to increase its inflteewith the US by becoming a key outlet of

trade which the US would not want to lose due titipal problems.

This policy change can also be connected to thahHatthe Syrians wanted to reduce their
reliance on the USSR, and needed more modern westenipment, which their Israeli
enemies had been able to take advantage of. AogaaGhaleb Kayali, an ex-member of
the Syrian Foreign Office, the Syrian governmerpiatticularly the military wing — had
become disenchanted with the Sovi&Ps.Furthermore, Asad personally, on becoming
president, sought to make a cleaner break frondddel regime; having his own doubts
about Soviet intentions and influence over Syra,blegan to create a greater distance
between Damascus and Moscow and the relationstaneeeasingly becoming an uneasy
one. Syria successfully resisted signing a treffiendship with the Soviet Union in 1972
although both Egypt and Iraq had done so. Of eoties were not severed — in particular
the military links remained strong. Even as lateas 1973, Syria received 3 times the
number of Soviet fighter aircrafts in the firsthal the year than it had received in 1972,
while Syria had acquired $200m worth of Soviet gramsl there were 1400 Soviet advisors
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in Syria by June 197%! Nevertheless, there continued to be strainetisalabecause of
the Soviet Union’s increasing attempts to influeBgaa, while its military failed to react to
aid the Syrians when 13 of their aircrafts weret sloovn in September 1973. The shift in
relations had a positive impact in Washington wheesved that Syria was ‘disposed to
expand and improve its relations with other coestiand to rely less exclusively on the

Soviets for outside support?

In more substantial policy areas, Syria also dennatesl signs of accommodation and
flexibility. In 1971, the areas of disagreementaveighlighted as being Syria’s rejection of
the UN Security council resolution 242, as welt@snsistent support for the admission of
the People’s Republic of China to the UN and theuésion of Nationalist ChinZ® But on

8 March 1972, Hafez Asad finally accepted resotulid2, four and a half years after it had
been passed. On the occasion of that announcenosveyer, Asad was at pains to reiterate
that the Arab people had two aims ‘from which thalynot deviate or abandon: liberation
of the occupied land and restoration of the righitie Palestinian peoplé&>* Asad argued
that any international effort by Arab republics slibreflect these two aims. While his
change over 242 could be portrayed as an embargadsnb down, this was not how Asad
perceived it - rather he felt it was a way of makirdifficult to ‘keep the Golan Heights out
of the Jarring picture’. Indeed Asad had undestibat the reasons why there was less
urgency on settling the Israel-Syrian front wadlgdrecause Syria had still not accepted
242.

At first the US showed signs of responding poslyii® Syria’s concessions. It still
maintained its policy of embargoing military shipme to countries that had broken
diplomatic relations with it; but by 1972, the U donsidersupplying weapons to the
Syrians as an exception to its general policy, @aking into account that even an
improvement of 50% of the Syrian military cargo wméh fleet, though improving Syria’s
military capability, would not significantly ‘chaeghe basic quotient in the aré’. The
US considered increasing wider non-military tradth\8yria and showed willingness to
overlook arrears in Syria’s repayment of developinieans. Moreover, the US recognised
increased Syrian interest in purchasing US miligquipment instead of from the Soviet
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Union as a positive move and a sign that the Sygewvernment sought to reduce the
distance between Washington and Damad¥ughe US also recognised the potential that

Syria’s growing petroleum industry presented tolls2economy.

Moreover, with regards to the peace process iiviiddle East region, the US gained further
confidence on the potential for building on US-&wrrelations from Syria’s firm stance
against fedayeen activities on its own soil, despitria’s rhetorical support for the fedayeen
elsewhere. Crucially, the US perceived that theaBg were ready to strike a political
compromise with the Israelis, even if they contmhde ‘talk tough’ in public and had
initially rejected UN resolution 242. And finallgyhat the US regarded as the ‘best
indication of improved Syrian Government attitug@gs Syria’s request for weekly visits
to Damascus from the American consul in Lebandre-US felt that this augured well for
future diplomatic relations and positioning of USgonnel in Syria which had hereto been

prohibited®” The following makes the State Department’s patspe clear:

Syria remains a negative factor in Middle East peaaking efforts, but under the
Asad regime, which came to power following failofeSyria’s attack on Jordan in
late 1970, it is moving in the direction of gregteagmatisnt-°

The new Syrian government was also described byy$hambassador to Syria as:

More pragmatic, more responsible and less idedaigimotivated than the previous
Syrian regime. While of course the regime’s peldeave something to be desired,
this is a relative matter and our actions and reastcan be helpful in shaping the
Syrian Government’s future policiés

While the following statement from the State Dememt provides another exposé on

America’s perceptions and its policy intent towagysia:

...If we can re-establish an American presence améscus, despite Syrian and
Ba’'athi political sensitivity, there is a chancestdrting a dialogue which could lead
to creation of vested interests on both sidesdnhimg a settlement of our relatively
minor bilateral financial problems. | very muchutbd we could offer the Syrians, as
an opening gambit, enough economic aid to perstieahe to let us in through the

3% Memo, Sisco, Atherton and Talcott Seelye, 1/17219DEF-12-5, Lot #76D451, Record Group 59,
Entry Al (5630)

%bid, DEF-12-5, Lot #76D451, Record Group 59, Emd (5630)

%% Memo, William P. Rogers to President Nixon, 248172, DEF-12-5, Lot #76D451, Record Group 59,
Entry Al (5630) The reference to Syria’s attacklondan relates to Asad’s shift from the Jadid jpsin
supporting the fedayeen in Jordan, and opposirigdtzanp down by the Jordanian regime 1970.
¥9Memo, Seelye to Sisco, 17/1/1972, DEF-12-5, L&B#51, Record Group 59, Entry Al (5630)
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political door; but through the economic route ¢hés a chance of gradually
rebuilding a position of some modest influence amiascus®®

There were of course on-going areas of disagreetfferBut overall, there were clear
signals of cooperative intent and indeed majorgyathanges on the Syrian side (as seen
with the acceptance of resolution 242), which wetern picked up and understood by the
Americans. The US responded — to an extent — psoamg the rather modest sale of 4,000
trucks and 175 ambulances, an example of one diethenstances of US-Syrian trade,
particularly in areas of defence. However, despiteh justifications provided by the State
Department, President Nixon still refused to pethatsale of non-lethal military equipment

to go ahead.

What, then, can be gauged from these developmbkaotd &S perceptions of Syria? What is
clear from such statements above is the State Deear held the view that a more
pragmatic Syrian government — one that was demnatitggrgreater strategic awareness —
would also be, to a certain extent, abandoninigéslogical principles. Moreover, the US
intended that a greater level of communication &ndncial transactions should also
persuade the future direction of Syria’s policies imore US-friendly positioff? The US
was further encouraged in this view by Syria’s weee diplomatic ties with Jordan (which
had been broken off since 1970) seeing that itcctedd to a political realignment of the
region — namely into one less hostile towards Isrdbus it was stated:

By choosing to rejoin the Arab mainstream and das®aevith “moderate” states
such as Egypt and Jordan, Syria may be tacitlyggdtr the benefits which might
accrue from a negotiated settlement to the Middist problem...there are also
unsubstantiated reports that by being increasingigsonable and repairing her
relations with Jordan, Syria stands to gain ina@ddsancial support from Saudi
Arabia’®?

Such actions, including increased clampdowns ofetlieeyeen movement were interpreted
by the State Department as Syria’s growing williegmto put national interests first before

the interests of its ideological allies, and byession a greater willingness to reach a

30 Memo, Seelye to Joe Sisco, 1973, File 76D451, D, Lot #76D451, Record Group 59, Entry Al
(5630)

%1 For example, Syria’s detention in 1972 since %t&wmper of Major Richard H. Barratt, the US Assistan
Army Attaché to Amman.

%2 The sale of military equipment was increasinglgrmected to the possibility of ameliorating the gpif’

of Syrian Jews, an issue raised vociferously byekiim US lobby groups, as a way of strengtheniag th
argument in favour of the sale.

33 Memo, Edward Djerejian to Atherton, 5/10/1973, BEES, Lot #76D451, Record Group 59, Entry Al
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settlement with its ideological foes. It would sethat they anticipated that with a Syrian-
Israeli agreement, Syria would eventually follonaam-ideological path, just as they were to
witness with Egypt after the 1973 war. This irltseflects a key motivation behind any
political engagement by the Americans — any palitmompromises in the Arab-Israeli
conflict were expected from the Syrian side, rattien the Israeli side. Notably, no
mention was made about the potential return ofGb&an Heights as a result of Syria’s

increased cooperation.

There are three further questions that can bed&isen here. Firstly, how significant was
the change in Syria’s policies since the arrivahséd, and how great was the potential for
greater cooperation at this stage? Secondly, veaStte Department accurate in its view
that the Syrian government was indeed becomingasingly pragmatic and therefore less
ideological and willing to thaw the ice in US-Syriaelations, which had especially
developed since the 1967 War? Thirdly, given ta@eDepartment was so keen to increase
the level of US economic assistance to Syria, wylds ultimately stall on the American

side?

Firstly, the conciliatory overtures by Asad’s gaveient were indeed highly significant in
the context of Syria’s recent and indeed long-tarstory. Given that there had been no
formal diplomatic relations between Syria and tHe whder the Ba'thist regime prior to
Asad’s presidency, and given the extent of Syrlastility towards the US and its
opposition towards resolution 242 — albeit minimmaits eventual impact — the pragmatic
shift under Asad marked a critical period for US48&y relations that contained the potential
for substantial engagement and dialogue betweetwihstates. In the post-1967 political
stalemate between Syria and the US, it was Syah rilade the first move towards
engagement with the Americans. This move was masleould be remembered, without
Syria receiving any assurances about the retuttmed&olan Heights or indeed a resolution

of any of the issues affecting the Arabs.

Secondly, let us assess the State Department’'sipsegof the Syrian government and its
suggested policies for greater economic collabanatMost of the literature looking at this
period of US-Syrian relations follows the view dfet State Department that Syria’s
increased pragmatism under Asad would lead to dugtaabandonment of its ideological
fervour and opposition to Israel. However, | contéhat: a) the State Department was over-
optimistic in its belief that through greater ecomo relations, the US could sway Syrian
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policies in the political field; and b) its highviel of expectation from the Syrians in fact
jeopardised the prospects for dialogue. The useaiomic and financial assistance as both
a political and ideological tool was a recurringes in US foreign policy. However, what
the US State Department arguably did not considearthe extent to which Syria also shared

America’s appreciation for the value and poweragdre@mic aid.

However peripheral a goal it sometimes becamea jpaticies, Syria’s links with socialism,
as well as its observance of the cosy relationiseiveen some of its conservative oil-rich
Arab neighbours and the west, meant that Syriairedavary about accepting widespread
assistance beyond what it felt it urgently needegispecially assistance with political
conditions attached. Indeed the consistent eleme8yrian policies was its caution in
incurring any debts to other nations. Hence theedé& acknowledged that Syria had
always faithfully paid off its debts to the U%. Syria’'s historical and ideological
perspective held that to be indebted to other castisked the loss of independence, and a
long-term obligation to repay those debts not dnigncially, but also politically. This was
reflected by the Syrian governments during the $94@d 50s even before the Ba'thist
regime®® Crucially, this caution over receiving econoraid did not mean Syria was not
willing to enter into substantiatade, provided it would not be indebted to anotherestat
Even after the US refused the sale of military poquent, and even when relations began to
deteriorate again, Syria notably persisted ireigsiests tpurchaseveapons from the U%°

For Syria, the wish to buy weapons from the USeéld a strategic need to restore military
parity to the region, and to particularly rectihetmilitary imbalance between Syria and
Israel that was so obviously exposed during the/A\8@r. Hence requests for increased
American trade from the Syrians can in fact be s continued commitment to its
ideological goals and opposition towards Israelthis sense, the State Department were too

presumptuous about the implications of Asad’s iaseel pragmatism.

Moreover, it can be argued that American expeatatamd demands for Syria on the back of
this increased pragmatism were unrealistic, failontake account of the entrenched nature
of Syrian opposition towards Israeli policies, asda result this acted as a disincentive for
further cooperation on the Syrian side. The Sdagartment’s willingness to engage more

with the Syrians was based on the belief and egfientthat Syria should have to make the

34 Memo, Seelye to Joe Sisco, 1973, File 76D451, D, Lot #76D451, Record Group 59, Entry Al
(5630)

%% See chapter 3 for more detail on this.

3%¢ Memo of conversation, Khaddam and Kissinger, 28724, Middle East trip follow-up, RG 59,
Briefing Books 1958-1976, Lot#75D146, Middle EasipTFollow Up 5/1974, Box 205.
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whole shift towards the US and Israeli positionshaut any reciprocal movement the other
way. On the face of it, the Americans claimedecognise the need for ‘dialogue’ to stem
the ‘Syrians’ ability to play a spoiling role’ ilé regiort°” but it would appear that their
understanding of the purpose of dialogue was t@ioge and convert the Syrians to a pro-
western position. Arguably in diplomatic termsg thoint of dialogue is to be a two-way
process of compromise and sacrifice. The mismatttteir relative objectives for dialogue
meant that conditions were ripe for increased fatistn from both the Syrian and American
sides and a growing perception that the other padg not genuinely interested in

compromise.

Finally, we come to the question of Nixon’s objeatto the sale of military equipment to
the Syrians, despite the initially positive viewktbe State Department on increased
economic trade. One possible argument is thatmMigoognised more accurately the long-
term motives of the Syrian regime and the unlikadith that it would substantially alter its
policy towards the US and Israel without major dedsaof its own that the US could not
meet. This argument, however, is unlikely. Thet&Department had a greater awareness
and grasp of Syria’s position than the Presidenffise, which was traditionally far more
conscious of domestic factors. The State Departaidnin fact express reservations about
Asad’s ability to manoeuvre given a number of cansts at the domestic level — they
argued that ‘Syria is experiencing a moment oftfaion’ (as surmised by the Italian

ambassador) because President Asad was:

inclined toward moderation but there are variousds at work which could prevent
Asad from cooperating in the peace effort; the Arthg radicals and others seem to
be unhappy with the cease-fire and to favour migkgihg. Asad wants to do what
Sadat did but is torn between various segmentyidiSsociety’®

First of all, it cannot be ascertained from suatlbaument that Asad really did want to
imitate Sadat in striking a truce, eventually, witle Israelis and the US. This notion is
contradicted by the documents on US-Syrian disonssi the contentious year ahead, and
it also demonstrates ignorance of Asad’s suspicaimgit Sadat and the direction he was
taking at this stage. But even so, in the unlilselgnario that heid seek to sign a truce with
Israel, the documents once again suggest thatyhanSeadership had to consider the
sentiments and political outlook of various sectfrSyrian society. Indeed, US officials

%7 Memo, Norman Pratt to Korn, Djerejian, 9/11/19%Be: Political Relations, Syria/US, DEF-12-5, Lot
#76D451, Record Group 59, Entry Al (5630)

3%% Memo, meeting with Italian Ambassadors and StapaPtment, including David Korn, Roger Davies
and Charles K. Johnson 16/11/1973, DEF-12-5, L60O#51, Record Group 59, Entry Al (5630)
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seemed surprised to find ‘conservative, highlywestern Syrian[s]’ in line with the general
popular mood against Israel and the US’s ‘hardfituae towards Syrid®® This supports

the argument that collectively, Syria’s foreignipglat this time was shaped by ideological
motives — whether these motives were held by theme, or domestic constituents who

influenced the regime.

However, while these may have been the dilemmasifan the Syrian side, they do not
adequately explain the hesitation on the Americpag’'to engage more closely with Syria.
To understand the President’s primary concernsegd to look to the internal politics in the
US. Throughout the deliberations of whether mijitsales should go ahead or not, the most
important factor for Nixon, and acting as the majostacle to agreeing such a deal, was the
likely reaction not just of Israel but particulatiye Israeli lobby in the US towards the
sale®”® A change in policy had been proposed and congtafatled since 1969 due to
ongoing problems between Syria and Israel. Baek,th TWA aircraft to Damascus was
hijacked shortly before the recommendations wereetanade by the State Department,
while the Syrian government was judged to be ‘catidg itself in such an improper
fashion’ by holding two Israelis, that the time wast yet right to press for a policy
change’™

However, since then, and even after Syria’s caataity gestures since Asad came to power,
the matter continued to face obstacles due to #yeAmerican sale of items to Syria would
appear to the Israelis. Though Nixon was emotlgrahbivalent about Israel, not carrying
the same loyalty that his predecessors (or indegdSecretary of State) felt, he was
nevertheless beholden to the sentiments of the &i§€ss, which was still very much in
favour of Israef’® Thus the negative coverage that such a transactmd indeed any
example of greater US-Syrian cooperation - migivehgenerated at home amongst the
Israeli lobby groups and with Israel itself was ajon contributing factor in America’s

policy towards the Syrians.

It was in this context of frustrated Syrian effadsengage more closely with the US in the
hope of progress in the peace settlement that SgdaEgypt embarked on the 1973 War

399 etter, N. Pratt to B. Baas, 4/11/1969, File: @&ic Trade Control, Syria 1973. DEF-12-5, Lot
#76D451, Record Group 59, Entry Al (5630)

370 Memo, Seelye to Sisco, 17/1/1972, DEF-12-5, L&B#51, Record Group 59, Entry Al (5630)

371 etter, Bryan Baas to N. Pratt, 24/11/1969, Fiirategic Trade Control, Syria 1973, DEF-12-5, Lot
#76D451, Record Group 59, Entry Al (5630)

372 Kissinger,Upheava] 202-4
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against Israel. The main objectives behind thigseneere to regain land, rehabilitate their

reputation and to restore greater parity to theiheskewed balance of power in the region.

Military action was deemed necessary by the Syrauasthe Egyptians because the Arabs
had so little to bargain with, while their militaayd strategic inferiority meant they had no

way of forcing Israel to the negotiating table.n&olevel of parity was needed before Israel
could be made to see any need for a settlememn ghat the post-1967 status-quo suited
them very well; moreover through conflict, Syriaddigypt intended to show the US that

they were serious players in any negotiation pmeesl still retained political and military

agency.
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4.6 Conclusion

The aim of this chapter was to highlight the siguaifice of this historical period and its
constitutive effect on US-Syrian relations thereaftlt reflected the importance of both
structural factors (regional insecurity, colonggacy) and agency, chiefly Asad’s personal
and historical ties to ideology, which formed hadifical principles and goals, but also the
role of individuals in effecting policy in neighbiong Arab states, Israel and the US. The
chapter demonstrated how both structure and agefayn, but also are shaped, by ideas,
which in turn become embedded and institutionahgiin state policy and among public
opinion. This could be seen from both Syrian amgefican positions towards Israel and
each other.

At the start of the period under scrutiny here, & heavily favoured Israel in military
armaments before and during the 1967 war — thisraoed with a one-sided arms embargo
against the Arab states that did not extend telsréhrough Syria’s subsequent reactions
towards the US, and the crystallisation of US nggaierceptions of Syrian obstructionism,
it is possible to identify this as a period when-8@8ian hostility became especially
pronounced and continued along this trajectorgémades to follow. The failure of the US
and indeed the international community (via the Wiexpel Israel from the occupied
territories and apply any sanctions, enforced tit®n of Israel’s impunity after breaching

international law.

Following the war, the US made a crucial policyragain which they no longer sought
equilibrium between the Arabs and Israel, but mdtdecided to give their support to one
side, creating a military disparity in the regiamdaalso placating domestic Israeli lobby
groups. By building up Israel’s military and s&gic position, the US aimed to take war off
the agenda despite fostering Arab resentment, #sawdurthering US economic and
strategic objectives against the USSR. The US disted the UN’s stipulation for
unconditional withdrawal of land occupied duringway demanding safeguards for Israel’'s
security as greconditionbefore the return of Arab territories, the US veaguably
legitimising Israeli occupation as a strategic optidespite the illegality of occupation via
settlement under international law. This altesrdél’'s game plan, who recognised that the
status-quo was now in its favour — thus obstructiod delays of any settlement suited its
own interests and became a favoured tactic whenegotiations threatened to extract

Israeli concessions.
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The post-war situation also saw the US develogarsecrucial and lasting policy, that of
Separate Peace. In favouring a piecemeal apptodaitte region’s problems, it directly
contradicted Syria’s interests and ideologicalondior a comprehensive peace settlement.
This was facilitated in no small part by the Araéétas themselves- the Jordanians’ lack of
commitment to any ideological goals for examplewa#i as the transitional nature of the
Egyptian regime. Thus Syrian hostility towardstbtite US and Israel stood out amongst
other Arab states. Syria was the only state &ctdJNSCR 242, on a point of principle.
Syrians were also especially aggrieved by the amzald arms embargo which prevented
Arabs from matching Israel’s military power. Anddlly the fact that no movement was
made by the US to address the occupation of thar@aeights, while Egypt and Jordan
both had more American attention and sympathyhéufuelled Syrian hostility towards the

US for its perceived hypocrisy in the enforcemernternational law.

Asad came to power in a period of turmoil both wt8yria and in the wider region. Both
via his style of leadership and clear changes iicypoAsad shifted Syria onto a more
pragmatic course, but one which was not necesdeassyideological. The main concessions
Syria granted the US was the late acceptance od@d2he request for increased Syrian-
American trade, especially in military equipmemt’hile the US State Department were
certainly responsive, they were ultimately too oysgtic about changing Syria’s position
through economic aid and failed to successfully entiie case to the President for an
American rapprochement with Syria. The Presideoffiee, on the other hand, was to
become greatly preoccupied by domestic issues aacdne Watergate scandal. Thus
criticisms by the Israeli lobby at home carriedrew®ore weight and turned out to be rather
influential in preventing the US from improving ties with Syria. Thus by the end of this
period, Syria’s conciliatory gestures remained aipr®cated by the US, who continued to
impose isolation on the Syrians. Being outsiderthé peace process engendered a deep
sense of frustration and dissatisfaction with Arced role as mediators in the region;
however, such sentiments merely worsened afteaSyeventual inclusion into the process

of negotiations, as will be explored in the nexauter.
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Chapter 5
US-Syrian Engagement: Disengagement Talks 1973 - 75

The last two chapters focused on the emergenceranehchment of US-Syrian hostility,
and greater estrangement between the statesntimsbthese next two chapters will focus
on the theme of engagement between Syria and th&'b&chapter assesses the strategies
of negotiation, the separate motives and perceptaswell as the pressures — both internal
and external — faced by both America and Syriahgsé¢ times; it also looks at why
negotiations ultimately stalled and failed to proelbetter relations between the two states.
The chapter focuses on the Disengagement negosafrom 1973-75, drawing upon
primary sources from US archive and interviewsisT$an important and influential period
for it set the tone not only for future negotiasdmetween Syria and the US but also had a
lasting impact on the Middle East landscape andnsegin unlikely alliances and deep
fissures between the states in the region. A nuoifiuestions that were highlighted in the
introduction of the thesis will be addressed irs théction, these being: what were US
demands of Syria in the negotiations, and how mesle or realistic were they? Did the US
have fixed perceptions of Syrian intransigenced-tarwhat extent did this factor as well as
America’s relationship with Israel hinder opporties for peace? Was Syria obstructing the
peace process? And why has Syria not followed Emypigning a truce with Israel and

forming a close alliance with the US?

Before beginning this analysis it is important ightight the prevailing discourse and
historiography on the roles of both the US and &wylring this period. An influential
argument is that Syria played the role of a speilanwilling due to its radical ideology to
compromise with the US, unwilling to even acknovgedhe existence of Israel, and instead
intent on obstructing other states from making pé&t According to this viewpoint,
Syria’s goals were unrealistic and deliberatelyttanaable in order to scupper the chances
for peace; its motives for perpetuating conflictddeen attributed to the regime’s need to
justify authoritarianism at home and an overbeanifigence of the military, while some

have argued that Syria was bowing to pressure &dmalligerent publié’*

This view is particularly strengthened when juxtsgub by the (apparent) willingness, and

indeed success, of Egypt, Jordan and Israel tdiaggand reach settlements. By extension,

373 For example see Kissingéfpheava) 1048; Robert RabiEmbattled Neighbours, Syria, Israel and
LebanonLynne Rienner, (2003), 24-25
37 Fred LawsonWhy Syria goes to war
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the US’ successful role in mediating lasting ddadswveen those countries appears to
demonstrate American neutrality and fairness. &ytierefore, bears the brunt of
responsibility for the failure to retrieve its ldahd, for continued conflict with Israel and as
aresult bad relations with the US. The chargeftas been, both within literature and also
in policy circles, that Syria did not, and does, mat enough to secure peace — this marks a
surprising degree of continuity in the views ofi@yrefore and after Hafez Asad coming to
power, the key difference being that ideology waglaced by self-interest and regime

security as the prime motivatiéfr

This assessment is contested by what might be teameevisionist historical accounts.
Patrick Seale’s biography of Asad provides an a#teve analysis, in which he argues that
the US had little intention of helping Syria toriete its land and sought #void a
comprehensive peace settlement that would havgsafged the rights of Palestiniai$.
This was not as a response to Syrian obstructigriistirather it was a position determined
long before negotiations began. Seale arguesAhwdrica’s, and particularly Henry
Kissinger’s, primary goal was to support Israefiterests, and by undermining the Arab
nationalist movement to also kick out Soviet influe in the region. Egypt, he argues,
rather than acting as pragmatic peacemakers Hactineen too idealistic in its expectations
of what the US could deliver. According to thiswi, the Syrian-Israeli track failed because
of a ‘duplicitous’ American strategy, Israeli imisigence and Egyptian weakné&sSeale
relies on interviews with key players in those rtegmns, records of diplomatic cables and
in particular Kissinger's own memoirs. This chaptell support this argument, using
documentary evidence that had not yet been releslsed Seale wrote his account. This
supplementary primary material will further stremgyt and develop the revisionist case. In
this analysis | will pay particular attention teetholes of four key actors in the eventual
failure of a Syrian-Israeli settlement which hasl tasting repercussions for US-Syrian
relations: Syria, America, Israel and Egypt.

375 Author's interview with Eliot Abrams, Washingtor€DJune 2009; interview with Andrew Tabler, May
2009.

37 See Seale’s ‘Asad the struggle for the Middle East the chapter: The October lllusion pg 202225
for an excellent exposition of the war. It detalile extent of American collusion with Israel tsere

Israel ended the war with the upper hand, as gell@akening the Arab states as much as possitbecbef
the start of negotiations. It also highlights himargy of Soviet support. And finally it explaihow the
seeds of Asad’s mistrust of Sadat were sown, basaedbles and documents remaining from the war.
3" Seale Asad 248
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5.1 The US and Syria: Perceptions, Goals and Straies

The previous historical chapter took us to theahthe 1973 war between Egypt, Syria and
Israel. The war was a result of the deadlock thi&awed the 1967 war. It had been a
devastating defeat for the Arabs: with Israel oggand settling on captured Arab lands,
and content with the status quo, the Arabs hdd titt no bargaining power in any peace
process in order to retrieve their land and restoligary and political balance in the region.
With resolution 242 still not enacted by Israelti&and Egypt launched a military attack on
Israel on 6 October 1973 to rebalance the disadgantDespite gains at the start of the war,
and though the war served to challenge the nofitsrael’s invincibility, the Arab armies
were ultimately pushed back by Israel’s counteeadfve, having to relinquish the Sinai and

Golan, and suffering many casualties.

On 24 October 1973 Egypt agreed to a ceasefirowtittecuring any Israeli commitments
to withdrawal and without consulting with Asad, weiiforced Syria to follow suit since it
could not have fought the war alot{&. This fragile ceasefire was to be followed up veith
multilateral conference to be held in Geneva utddrauspices to enable talks among all
parties and ratification of agreements. Whileal loften been the case that Syria followed
Egypt’s lead in foreign policy issues, on this aioa the ceasefire proved to be a highly
controversial decision and was met with widespaggubsition in Syria, particularly among
the public and the military/® Syrians felt that the Arabs had more to gain é tar was
prolonged, which in turn would have vastly strergiid their hand not only in negotiations
but in the region’s overall balance of power. Muver, Asad felt that the American-
contrived ceasefire was not merely a cessatiorosfilities by all parties (which Israel
reneged on anyway by continuing to fight on thegigy front), but in fact ensured that the
war ended in Israel’s favour and on American tefffitn Syria’s eyes, the end of the war
might bring Israel to the negotiating table, buh#&d done nothing to force Israel to
relinquish the Arab territories it had occupiedcsirl967 as was the original aim — the
potential advantages that might have been accroadthe war had thus been significantly

limited.

378 |hi
Ibid.
379 Memo, Norman Pratt to Korn, Djerejian, 9/11/19%Be: Political Relations, Syria/US, DEF-12-5, Lot
#76D451, Record Group 59, Entry Al (5630)
30 sSealeAsad 219-224
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This was, at first glance, less the case for Egybtyp stood a much better chance of
regaining the Sinai — as Kissinger affirmed theabwas of far less strategic value to the
Israelis than the Golan Heights, while Sadat wss showing greater signs of cooperation
with the US®®' Sadat had already made agreements for a ceasa-fire Suez Canal and
accepted intervention of the UN Emergency Forceinggthe way for the return of Israeli
POWs. Despite Asad’s increased pragmatism, canaily gestures towards the US, and
concessions prior to the war, the US still felblad not gone far enough. Thus progress on
an Egyptian-Israeli settlement was pushed with gegater intent and effort by the

Americans.

Little had changed, then, in America’s perceptiohSyria. The US still viewed Syria as
being of less importance than the other partigsgsishey had in 1967. As seen in the last
chapter, America’s approach had been to isolatie 8yd largely to ignore Syrian demands
and grievances. To an extent this was in resportbe high levels of hostility towards the
US amongst the Syrian public, media and politici#ias followed the war. But it was also
based on deeply set perceptions and assumptions&ywan radicalism and intransigence

that seemed to make dialogue redundant in the efdehe US>

As had been the case previously, the US initiglythe onus of engagement should remain
firmly with the Syrians, saving the US from havitagmake difficult concessions to bring
them into negotiations. They expected Syria warddhe to this decision themselves

because of two key developments:

(1) With Egypt re-establishing diplomatic relatiomsth the US, and establishing an
Egyptian-Israeli agreement on the implementaticnadase-fire (under US auspices), it was
hoped that it would have a domino effect on SyNarman Pratt expressed this view stating
that Syria had a ‘habit of taking its foreign pgliead from Egypt®*® Egypt’s resumption

of relations with the US was seen as providing&wiith greater flexibility with its people

to do the samé®*

31 Quandt describes Sadat as ‘emphatic’ in wantingdrk with the US for a peace settlement after the

war: Wlliam B. QuandtPeace ProcesgUniversity of California Press 2005), 125

382 See chapter 4 by author

33 Memo, Norman Pratt to Korn, Djerejian, 9/11/19%8e: Political Relations, Syria/US, DEF-12-5, Lot
#76D451, Record Group 59, Entry Al (5630)

384T0 a certain extent this was also encouraged d¥dyptians — see David Hirst and Irene Beeson,
Sadat (Faber 1981), 173: Ismail Fahmy was reportelabie told the Americans at a banquet: ‘if you win
the friendship of Egypt you in win the friendshifptlee Arab world.’
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(2) The US was relying on Syria’s fears of beiradated amidst these developments with an
Arab-Israeli peace that excluded th&h This seemed to be supported by Syria’s delayed
acceptance of UN resolution 242, and eventual aanep of 338 which marked the end of
the October War. Given that these developmentairoet without any American
engagement, they now saw the merits of allowingeSgrpersist with its fears of isolation
so that it would feel compelled to follow Egyptthrar than building on the nascent dialogue
that was started after Asad came to power. Thuaststated:

Strategically, | assume the US continues to desstoration of relations with all
Arab States, including Syria. On the tactical leY®wever, | see advantage in
letting the next move be that of the Syrians towadhe US which appears probable
as a result of these old fears. Thus any new r&gots should begin at the
initiation of the Syrians, and around a larger @aek of conditions (given the
likelihood that Syria would try to cut them dowmdhbgh bargaining), rather than the
other way round®®

This lack of American urgency in addressing Syrisssles was reflected in the US-Soviet
discussions for an overall settlement in the Midgéest, which took place onQctober
1973. There the Egyptian front (a return to themier international border), and the
Jordanian front (i.e. the 1949 armistice line) waageeed upon and arrangements were made
for Jerusalem to be an open, unified city. Buytt®k ‘no position on the Syrian border,
since Syria was not a negotiating party in theidgutalks, nor had it [initially] accepted SC
Resolution 242°%” Notably, the Soviet Union, despite its strongaalte with Syria, did not
push for discussions on the Golan Heights. AssalteSyria’s future was not even
discussed at these talks. The earlier rejectiddiNBC 242 by the Jadid regime had greatly
prejudiced the US against Syria’s intentions anhcay for peace, despite the change of
regime, the openness to dialogue under Asad arattteptance by 1973 of both resolutions
242 and 338. This was a lesson of non-reciprocdhat Asad learned quite soon into his
presidency. Egypt had also entered into war agéreel in 1973, effectively breaching
242, yet both they and the Jordanians had entexacdeFhegotiations before the end of the
year, receiving very different treatment from th&.UIn turn, a growing ambivalence

towards US-led negotiations began to take rootynmaS

3> Briefing Paper, Syria’s position on UN Resolut®88 and a peace conference, File: Kissinger’s tasit
Syrian Arab Republic, 1973, RG 59, Lot#74D416, B&0

38 Memo, Norman Pratt to Korn, Djerejian, 9/11/19%Be: Political Relations, Syria/US, DEF-12-5, Lot
#76D451, Record Group 59, Entry Al (5630)

387 Summary, US-Soviet discussions, 1/10/1973, Filssikdger’s visit to Middle East 1973, RG 59,
Lot#74D416, Box 180
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Thus it soon became apparent to the Americanghbatpredictions and policies towards
Syria had been miscalculat®d. The view that Syria would follow Egypt had to be
reassessed, for it showed no signs of doing sdhigtime Egypt was moving ahead with
the US in its bilateral relations, placing gregiegssure on Syria. Egypt already signed
agreements in late November 1973 with EXXON and iMfob offshore oil prospecting in
the Middle East, involving around $75 million irvisstments by companies over a number
of years. US oil industries had already investbdua $200 million in their Egyptian
operations. The US also made available $500,0&@yptian pounds for use by the ICRC
and Egyptian Red Crescent, and gave a further $amibr further US assistance-aid after
war3® These financial rewards can be explained by Egyuimpliance (particularly in
comparison to Syria’s stance) over disengagemansplNotably during Egypt’s bilateral
talks with the US and disengagement arrangemetitsisvael, there was no mention at all
of the Golan Heights or the plight of the Palesinsi. It focused squarely on Egyptian
national interests. And even then Egypt had, peaiped to many, soltselfshort — the ‘6
point agreement’ that the Egyptians and Israelkisdedtled on came under severe criticism
from Egypt’s own public and its neighbours, noskdzecause Egypt was willing to accept it

fully while Israel set about implementing it onlgisctively>®°

There were enough financial and security incentivee for a weak state like Syria to
follow Egypt’'s example. And yet, rather than beswgpyed by Egypt, Syria was one of its
greatest critics”* The State Department’s optimism that Egypt’s pesievould facilitate a
cooling of Syrian hostility towards the Americanmasli relationship was also misplaced, as
it discovered when it claimed Syria acted like ‘@@War Communists’ and saw the US as
the: ‘promoter of Zionist-imperialist conspiracieaymer and supporter of Israeli
expansionism; the dedicated enemy of the Ardis'The prediction that Syria would
naturally follow in Egypt's conciliatory footstepwas therefore not as accurate or
straightforward as it had initially seemed.

388 |n support of this Quandt argues that ‘only grdiyudid Kissinger come to perceive Syria’s
importance’ Peace Procesd 33

339 Briefing paper, Kissinger's Middle East trip, 13-December 1973, File: Secretary’s visit to EgRiB
59, Lot#74D416, Box 180

39 Telegram, Cairo to Washington, 2/12/1973, Briefiaper, Kissinger's Middle East trip, 13-17
December 1973, File: Secretary’s visit to Egypt, B85 Lot#74D416, Box 180. And also see Quandt, who
argues Kissinger was surprised at Sadat’s agreeimétme plan - 137

391 Telegram, Cairo to Washington, 2/12/1973, Briefiraper, Kissinger's Middle East trip, 13-17
December 1973, File: Secretary’s visit to Egypt, B8 Lot#74D416, Box 180

392 3D Briefing paper, Syria, December 1973, Fileitwi$ Secretary Kissinger to Syrian Arab Republic,
1973. Box 180-3
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In addition to this realisation, it became appatkat Syria did not fear isolation enough to
rush into negotiations. Indeed, while it was mat $strongest or biggest actor in the region,
the US better understood Syria’s ability to affegional alignments and chance for peace in

the region. The view that Syria was dispensabtegonal affairs was thus changing:

[Of the] three Arab combatants, Syria has beenrtbst intransigent and the least
anxious to travel the path of peace. If it rem&@osSyria could- at the very least
seriously complicate the task of bringing peaddéoMiddle East, for Egyptian and
Jordaggign leaders will feel inhibitions about sedtlwith Israel in the absence of
Syria.

The US now feared that instead of being pressuaréallow Egypt, Syria could be swayed
back into a more radical position possibly influegoother Arab states, given the mood of
the country and the ‘delusion and isolation’ it wiaeling®®* There were two key
forthcoming events at which Syria could exercisg itifluence - the Arab Summit, and the
UN Summit in Geneva. Both summits were significanthat they would provide a
collective forum to discuss the situation in thelille East. With so many parties involved,
these summits had the potential to either lay dawomprehensive peace settlement that
everyone could work with, or they could result ieajer deadlock and polarisation of views.
Both America and Israel were not in favour of ssaimmits which could also be used by
each faction to rally more countries around theuwse. Israel felt it stood a much greater
chance of getting what it wanted and to dilute Ardémands through bilateral
discussions®® the US concurred, seeing the advantages of takiaglead in shuttle
diplomacy where it could direct the discussiongading or holding back information where

necessary, rather than getting the parties to disssitly.

Given that the summits could not be cancelled, gindn that America’s strategy for
‘separate peace’ in the region now seemed at stlae)S recognised that greater effort
needed to be exerted to bring the Syrians in liith ®gypt's positionprior to the two
summits. But if this could not be secured befonehdahe US feared Syria would act as

spoilers during the Geneva conference.

Thus the US was forced to change its strategyarji¢ghe Syrians were in no mood to
initiate yet further concessions for the Americdng,nor could they be ignored: Syria had

393 ||hi
Ibid.
3% Memo, Norman Pratt to Korn, Djerejian, 9/11/19%Be: Political Relations, Syria/US, DEF-12-5, Lot
#76D451, Record Group 59, Entry Al (5630)
3% Melvin A. FriedlanderSadat and BeginWestview Press 1983), .28
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to be engaged bilaterally and more directly throdigtomacy initiated by the Americans.

Thus began the start of Kissinger’s shuttle diployna

5.1.1 Kissinger’s visit to Damascus

Dr. Henry Kissinger the US Secretary of State ekdxhon a tour of the Middle East in the
December of 1973. Kissinger had adopted a greatsonal role in international affairs
than his predecessors, and came to have a highedeginfluence in US foreign policy,
particularly as President Nixon became mired in\Wettergate affair. Kissinger took a
personal interest in the Arab-Israeli conflict, naty, as he acknowledged, because of his
Jewish roots and deeply felt connection with Isrbelt also because of its impact on
American interest$?® He was to play a significant role in the outcasheegotiations and

the region’s politics for years to come.

With his Middle East tour, the US sought to forwamisengagement process between Syria
and Israel along similar lines of the Egyptian-#dr@rocess. From Syria’s perspective,
attention to this issue was long overdue; but fileenlUS perspective, they merely wanted to
eliminate those issues that could ‘imperil’ the &em Conference®’ These issues were
that: Israel was refusing to ‘sit with the Syriangitil they provided a full list of Israeli
POWSs and agreed for them to receive Red Crosatigsis; Secondly, Syria had set its
preconditions that: 1) Israel should return to2BeOctober lines; 2) that it should agree to
abide by the Geneva Convention on the non-tramgfeopulation to occupied territory
(such as the Israeli Golan Height settlements);3uldat 15,000 displaced Syrian villagers
must be repatriateti® On Syria’s part, these were key points of comterthat it felt had
been sidelined in the search for a more short-teeace settlement. Despite Syria’s
consistent demands, the US persisted with the thiaé the Syrian position remained
unclear®® - this became a recurring theme which servedrtogycthe Syrians as ambiguous
and indecisive and indeed propped up the percegtadtheir demands were neither rational

nor negotiable.

To persuade Syria to at least embark on a disengageprocess, Kissinger paid a visit to
Damascus in December 1973 — this represented sh&iit from a Secretary of State since

Dulles’ visit in 1953. For Asad and his advisdhés was the first time they were to meet a

39 Kissinger,Upheava) 203.
397 Briefing paper, Kissinger's Middle East trip, 13-December 1973, File: Secretary’s visit to EgRS
59, Lot#74D416, Box 180
398 [ai
Ibid.
39 Ibid.
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senior US official at all, such had been the lefetstrangement between the two states.
This marked a rare example where the US did no¢r@stimate the importance of the trip.
Prior to travelling, Kissinger was briefed that Wisit to Damascus would ‘in many ways be
the most challenging and one of the most impoudétite stops on your current Middle East
itinerary’, and was warned that the Syrians ‘wal forming first-hand impressions which
will be of lasting importance® Moreover on the Syrian side, it was another exawithe
change undergone by the Syrian regime — the vetytiiat Asad was willing to receive
Kissinger in Syria for talks showed their genuingerest in reaching a resolution to the
Arab-Israeli conflict. It was the nature of thasolution that was to become the cause of

contention between Syria and the US, not the need fesolution itself.

While the importance of Asad’s role in making Syaiaredible party in negotiations was
recognised by the US, they remained conflictetiéirtviews of Syria and arguably found it
difficult to move beyond time-worn perceptions abihe Syrians. In briefing Kissinger the
State Department stated that the Syrians, duetorthlitary background, were not suited to
negotiation or inclined to compromise; and yet thighlighted Asad’s ‘flexibility and sense
of realism...in contrast to the more ideologicgraach of some other members of the ruling
elite’.*** This reflects a confusion over the Syrian regsraproach and how best to deal
with them.

Prior to the visit, Kissinger set out with the @ling aims for his talks with the Syrians:

1. To ensure that the Syrians understood how the peaderence in Geneva would
proceed, and that the US appreciated its views.

2. Convey America’s views on how the peace process praseed if it was to work.

3. Build a relationship of trust and confidence witle Syrian leaders, thus making it
possible for the US tdalk to and influence theis peace negotiations proceed'.

4. Encourage apragmatic’ Syrian approach to negotiation on territorial mEtand
Palestinian representation at the Peace conference.

5. Move Syrians towards agreement with Israel on ¥oh@ange of POWSs, if progress
on the other fronts was not mad¥.

405D Briefing paper, Syria, December 1973, Fileitwi$ Secretary Kissinger to Syrian Arab Republic,
1973. Boxes 180-83
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In terms of what should be on the agenda duringgillks, the US identified four topics. (1)
To gauge Syrian views on total Israeli withdrawadl ahe rights of Palestinians. (2) To
apply pressure on Syria to return the Israeli PGse nothing could move forward
without this, reminding them that Egypt had alreatbne this. (3) To discuss the
possibilities of having a permanent Syrian diplomat Washington rather than
intermediaries. And (4) to discuss the returnved US citizens, detained by Syria on
charges of espionage for Israel in 1972.

The general thrust of both the aims and the agémdée US-Syrian meeting could be
summed up as being focused on Israeli demandsd@Y Return, conveying prearranged
plans for how the Geneva conference should runwdrat it should achieve (the subtext
being that there were no alternative plans), bogdyrian trust of the US in order to boost
America’s influence over them, and finally to dissuSyria’'s demands - not to take them
into consideration, but in order to persuade thémravise. While diplomacy necessarily
involves the art of persuasion to win over the bty to one’s own position, it ought to
be remembered that the US was playing the role@hah opponent in this situation, but
supposedly a neutral mediator. There is verglétlidence here to suggest that the US was
attempting to consider the demands and ‘red-linébbth Israel and Syria in equal terms,
and to then seek a point of mutual compromisehétahe point of the discussions was to
persuade and pressurise Syria to move towardstladsétS position — it helped the
Americans to present it as the ‘middle ground’ ribat Egypt had seemingly been won over

to it, but in reality the expected compromises waestly one-sided.

The chances for success during these talks appbare been limited from the start given
that America’s aims hardly matched up to Syriareotiyes before the talks. This would
become a common theme behind US-Syrian negotiatwhere the gulf between their
respective goals was too great to enable signifiseogress. In this instance, Syria’s aims
were: (1) to assess how willing the US was to suppoab demands for full Israeli
withdrawal to the pre-1967 borders, as stipulateresolutions 242, 338 and the Geneva
Convention; (2) to emphasise their demands fos#tisfaction of Palestinian rights, and the

potential and willingness for ongoing conflict fifese demands were not m&t.

Syria’s demands had arguably not changed sincéaéeé war, and indeed with regards to

the Palestinians’ situation Syria’s position hatleftanged since 1948. Thus what the US

9 |bid.

187



termed as inflexible and intransigent, was a coeisty of political demands that had not yet
been addressed with any seriousness, or purpofieg bi5. For the Syrians, it was hard to
see why they should compromise on those basic d#snahich tallied with international
law when there was no evidence of compromise forttiog from the Israelis. From the
military perspective that the Syrian governmentevented in, war had been demonstrated
to be a necessary tool by which balance of powsmaintained and unruly states could be
in kept in check; peace settlements on the othed agere supposed to prolong and embed
stability and non-belligerence when both had bexweaed by all parties. It served little
purpose to pursue a settlement, therefore, if eetththose conditions had been achieved.
As the Syrians saw it, the Palestinians were stiffering the consequences of 1948 —
without territory and still living as refugees — Mehlisrael still occupied land from three
Arab states taken in 1967, and remained notablyiad@nt about the likelihood of their

return even after a peace settlenféht.

It is evident from the documentary records thatiesaw bringing Syria into negotiations
as instrumental to their own interests and the #fiveg had for other staf®8— US-Syrian
talks were not intended to secure any concretlesethts for Syria itself. Thus should the
talks fail to produce any satisfactory resolution $yria, this was not going to trouble the
US. Indeed, the intervening years between thewars had provided the US with an
interesting insight into Syria’s role — not onlgtéxtent to which it could play a spoiler role,
which the US now recognised should be avoitfetut also the extent to which Syria’s arm
was limited. It could not, for example, ignite war its own, or attack Israel without first
assuring support from its neighbours. Kissingebservation that ‘you could not make war
without Egypt, but you could not make peace withSutia’ was, in this context, rather
accurate. The US was forming the calculation,tbaewould influence its policy for many
years, that if it failed to deliver any of Syrimlemands, the consequences would be minimal
and need not scupper US or Israeli interests, bbhich could still be pursued via the
separate peace strategy. The key factor in thesilegion was the extensive compliance of
other Arab states, such as Egypt and Jordan, whkiokhld consolidate Syria’s
marginalisation. As long as the US was still uesaf Egypt and Jordan’s long-term
compliance, Syria was still needed in the process:

404 Hafez Asad, interviewed in: Arab Documents on Stade and the Arab-Israeli Conflictournal of
Palestine Studied/ol. 7, No. 2, Winter, 1978
%> Briefing Paper, Syria’s position on UN Resolut®88 and a peace conference, File: Kissinger’s tasit
%%/rian Arab Republic, 1973, RG 59, Lot#74D416, B8%
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We can be sure that the Syrians will be the lesstonable and the most demanding
of the three Arab states which are direct parbenflict...Still it is in our interests
to have them involved in the negotiations, if dodcause Syria could play a spoiling
role to defeat any initiatives for a peaceful setént by exerting political pressure
on other Arab states such as Egypt and Jordaakéctmore militant stand vis-a-vis
Israel, and at worst, by resuming hostilitf&s.

It is clear from the start of negotiations that h® had very little intention of securing a
long-term Syrian-Israeli settlement but insteaddwbio distract them from obstructing the
other partied® For if the US did not at least give the appeagahat Syria was being
engaged as well, both Egypt and Jordan might wathdor fear of the criticism that would
be levelled at them by the Syrians. In short, 8grinvolvement was vital to retain the
public credibility of negotiations, to satisfy ookers that the US was being balanced and
were considering the interests of all parties,thatiother negotiating parties such as Egypt
and Jordan were not ‘selling out’.

7 |bid.
% |bid.
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5.2 Terms of Syrian-Israeli Disengagement and US-8sn Rapprochement

None of these underlying motives were at the timewkn to the Syrians, and the US did
succeed in bringing them to the negotiating tal@emmunication at a high-ranking level
was finally established by Kissinger during higtwis Damascus in December 1973. In this
time he began the process of shuttle diplomacysaedt many hours in hard negotiations
with both the Foreign Minister Abdul-Halim Khaddaamd President Asad himself.
Previously the US had privately commented on thbiguity of Syria’s demands, despite
the fact that these had been stipulated on a regatas and had remained consistent since
the 1967 war. Lack of direct contact between e states had always meant that it was
easier for both parties to base assumptions aganedts on hearsay, without the urgency of
verifying their positions. These direct talks, rifere, finally allowed the US to gauge at
first hand Syria’s position on the controversiahse-fire of the October War, Israel's
demands for the return of POWSs, and their own tesfmsgreement in any negotiation
process.

Explaining their position, the Syrians stated thay were in a worse position vis-a-vis loss
of territory and Israeli encroachment compareddgdE — they had lost an additional 350
square miles of territory to Israel in additiontb@ land lost in 1967. Thus a cease-fire
effectively meant a freeze on a situation that kngkly favourable to Israel, making it even
more difficult to explain the heavy losses incurbgdhe Syrian army to the Syrian people;
‘9 those losses would appear to have been in véieié was not now a complete Israeli
withdrawal. While not stated by the Syrian goveemty US officials observed this could
pose a threat to the regime itself as dissidetibfaEbecame restle$¥ Unlike Egypt, there
had been no direct contact between Syria and Isda@lit the cease-fire terms or the
exchange of POWs; indeed Syria took a tougher stan¢he whole issue, stating that they
were ‘not interested in any type of partial arrangat such as the November 11 six-point
Egyptian-Israeli agreement.” These, the Syrialisiere half-baked agreements that gave
Israel’s encroachments a degree of legitimacy, vdgsording to UN resolutions and the
Geneva Convention they had little justificatiorxpEessing this frustration at the lack of any
compromise from Israel, the Syrian Vice-MinisterForeign Affairs Mohammed Zakariya

Ismail, stated in a meeting with Sisco and Kissinge

09 pid. Also see Kissinger’s visit to Syrian Aralefublic, 1973, RG 59, Lot#74D416, Box 182
“19Briefing Paper, Syria’s position on UN Resolut®88 and a peace conference, File: Kissinger’s tasit
Syrian Arab Republic, 1973, RG 59, Lot#74D416, B80; Kissinger's visit to Syrian Arab Republic,
1973, RG 59, Lot#74D416, Box 182

190



There are 19 Israeli settlements in Golan and Dayarothers have said that Golan
is not negotiable, Jerusalem is not negotiablerrBledSheikh and the West Bank
are not negotiable. How can they reconcile abéhhings with Resolution 242%

He lamented that ‘everybody talks about the ceasefi the Egyptian front but nobody
mentions the problems on the Syrian front’, andrigdcthe imbalance in which Israel
demanded the return of POWSs but refused to reh@déad bodies of Syrian soldiers, once

again in contravention of the Geneva Conventidn.

A further grievance was America’s handling of tlaeBtinians. The Syrians learnt that the
Americans had already settled the format of theeBarConference, having consulted the
Egyptians. The Syrians, once again, had not beesutted. And in these arrangements it
was decided that the US and the Soviet Union wpaltticipate as permanent members of
the UNSC, along with the main military parties. eféwas, however, to be no Palestinian
delegation. The Syrians expressed their surpnsieopposition to this decision in clear
terms to the Americans, and continued to challethgen vociferously on this front
throughout the negotiation procé$3.Even more galling was the knowledge that Egygt ha

given the green light to this glaring omission.

Thus based on their positions on the above istiueSyrians set the following conditions
for there to be any possibility of moving forward negotiations: a) approximately 100
Israeli POWSs would only be exchanged after Isradidvew to the 22 October lines (the
day of the ceasefire, after which Israel still atbed into Syrian territory). Syria would only
comply with international conventions on POWs ifald complied with the Geneva
convention (article 49 of the 4th Geneva convenffdtb) Syria demanded the repatriation
of 15,000 Syrians who had been displaced as atrettihe war and Israeli seizure of
territory:**° ¢) Syria demanded the return of the bodies of @aidn soldiers, still held by

the Israelis*® d) Syria demanded the inclusion of the Palestsian the Geneva

*1 Memo of conversation, meeting between Kissinger\dice Foreign Minister to Syria, Ismail,
2/11/1973, Briefing Paper, Syria, File: Kissingerisit to Syrian Arab Republic, 1973, RG 59,
Lot#74D416, Box 182
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“13 Syrian permanent mission to the UN, Haytham KaykanKissinger, memo of conversation,
21/11/1973, File: Kissinger’s visit to Syrian ArRepublic, 1973, RG 59, Lot#74D416, Box 182
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conferencé?’

e) and finally, the end result of negotiations trhesthe ‘complete’ Israeli
withdrawal from all occupied Arab territories arsfeguarding of the legitimate national

rights of the Palestinian peopf&®

Asad had outlined Syria’s overall conditions suctinin an earlier speech after the war, in
which he reiterated that Syria had only accepted#asefire and Resolution 338 after Egypt
and the Soviet Union had given assurances thatllsrauld have to withdraw from all
occupied territories and the rights of the Paléatis would be restoréd® Hence Syria
made it clear in their negotiations with the USt tiey expected and sought no less than
these outcomes, and would hold all parties to aticofitheir earlier assurances. With
regards to the Geneva Conference at the end dbltke Syria made it clear that it was
willing to participate but did not want to atteridheir conditions had not been met, simply
in order to ratify a peace plan that representedriterests of Israel. Hence they wanted
some agreement with Israel on the above pointg&eigreeing to send a delegation to the
conference. Ironically, from the American perspestit would have served their plans
better if indeed Syria weretpresent at the conference, where they might patignéict as
‘spoilers’— thus there was even less incentive tf@ US to pursue Syria’'s demands

rigorously.*?°

5.2.1 Compromise and Agreements

Having determined what both parties’ original termsre, we can now look to what
agreements were actually made, and the extent tchwdach side compromised their
respective positions. Firstly, Syria did accem teasefire in the end, having held off
throughout the winter of 1973. This enabled thgatiation process to proceed with a
degree of stability. Secondly, Syria eventuallgt dgree to provide a list of the Israeli
POWs to Israel (65 of them altogether) and to allo@m to receive Red Cross visitations
from March 1974% Thirdly, Syria agreed to compromise on the inigatent of Israeli
withdrawal from the Golan Heights — having at fiulsitnanded that Israel withdraw to the

October 22 lines, Asad later accepted the conddfdsraeli withdrawal to the October 6

17 Syrian permanent mission to the UN, Haytham KaykanKissinger, memo of conversation,
21/11/1973, File: Kissinger’s visit to Syrian ArRepublic, 1973, RG 59, Lot#74D416, Box 182

“18 Briefing Paper, Syria’s position on UN Resolut®88 and a peace conference, File: Kissinger’s tasit
Syrian Arab Republic, 1973, RG 59, Lot#74D416, B&0

19 president Asad’s speech on ceasefire, 29 Octd®@¥3, Damascus Domestic Service, File: Kissinger’s
visit to Syrian Arab Republic, 1973, RG 59, Lot# 2B, Box 182

420 Telegram, Kissinger to Israeli Ambassador, Filessiiger’s visit to Middle East, RG 59, Lot#74D4186,
Box 183

21 Briefing Paper on Syria, February 1974, File: MisiSyria 1974, Lot#75D146, Record Group 59, Box
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lines**? These dates were significant, because until @ctéplsrael had occupied Mount
Hermon on the Golan, a strategic high-point thad wfagreat military importance to both
sides — after this date Syria recaptured Mount Hercluring the early phase of the war
when they had a number of military successes; # teavards the end of the war (and
notably after the official ceasefire, which was 2#h October) that those successes were
reversed. Asad agreeing to drop the demand forettuen of Mount Hermon as a pre-
condition for negotiations, was therefore a magraession by the Syrians. Fourthly, Syria
appointed Sabah Kabbani as Ambassador to the U$ dane 1974, the first diplomatic
channel to be established since 1967. The fifthsaagnificant area of compromise came
with Syria’s acceptance of the first stage of ai@wisraeli Disengagement Agreement,
signed on 31 May 1974 in Geneva. This did notaigntruce — Syria was adamant the
possibility of war should not be taken off the adgrnwhich would leave Israel unrestrained
and unchecked to flex its muscles and dominatehenregion. However, it was an
agreement to retain the existing ceasefire, withduth more long-term negotiations for a
lasting peace settlement could not take place.

The Disengagement Agreement elicited some compesiiem both the Syrian and Israel
sides. It stipulated that both sides maintairctssation of military hostilities as initiated by
Resolution 338 on 22 October 1973. It also impletedthe separation of Israeli and Syrian
forces on the Golan Heights, demarcating two sépab@mundaries, with a neutral
demilitarized zone in between, which stationed.thi&ged Nations Disengagement Observer
Forces (UNDOF). The Eastern boundary marked Syeiaitory — this incorporated a 650
km strip of recovered territory through the agreetneBut beyond this, no further land
occupied since 1967 was returned to Syria, andithssto become the status quo. Finally,
according to the agreement, all POWSs and bodieleadl soldiers were to be returned by
both sides.

While some of Syria’s demands had been met, thésstvihfar short of the mark. There was
no mention of the return of displaced civiliangréhhad not been a full withdrawal of Israeli
forces from the Golan — Mount Hermon and the kestsgic points remained under Israeli
control. Moreover, the agreement seemed to rethecissue to a bilateral, territorial one,
focusing on the technicalities of demarcation linest remained separate from a

comprehensive settlement for the whole regiondinhdt acknowledge the wider grievances

22 Briefing Paper, Syria’s position on UN Resolut®88 and a peace conference, File: Kissinger’s tasit
Syrian Arab Republic, 1973, RG 59, Lot#74D416, B&0
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Syria held against Israel and cemented a situdiianhwas far more favourable to Israel,

which had always benefited from the bilateralisnihef ‘separate peace’ approach.

These limitations of the agreement were not logherSyrians. However, they recognised
at the time that it was meant to only be an intettieal before more serious negotiations
began. And in fact it did lead to a thawing ofateins between Syria and the US,
establishing a direct channel of communication liaat been lacking up until this point and
prompting Kissinger to state that Syrian-Americalations had ‘greatly improved’ as a
result.*® And yet Syria adopted a cautious wait-and-seecam. While Asad sought to
explain the advantages of the Agreement to thei@bt the Americans as peace-brokers
were still on probation in Syria’s eyes and theymibt intend to be too generous with their
compliance. And so it was that despite the Disgageent Agreement, grievances began to
surface again and relations took a dive by the @ntl974, throwing the prospects for
Syrian-Israeli peace into disarray, and in turnamdning the still cold but fledgling
relations between Syria and the US.

5.2.2 Stalemate and demise of US-Syrian rapprochemte
Syria felt that despite the compromises made anglge, no movement was being made on
the Israeli side, while the dynamics of power iathgion were shifting ever more in Israel’s

favour.

Firstly, Saudi Arabia had terminated the OPECmibargo which frustrated and angered the
Syrians. It was the Syrian view that they hadigbtrto terminate the embargo as the oil
was the property of all the AraB%. Syria’s opposition to the decision to lift thejoott was
understood by the media from the lack of any annement about it from the Syrian
government. For Syria, the lifting of the embargtlected an abandonment of the Arab
nationalist cause, given that the plight of the&ys and the Palestinians in particular was

yet to be resolved.

The extent of Syria’s disapproval, and by extengleological commitment, was reflected
by the Algerian oil minister Bel'id Abdusalam whiated: ‘Syria will approve the decision

“ZTelegram, Kissinger to US Embassy, Damascus, 2378/1File: Middle East trip follow-up, RG 59,
Briefing Books 1958-1976, Lot#75D146, Middle EasipTFollow Up 5/1974, Box 204.
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when Israel withdraws from all Arab occupied temiés including Jerusalerf?® The US
analysed that Syria’s opposition to Saudi Arabaegsision could be explained by three
reasons: the need to maintain Syria’s credibilitynward-line factions at home and abroad,;
that it was ‘more directed towards Egypt than tasdhe United States’, since ‘many within
the Syrian regime have since the October War redeunhilateral Egyptian decisions
affecting Syria without prior consultation’; andhdilly, that it reflected real opposition
within the Damascus regime to the lifting of theybatt ‘at a time when Syria has not yet
seen any results of the American mediation effftit is possible that all the above reasons
were accurate; what is clear is that the weaknedgallapse of the united Arab front that
had emerged during the war caused a deep sensstéfion at the lack of Arab nationalist

solidarity and concern at Syria’s growing isolatemain.

Secondly, Syria felt that the US had not gone farugih as mediators. It was increasingly
becoming apparent that Israeli occupation of thlaand Palestinian territories were not
being prioritised in the same way as the Egyptsadli track. Asad stated in an interview
with Al-Ahram that the US position ‘has not yet e¢bad the extent that is required and
called for by a serious endeavour to contributihéorealization of a just peacé® Asad
sought to make it clear that while impending Synsits to the US would be seeking to
further economic bilateral relations between the states, Syria’s priorities remained the
freeing of occupied Arab lands and the situatiothefPalestinian&® Asad also wanted to
keep the door of renewed hostilities open, despgeDisengagement Agreement later in
May, as a threat against Israeli prevaricatiomat@Geneva conference. The true extent of
Syrian dissatisfaction with the Americans was egped by Zakaria Ismail, the most senior
government member involved in US-Syrian communicain this period, who intimated
that the Syrians had accepted the October ceasafdehanded over the list of Israeli
prisoners ‘without having received anything in exche’*® This reflects the growing
dissatisfaction felt by the Syrians towards theoldihg peace process and towards the lack

of US repayment of their efforts.

By September 1974, these strains were already hi@gito show and were to be raised by
Khaddam during his visit to Washington. The praatinterest in his visit was to query the
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lack of further progress on Israeli withdrawal ahd situation of the Palestinians. His
talking points included the followiffg: 1) why Israel had done so little to withdraw from
the Golan and Palestinian territories that it ooedjn 1967, and did the US raise this with
Yitzak Rabin on his recent visit to the US?; 2)i&was anxious about the Egyptians
‘tak[ing] the lead alone’ and wished to see greptegress on the Syrian, Jordanian and
Palestinian fronts — if not then Syria was prepaoadithdraw from negotiations; 3) even
with Israeli withdrawal from parts of the West Ba(dn the Jordanian front) Syria’s
acceptance of this would depend on the extent tohaPalestinian interests were taken into
account; 4) Syria would campaign for a greater oblthe PLO and representation of the
Palestinians at the Geneva conference; 5) Syriddaammplain about the infringement of
Syrian sovereignty by the presence of UNDOF, imgisthey stick to their remit of

observation only.

And most significant of the complaints regarded w&gria felt were violations of the
Disengagement Agreement committed by Israel. Timeseded: the arrest of three Syrian
civilians by Israeli forces in the Syrian villageladdas, which the Israelis were supposed
to evacuate on 19 June; continued Israeli milipgesence, contrary to the Agreement, in
the Abu Zahab, Aakkacha and Abbas hills south afeétua; Israeli military operations on
Abu Nada Hill overlooking Quneitra; Israeli congttion of anti-tank bunkers and laying of
mines and barbed wire in the evacuated area; amelilsbstruction of engineering work to

clear the separation zone of mines, thus prevetii@geturn of civilians into the area.

To all these queries and concerns from the Syrtard,)S had the following responses: 1)
In relation to the stalling over Golan withdrawéhe US felt that: ‘a first stage of
negotiations on the Jordanian front, as well asrthér round of disengagement on the
Egyptian front are necessary before we can proedtbda next step on the Syrian front’,
and that further talks on the latter were ‘poliligampossible’ at that time; 2) with regards
to Egypt, the US hoped to persuade Syria the beokfetting Egyptian-Israeli talks to
‘proceed at their own pace’, portraying it as aasafe issue to wider negotiations; 3) further
talks were planned on the Jordanian-Israeli thagknot intended to address the situation of
the Palestinians — the extent to which the lattedd be taken into account depended on
what Israel was willing to live with and allow; 4 greater role for the PLO could jeopardise

Israeli participation, therefore Syria should naslp for this; 5) UNDOF was not just an

31 State Department Briefing, Alfred Atherton to Satary of State regarding Bilateral Talks during
UNGA: Syria — Foreign Minister Khaddam, 24/9/19Fi#e: Pol-7, Khaddam'’s visit to US, Syria 1974.
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observer force, contrary to the Syrians’ understamdut had the right to inspect civilian
and military personnel entering the area, even dghothe area in question had been
evacuated by Israel and technically was Syriantoeyr This level of inspection of all

parties was necessary for Israeli confidence iisengagement process.

Finally, to Syria’s great annoyance, the Israddlations they had listed were almost all
dismissed by the US as activities which did notp@gr to be violations of the
Disengagement Agreement’. The Israeli actionsliggted by the Syrians: were judged to
have been established or taken place before tlea@agement Agreement was signed (such
as the arrests or Israel's military presence inlitls around Quneitra); could not be
validated based on Israeli assurances to the egr{sach as the military operations and
obstruction of engineer work); or were technicgbgrmitted under the terms of the
Agreement because boundary lines were not cleacamd be interpreted differently by
different parties (which effectively covered all d¢draeli’'s military operations and
activities)**? For Syria, any level of compromise or agreementied grave risks for the
stability of the regime, and yet they perseverdtl Wisengagement with the assurances that
both sides were being made to compromise — whenefthund Israel to be flouting the

terms, the US refused to take any action, desgyittia violations as mere ‘irritant§>

The above developments, occurring during a peribdnaSyria was in fact attempting to
bridge the divide between itself and the US and atestrate conciliatory gestures,
contributed to an increasing suspicion that nontha$e gestures were bearing any fruits.
Yes, Syria had cooperated with the Disengagemerdgekgent and established greater ties
with the US, but this had been conditional on thi#lfment of certain terms, or at least signs
that both mediator and enemy parties were consigeghiem seriously. The continued
postponement in addressing those terms were inoghasuspected as empty promises to
subdue the Syrians enough to enable the Egyptididamanian settlements to progress
without hindrance — these suspicions were closéhéotruth, as reflected by private
comments made by the State Department and Kissinges diaries*** Thus Syria’s

rhetoric increasingly became less conciliatory enmte threatening, as the short period of

32 State Department Briefing, Alfred Atherton to Satary of State regarding Bilateral Talks during
UNGA: Syria — Foreign Minister Khaddam, 24/9/19Fi#e: Pol-7, Khaddam'’s visit to US, Syria 1974.
DEF-12-5, Lot #76D451, Record Group 59, Entry A638)
433 [};

Ibid.
434 3D Briefing paper, Syria, December 1973, Fileitwi$ Secretary Kissinger to Syrian Arab Republic,
1973.

197



rapprochement began to unravel in the year of 1&3iaciding with the new presidency of
Gerald Ford in the US.

However, this change was not merely in relatioByada’s increasing disillusionment with
its own prospects in the negotiation process, fastalso strongly related to an exacerbation
of hostilities between Israel and Palestinian fegay This was a trend notable from the
previous decade, when deterioration in the Palestlsraeli conflict had a direct and
significant impact on Syria’s dispute with Isragtd in turn its relations with the US. Early
in March 1974, in response to inflammatory remanksie by Israeli Prime Minister Golda

Meir, Asad told the Syrian press:

The war is not over. It will not be over unless tioeupied Arab land is liberated in
full and unless the Pal[estinian] people’s rightsr@stored in full... This means that
in this country, we must wage a political strugghgle maintaining our full military
preparedness...

At a time when the Israeli PM insists that the Gdkaa part of Israel, we deem it
useful to remind... Israeli officials that Palestiis not only a part of the Arab
homeland but a basic part of Southern S¥rra.

Later, Khaddam reiterated Asad’s words by stating:

Syria conditions any agreement for disengagemamthe evacuation by Israel of all
Arab territory occupied since 1967 and the recagmiof the national rights of the

Pal[estinian] people...disengagement of forcealg@step. Those who thinkitis a
final solution are badly mistakér’

A couple of months after these exchanges, thereh@asy shelling between Israel and
Syria, with large numbers of Syrian casualtiesth@same time, the US was considering a
$2.2 billion emergency assistance to cover thescast Israel’s military equipmefit’
Furthermore, in May, Israeli-Palestinian tensiofso dlared into fighting. Palestinian
fedayeen were reported by the US to have attactezhage campsite in Ma’alot on 15 May
1974, and against ‘other innocent civilians’ in thiea. Kissinger demanded that all
governments condemn such actions — Syria did*fidtollowing this incident, Israel carried

out air attacks in Lebanon, killing many civiliang.he US however, responded not by

3% Quotes in Syrian public statements, File: Middésgrip follow-up, RG 59, Briefing Books 1958-1976
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condemning Israel, but rather to describe the kdtas being part of a ‘cycle of violence’
and entreating all parties to ‘redouble their @éfdor a just and lasting peace’. Americawas
accused of showing a much ‘milder’ reaction toéssaair attacks than the Ma’alot attacks,
to which the US responded: ‘if [the] first actioachnot occurred, obviously the second
would not have taken plac&® These developments further served to entrencta’Syr
existing scepticism over the US’ role as mediatasswell as reigniting its defence of the
Palestinians and pushing it further away from #esaent with Israel.

Thus after these events, Syria’s ideological rhetand actions increased. At the Arab
League summit in Rabat in October, Syria was thetmocal advocates of the PLO and
rallied enough support to get the PLO formally grdeed as the representatives of the
Palestinians by all the other states pre&&nEurthermore, true to its threats at the start of
negotiations, Syria ultimately refused to partitégiza the Geneva Conference and tried to
rally other states around them. Syria’s disillnsnent had also been compounded by the
increasing divergence of Egypt from the collectéiwrab cause.
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5.3 Egypt ‘Defects’

Thus far we have addressed the American and Syositions in relation to the Arab-Israeli
negotiations in depth, and how the Israeli-Paletirconflict had a clear impact on the
respective policies and relations between Syriafamdrica. Another crucial factor that
needs to be addressed at this stage is the régyqt. As outlined in the introduction of
this thesis, Egypt offers an important comparig@t tan be used to explain Syria’s poor
relations with the US. How is it that Egypt cowlalift from being a champion of Arab
nationalism, antagonist of Israel and opponent mieAcan policy in the Middle East, to
becoming a key ally of the US and considered ast@er by Israel in any ‘peace process’?
Investigating this change more closely would imtelp us in understanding why Syria did
not follow Egypt's example, despite all the predicBdoy policy-makers and academics
alike. The roots of the divergence between Symid Bgypt can be traced further back
during Nasser’s leadership, but the major developgsmeccurred during the period of

negotiations after the 1973 war.

The grounds for suspicion and discord were laidréadat agreed to a ceasefire without
consulting Asad?* This was exacerbated by Egypt’s increased comgsiavith American
and lIsraeli demands, and a tendency to pursue tagypiterests unilaterally without
seemingly considering the ramifications for otharties in the conflict or using its influence
to seek solutions for others, in contrast to Sgnolicy and rhetoric as exemplified above. |
argue that a key explanation for this is Syria'stoaied adherence to ideological principles,
and Egypt's abandonment of them. This had impboat for their respective, and

eventually very different, relations with the US.

Egypt was aware that it would face problems igiteeed to a full peace treaty with Israel,
but saw that these were necessary sacrificesdémake of stability on the Israeli-Egyptian
front. However, such a peace would not only hawafreations for Egypt but for the other

parties too. For Egypt was planning to vote adaatiswing the PLO to represent the

Palestinians at the Geneva conference or any subsegegotiations. It was not only Egypt
that was willing to drop the Palestinian causegdorit was reported were ‘exceedingly
pleased and gratified’ about Egypt's decisféffearing greater Palestinian influence and

demands in Jordan. But unlike Egypt, Jordan wagetaeady to take the lead in any treaty

“41 RabinovichBrink of Peace27
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with Israel and cutting off of the Palestinidfi$.Syria’s position can thus be seen in marked
contrast to both Egyptian and Jordanian compliavitethe US and ambivalence towards

the Palestinians.

Indeed Sadat’s willingness to comply was acknowdeldgy the US. Having visited the

three Arab leaders, Kissinger reported:

Sadat [is] trying to figure out how he can mandgeupcoming October 26 Arab
summit so that he is free to undertake Egyptiaaelsnegotiations if he so wishes; a
volatile and passionate Asad, [is] firm againstpraeal agreements and seeking to
prevent a separate Egyptian-Israeli negotiatiod;zaworried Hussein [..] will insist
he, and not the PLO, be supported at the Summibtibyirab colleagues as the
negotiator for the return of the West Bank, butdseto remain aloof from the
negotiating process if the Arabs support the B{O.

In stark contrast with Syria, there were no consatrout Sadat’s acquiescence with the US;
there were few fears by this stage that Sadat waatldccept Israel’s terms of withdrawal in
the Sinai. Rather, the greatest concern was #dtSvould do so far too willingly, thereby
greatly weakening his own credibility in the regimnsuch an extent that it would in fact
hurt US interest8® The Americans were not the only ones with suarsfeSuch was
Sadat’s keenness and satisfaction with Israelmdehe outlined that he was already
prepared to go forward with the second stage @fmdjagement even without consolidation
of the first stage. At this stage there was disguom Egypt’s own ranks. Egypt’'s Foreign
minister Ismail Fahmy made it known that he hadsisrdoubts ‘about the feasibility’ of
what Sadat had agreed to; he was worried not paitarouble from Palestinians, but even
a potential coup inside Egypt. So extreme didiee\Badat’s acquiescence that he refused

to participate in future discussions on greatepraghement with Israéf'®

The key question to ask at this point is whetheydEgvas selling itself short in future
negotiations by being so open to compromise; whagdning power or leverage did it
retain with such open displays of agreement withdls and notably few demands of its
own? Particularly given the centrality of Egyppesition with the negotiating parties,
including the US and Israel, one might note thaydEdnad far greater scope to demand
greater concessions from Israel for itself and ehaltf of its Arab counterparts — an

observation that was not lost on Syria. Indeed auteome of Egypt's flexibility was
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arguably an increased boldness on the part oflisfae there were signs that Egypt’s
compliance was not being reciprocated by Israet) st ever higher demands in its favour
in negotiations. Kissinger himself noted the inalp@le in agreed concessions, stating:

You can get an idea of the magnitude of the Isstatting demands when | tell you
that for withdrawal of somewhere between 30 to fénketers from their present
line on the Sinai, they want not only a commitmaiEgyptian non-belligerency,

but they want assurance there will not be a thivase negotiation for at least five
447

years:
Once again, in contrast to Egypt’'s willingness ¢operate and pursue a separate peace,
Kissinger on the same trip to the region had fiweetling hours of talks with Asad, who was
described throughout this time as being ‘firm’ ia imsistence that separate talks should not
be pursued, and that he would try to persuadedhieence of this view too. Asad made it
clear that he did not want Syria to be isolatedjtwas ‘his conviction that through a united
Arab front there is strength and that the goal nbesa total Israeli withdrawal to the '67
borders, and the rights of the Palestinians restdm®ugh the PLO**®

There is much literature arguing that Syria gaveonpan ideological agenda to follow
Egypt’'s example, focusing on self-inter&stso it is important to note that in fact Asad did
not at any stage in private talks with the US aloara) his call for peace to be purswed
all fronts, and b) his insistence on retaining the rightrigage in diplomacy without giving
up the right to go to war. This for the Syrianssweecrucial bargaining tool, without which
the advantage would be handed over to Israel. eftwer by this stage Asad had a ‘deep
suspicion of the Egyptians’ as Asad realised tlaala®might be willing to ‘go ahead with
the Israelis on his owrf>® Meanwhile he was also opposed to a Jordaniaglisgreement
because it excluded the Palestini&tsThis indicates that Syrian divergence with Egypt’
closer links with Israel and the US was not meaglythe basis of Syria’s interests but also

due to ideological principles concerning the region

5.3.1 Agreements in Egyptian-Israeli disengagement
What then were the terms that Egypt agreed to, lwhaed the foundations for the
momentous truce between Egypt and Israel in 19¥9senultaneously entrenched Syria’s
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isolation? Firstly, it is worth noting that Sadeds the first Arab leader to start direct
bilateral talks with Israel and to pursue a secstade of disengagement, negotiated in the
UN zone in Sinai. Secondly the Disengagement Agesg was not only of military but,

crucially, also of political significance.

Before negotiations could begin, Egypt set outftilewing terms: that any demarcation
line should be secure from the other side’s troopat the Disengagement Agreement
should not give either side military advantaget thare should be a more equal balance of
Egyptian and Israeli troops in the Sinai, which Wotequire more Egyptian forces —
particular given the likelihood of hostile reactitmSuez access for Israel; that the buffer
zones be wide enough to avoid clashes and givEglyptian people security, and there
should be freedom of movement for Egyptians in GamhSinaf>

Despite the concessions, and the limited natuisggpt's demands, Israel still refused to
move forward without further reassurances on theviing terms. Notably Israel’'s demands
moved beyond military issues into the political e Furthermore, while Egypt’s
conditions were restricted to bilateral territorissues, Israel’'s demands had far wider
implications for the region and other Arab partisgd were not only of a bilateral nature.
The new Prime Minister Yitzhak Rabin led the neggrtig team for Israel and stated that:

1. Substantial Israeli withdrawal east of the pass&s ‘aut of the question’, and that
Israel was not prepared to make any concessiotexigtory in the Sinai and in the
oil fields. This would only be agreed to if Sadede a public commitment to non-
belligerence, even while Arab territory was in effstill occupied.

2. Rabin demanded: a public Egyptian commitment nohaie war against Israel

3. Assurances that UN forces would not be removed ftbm Sinai, plus the
establishment of joint committees with supervigeams to oversee the execution of
agreement.

4. Despite demands for non-belligerency from Egyptdkstill wanted an interim
agreement, so as to delay the time of full Israghdrawal from the Sinai.

5. Freedom of navigation on high seas, straits anémwaitys, plus freedom of flights
over them, plus non-restriction on ships, plangsawellers who previously transited
in the other party’s territory.

6. Open bridges (for tourists, family visits, tradiggods).
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7. Cessation of anti-Israel diplomatic pressures heotountries and international
bodies?>

Although the Egyptian military had wanted Egyptfances east of the passes, with full
Israeli withdrawal from that zone, Sadat gave whyang Israel to remain in the East zone,
and for Egypt to only go up to the current Isréaeé, west of the passes. Israel also insisted
lightly armed Israeli forces should control the maorth-south road in the Sinai and that its
main forces should be stationed east of the SiMitls. and Giddi passes beyond Egypt’s

artillery range*>*

While Sadat had consistently refused this in ir& Disengagement
Agreement, he accepted this in the second statlpe @igreement (also known as Sinai Il).
Moreover he agreed to allow unrestricted passagstaeli cargo in the Suez Canal, and an
end to hostile propaganda and boycotts againstlbrthl and the U&> Unable to agree
fully on Israel’s demands for only an interim agremt and to make some progress, Sadat
instead gave oral assurances that if Syria attdskael, Egypt would not joift° And while

he did not officially concede to a non-belligeremact, he accepted it in all but name by
agreeing to the non-use of fofceeven when the line of Israeli withdrawal had neei
confirmed at all. Furthermore, Sadat was not iditegnto tell his Arab partners of what he
was planning at the Arab summit on 24 October 18%4He did not want it known that he
was advancing in both political and military talkigh Israel. That this was an extraordinary
and controversial move by Sadat therefore can tert@ined from the secrecy with which

he was operating.

With the final agreement of both sides’ terms, skeond stage of Disengagement was
finally formalised on 4 September 1975 in Genevss a result of this, yet a further

agreement was signed between the US and Israald®eca

The United States recognizes that the Israel mtagreement with Egypt, entailing
the withdrawal from highly important strategic ardonomic assets in Sinali,
constitutes an act of great significance on Issgadrt in the pursuit of final peace. It
elicits full US support™®
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This came despite the fact that Israel’s demandsgypt had been greater. The great risks
that Egypt had taken in its agreements were alsgat@cknowledged publicly by the US,
and certainly no such agreement between Americ&gygdt would yet materialise. This
would come only after Egypt would sign the full pedreaty, thus further emphasising the
fact that Egypt was taking far-reaching action withyet securing greater financial or
diplomatic rewards as might have been expectedcoftiirast, the US was constantly
providing Israel with further incentives to garaey compromise at all. America agreed to

the following, in effect to reward Israel for iteaperation:

= Ongoing American commitment to Israel’s military

= A guarantee of full quantity of oil for Israel’s@womy —that extra amount being
estimated at 450 million dollars annually

= US would enter joint ventures with Israel to counstroil storage facilities

= For afixed number of years the US government waatdexpect Israel to withdraw
from any new territory in the Sinai

= Additionally Egypt would not seek further withdralvira that time

= The US secured assurances from Egypt that the agement Agreement was not
conditional on ‘any act or development in the reled between Israel and other
Arab states’, that it would not initiate militargteon against Israel, nor support other
states’ action

= And the US would ensure that all Egyptian boycats] anti-Israel propaganda

would ceasé®®

Crucially, two further promises made by the US iwed the Syrians. Thus America
guaranteed that it would not expect Israel to nagwtan interim agreement with Syria
requiring further withdrawal from the Golan Heighaad that it would try to persuade Syria
to agree to an extension of UNDOF’s mandate in@Gbkn?®®* What is clear from this is
that the US was trading guarantagainstprogress on a Syrian-Israeli settlement in omler t
persuade Israel to agree to a settlement with Egypian demands in the negotiations were

thus sacrificed with ease, exposing America’s amleivce towards them.

Although Egypt had already accepted a wide rangerofs under the Agreement, they were

expected to undertake yet another set of guaramegacate Israel, and which were all
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based on US-Israeli demands and had major impicati EQypt did not question the terms

but again proved to be acquiescent. These pronmsksled:

1. Not to permit training, planning and organisingRa#lestinian terrorist activities
against Israel

2. To oppose terror activities of all kinds, includikiginappings, hijackings, threats
from groups on third country territories — Egypt shgive public and official
opposition to such acts. It could not grant asytarperpetrators either.

3. To prohibit the advocating of terrorism, guerriflation or a ‘popular war’ as a
means of conducting warfare against Israel or asstrument to advance political
goals against Israel in official pronouncementg@rernment media.

4. To support Jordan in peace negotiations and wanildiystruct talks between Jordan

and Israef®?

5.3.2 Implications of Egypt’'s agreements for Syriand Arab relations

Before such agreements were made, Syria’s prospéasfavourable settlement were
already looking bleak. President Ford, having aesiileadership during a stalemate in the
Syrian negotiations found himself to be ‘in a colgited way’ because the trajectory of
talks had been so disproportionately in favousodé¢l that the US now had to maintain the
semblance of equal bargaining — thus Ford couldivetoutright assurances to Israelis that
he would not raise and press the Syrian matterfhHmre was a tacit acceptance that he
would not?®® This reflected the existing deadlock on the Syfiant, as it had become clear
that Israel was not willing to concede any furtlaed on the Golan Heights while Syria was
demanding full withdrawal. This raised Syria’s gitgism over the utility of talks; the US
admitted that Rabin ‘[had] been inconsistent’ dgtisks. At one stage he had stated that he
was ready to look at an interim agreement baseg @amcosmetic changedut in the
autumn he agreed to consider the possibility afieateral Israeli steps towards withdrawal,

with follow-up discussions with Syria at the Genegaferenc&®*

However, while Syria’s prospects already were hl&glypt’s decisions further relegated the
importance of Syria in negotiations and put thes@#leights and the Palestinians’ plight on

%2 Interim Agreement by Egypt, 3/7/1975, Recordsist& RG 59, entry 5405, Box 36

%3 Memo of conversation, Sadat, Kissinger, Fahmy/Amtbassador Eilts, 9/10/1974, Records of Sisco,
RG 59, entry 5405, Box 33

%4 Briefing before Kissinger's meeting with IsraeRsibin, Records of Sisco, RG 59, entry 5405, Box 36
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the backburnet®® Firstly, any efforts by the latter two partiesre/@ndermined since the
second stage of Egyptian-Israeli DisengagementyptEgwillingness to accept Israel’s
demands put greater pressure on Syria to move abribe same pace, but also to
undermine their own demands as unrealistic andnstgent. The demands were no longer
seen as representing a unified Arab position thdtt be negotiated but rather one that was
now marginal and appeared to be obstructionidteéccause for ‘peace’. The Agreement
stipulated both parties could not resort to ‘thre#t or use of force against Israel/ Egypt and
to settle all disputes through negotiations anemopieaceful mear€® - a military solution
was thus ruled out. With the threat of war withypgigtaken off the agenda, it became less
important for Israel to negotiate with the othertigs, and gave Israel greater flexibility to

exercise and enhance its power in the region.

Secondly, having agreed separately with Egypt thdvaw from the Sinai, Israel claimed
that any further withdrawal from other Arab terries would jeopardise Israeli security, and
were therefore not prepared to move negotiatiomg/eial on other fronts. Israel’s
leadership argued that now the Knesset did not isea| to talk to Syria and therefore the
leaders had no mandate to dd¥oHad Egypt not acted unilaterally and had set itmms
for Israeli withdrawal from other fronts, it may lvbave been more difficult for Israel to
use its agreement with Egypt to justify its non{oe@tion with other parties.

Thirdly, the Disengagement Agreement with Egypd glasve Israel a further pretext to place
further demands and conditions on the US. Thusetarn for its acceptance of the
agreement, Israel extracted guarantees from theédksipply oil and aid, and that ‘should
Israel take military action as a result of an Egypviolation of the Agreement or any of its
attachments, the US [Government], if it agreesghah action is reasonable, will lend Israel
material and diplomatic suppoff® Furthermore, ianyworld power threatened Israel, its
security or sovereignty, the US promised to lengpsut, and it agreed to ensure that the

Israel-Egypt agreementas not contingent on any other agreement withraiingb states

%% gpeaking of the Camp David Accords in 1979, Lestates: ‘Achieving full and just rights of the
Palestinians became infinitely more difficult themment Anwar Sadat signed along the dotted linee— th
Arab world had just lost most of its leveraggtab-Israeli Conflict 264. The agreement allowed Israel to
act with greater impunity in the region. Arguabijs process was set in motion at Sinai Il, as estgl

by Quandt irPeace Process

%% Memorandum of understanding: agreement betweegdahernments of Israel and the United States,
draft, 19/8/1975, Records of Sisco, RG 59, ently5hBox 34

%7 |sraeli Embassy to Washington, 9/9/1975, Recof&iszo, RG 59, entry 5405, Box 36

%8 Memorandum of understanding: agreement betweegdahernments of Israel and the United States,
draft, 19/8/1975, Records of Sisco, RG 59, ently5hBox 34
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Significantly for Syria, Israel set the conditidrat the US would not press Rabin to change

his position on an Israeli-Syrian agreement.

5.3.3 Egyptian-Syrian relations deteriorate and presure on Syria

By September 1975, relations deteriorated sigmtfigdetween Syria and Egypt as a result
of the widespread view that Egypt had betrayed\resh partners and had conceded too
much to Israel and the US: In September the Egy@trabassy in Damascus was attacked.
The Egyptian foreign minister Fahmy responded iffeich an attack happened again, he
would order the destruction of the Syrian Embassyairo?®® The attack was perpetrated
by 100-150 members of Rifaat Asad’s special fodressed in civilian clothes — Syrian
authorities did warn the Egyptians that a demotistravas planned, and later claimed the
rogue rioters had got into embassy through the.b&ckEgyptians issued an ultimatum to
Syria that the Egyptian Ambassador would be withwrd the anti-Egypt tactics were not

stopped®

Egypt’s precarious position was made worse beckugel continued to praise Sadat and
compare him with other Arabs’ belligerency. Thmdact weakened Sadat and led to him
being described by many as a traitor. Sadat wasy@n unwinnable situation — the US
reported that he did not want to admit to his agwets with Israel in public, but at the same
time in ‘protesting his innocence’ against the aetions of collusion with Israel, he would
be accused by Israel of reneging against his agmeemot to engage in anti-Israel
propaganda'’® It was said that Egypt expected sharp criticisomfthe Palestinians, but
that the ‘unexpected virulence of Syrian react®mipsetting. As is [...the] concomitant
deafening silence of even friendly Arab stafé§’According to reports, Sadat was calling
his foreign minister Fahmy everyday to ask him “tt&n be done to reassure and calm the

Syrians down*"®

Despite his dismay at these attacks, the chargesStdat seemingly had few answers to
were the ones coming from both Syria and Israekddleed by the US as ‘strange

bedfellows’ on this occasion) that the Egyptiamfrevas now frozen thus ending the state of
war ‘practically and contractually’. Syria wasa@fsirious that Sadat failed to mention other

Arab territories or mention Palestinian people is &greement; that he had introduced

%9 Telegram, Egyptian Embassy to Kissinger, 9/9/1%#&x0rds of Sisco, RG 59, entry 5405, Box 36
479 bid.

“"1 Cairo to Washington, September 1975, RecordsstioSRG 59, entry 5405, Box 36

472 bid.

473 bid.
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‘armed US intelligence agents’ into Arab territaapd had rewarded ‘Israeli extortion with
colossal amounts of US aid’. Sadat admitted toUlsethat he and his advisors had
anticipated these criticisms, but had hoped ‘Danmat|east would not, repeat not air them

1 474

publicly’.

Despite praising Sadat’s courage publicly, the Bi®gnised in private that Sadat did not

get what he had initially wanted from negotiatiossd had conceded more than he and his
advisors thought was politically safe. Such wadéhel of antipathy towards Sadat, and the
unpopularity directed towards Egypt, that the foilog was noted: ‘That the GOE

[Government of Egypt] would shed no tears at Sad#isappearance is assumed hefé>..’

5.3.4 Egypt’s motivations

Why then did Egypt act so readily? While Egypt’'side®ns and actions have been outlined,
the reasons behind them now need greater analykis.in turn will help to explain why
Syria did not pursue the same path. Egypt’s dacisias viewed even by its supporters as

extraordinary — in trying to assess the reasorsUth provided a number of explanations.

(i) Firstly, Sadat had taken a gamble in shiftimgreliance from the Soviet Union to the
US, and his cooperation with Israel was intensalyapular. He was very conscious of his
critics — he was stung by the criticisms levelledia decisions and saw this as his last real
chance to prove his strategy was working, and loathopelessly stalled’ as his critics were
charging*”® For 18 months Sadat was unable to get movemethiedisraeli front and was
beginning to lose support even among those whallgisupported an agreement. Thus any
opportunity at a settlement was deemed bettentbaa — it was a case of ‘now or never’ for
Sadat'’’ It should be noted that Asad too was under pregsiprove that cooperation with
the US would lead to results; but unlike Sadat wbibdeeper into concessions in order to

save face, Asad walked away from negotiations.

(i) Sadat, however, felt he could not follow Asadxample. The US argued that he knew
Egypt could not ‘win’ a war, undermining the valoiekeeping the option of war open as
Syria preferred. Egypt could still have gainedrira limited war, which might have enabled

it to take back the Mitla and Giddi passes. Butéalso knew that with such an act Egypt

474 bid.

7 bid.

47® Cairo to Washington, Sept 1975, Cairo to Washimg&eptember 1975, Records of Sisco, RG 59, entry
5405, Box 36

47 |bid.
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would lose US support. He could not risk this eesglly having alienated the Soviet Union
who refused to participate in the Geneva ceremorsygn the agreements; loss of Soviet
support was already placing economic pressureggptiand the US needed to be kept on
side to compensate for tHi€ Having failed to secure the passes or oilfietdsnfIsrael,
American support was one of the few gains Sadaldcase to justify his controversial
policy and argue it was working — if this too wa®spardised it would be a ‘crushing
admission that his policy was bankruff.

(i) The US also argued that Sadat was dupethéyrtystique of the Free Officers in 1952,
believing that the Arab world’s ‘respect for hisrgen and that of his old comrades is
immutable’*®® Sadat’s sceptical foreign minister Fahmy werfaass to claim that ‘this is

[the] sole important reason that Sadat nerved Hirtessign [a] ‘bad’ agreement...now these

premises have proven dramatically untrue, [the$ident is in some state of agitatiSft.

(iv) Furthermore, the US argued that Sadat wasrasged with the notion that a
disengagement involving the first case of Israéhdrawal from Arab territory would be
brought about by negotiations and not war — Sadatted to construct this as a symbolic
victory for his and Egypt’s legacy, in which Egyiped to initiate the beginning of a peace
process after decades of conffit.

(v) Despite widespread unpopularity, there weraeswho did support Sadat’s decisions —
this provided him with enough encouragement to yseien agreement with Israel and to
agree to so many concessions. Among these wefalldi regime, whom the US argued
were pivotal in persuading Sadat; the US arguedyraggptians were also ‘in [the] mood to
accept even [a] ‘bad’ Disengagement Agreement’piteshe apparent abandonment of
ideology that it represented — they argued busmessvanted stability, while the army were
aware of the ‘severe disadvantages’ it facedabittinued on a war-footing. War fatigue
and a yearning for economic improvement were c#sdey motivations for Egypt’s
rapprochemerf®® There were of course many other sections of Egyipulation that
were excluded from America’s analysis here, aslvwaaise out so dramatically on 6 October
1981 when Sadat was assassinated.

478 Cairo to Washington, Sept 1975, Cairo to Washimg&eptember 1975, Records of Sisco, RG 59, entry
5405, Box 36

479 bid.

80 pid.

81 pid.

82 pid.

83 |bid.; see also Yoram MeitaEgypt's Struggle for PeacéUniversity Press of Florida, 1997), 132
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(vi) Finally, more pressing realities also impactadat’'s decision — he was aware that
Egypt was militarily weak and vulnerable at thimé. He had hoped that through this
agreement he had sealed his borders against lati@elks. He also saw it as opening up the

chance of obtaining supplies from western soussbish had previously been withheff.

Thus the following reasons — Egypt's economic anbkary stagnation; support from
business elites and conservative Arab neighbcwegqrestige of initiating peace; the need to
stave off criticism and produce something after ywars of talks and a costly war; and fear
of losing newfound US support, explain why Sadatad to sign the agreement, with
incomplete Israeli withdrawal from the Sinai angage of far-reaching concessions in the
military and political realm. For all their pladslj even the US described his actions as a

‘faute de mieux*8®

While much of the literature highlights, even la&ilat for his pragmatism in turning his
back on ideological principles, indicating thatigs a mark of a mature stdf8 the
documents reveal the high level of concern held ordy by insiders in the Egyptian
government but also the US who feared that Sadbgjbae too far and acted too hastily in
discarding popular opinion and altering Egypt'sign policy so dramatically. Of course
Sadat knew the risks were high, but he seemed pagze for the level of opposition he was

to face.

To understand this opposition it should be noted e had left himself open to attack on
almost every traditional principle of Arab natiosalphilosophy: having expelled the
Soviets, he had invited the Americans to play aenegreater role in the region, thus
seeming to facilitate the reintroduction to theaaoé superpower ‘imperialists’; he had
agreed to the de facto suspension of the statellajérency against Israel, which had been
the main ideological driving force after decolotiisa — in doing so Sadat was seen to be
violating the basic tenet of Arab solidarity, iriexft accepting the status quo in the region

when he had been unable to get a public and fiterakenation from the US to seek Israel’s

484 Cairo to Washington, Sept 1975, Cairo to Washimg&eptember 1975, Records of Sisco, RG 59, entry
5405, Box 36; Kissingelyears of Upheavab46.

85 Cairo to Washington, Sept 1975, Cairo to WashingSeptember 1975, Records of Sisco, RG 59,
entry 5405, Box 36

8¢ Not least shown in the statements made by Sadeseli in which he announced that he was taking a
pragmatic, realistic and unemotional approach ~Yagam Meital, Egypt’s Struggle for Peac@32-133;

see also, describing Sadat’s policy as a ‘morest@abpproach’, Raphael Isradiilan of Defiance
Weidenfeld and Nicolson, (1985), 172
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immediate pullback from the Golan, and had ‘nothimgffer the Palestinians’ except a
statement that he had urged dialogue with tf&nThe following assessment from the US
State Department sums up Egypt’'s predicament aetyrdn short, Sadat will be hard-
pressed to refute charges that his is a self-sgékgypt first’ policy which flies in the face

of Arab nationalist principles of 1952 revolutid§®

The shift, or as some called it ‘defection’ by Egwas completed over the following years,
culminating in a formal peace treaty with IsraeR@&March 1979. The symbolic impact of
the turnaround had been made all the greater vatat% visit to Jerusalem in 1977,

followed by a series of foreign aid agreements withUS, producing a solid alliance which
would last for decades. As a result, Egypt beeéfitom $2billion of US aid every year and

was given a central role in the ‘peace processodiner regional affairs. While it is cited as
an example of Egypt giving up ideology for pragmaglf-interest, there are important ways

in which this assessment comes into question.

Firstly, it strongly went against popular opini@stch an extent that it placed the regime at
risk. Sadat himself paid the ultimate price whenwas assassinated by gunmen on 6
October 1981. Both the controversial pro-Ameripaticy and the regime remained intact
after Hosni Mubarak came to power, but at the espenf its reputation and popular
leadership that Egypt had enjoyed prior to theetnwith Israel®® Nor did the country as a
whole benefit as much as was hoped in terms ofldereent and economic advancement:
US aid barely trickled down to lower levels of s#igi as poverty levels increased over the
decades. And finally, the region’s problems werterasolved by Egypt’s actions — they did
not produce the domino-effect as was expecteclistidl faced hostility and insecurity and
indeed it could be argued that the marginalisaifdsrael’s opponents and Egypt’s apparent
kow-towing to US policy increased radicalism in thegion. Egypt's ‘self-interest’
contributed to the region’s problems rather thaohes them.

If pragmatism is associated with efficiency anatggic prowess, then the outcomes of
Sadat’s policy fell short. Moreover, Sadat’'s ppleas seen even by contemporaries as
idealistic, rather than pragmatic. His expectation America’s ability to deliver

“87 Cairo to Washington, , Sept 1975, Cairo to WasimgSeptember 1975, Records of Sisco, RG 59,
entry 5405, Box 36

88 |bid.

89 Author's interview with Imad Moustapha, Syrian Aasbador to the US, Washington DC, June 2009,
in which he stated that Syria would not be prepéoguhy a political price and sacrifice the Patgatis as
Egypt did; he stated Syria's stance against Isnaele it the most popular state among Arab publiciop,
ahead of Mubarak's Egypt (i.e. that it had gonéragi@ublic opinion).
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concessions from Israel if the Arabs complied, laisdyranting of concessions before these
were reciprocated by Isra®f exposed naivety in negotiation skills or even tesgness.
And finally, as analysed above, Sadat’s policy was entirely the result of rational
decision-making, but rather there was a degreeaubfi® and desperation in his motives.
From the anger shown by his ministers and Sadatis® to consider the extent of public
opposition that might be stoked by his policiess gvident that there was little collective
decision-making and poor intelligence of populainggn at the heart of the regime.

9% ndeed according to Lesch, Sadat ‘was the oneméxde most of the concessiors979 The Year that
shaped the Modern Middle East4
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5.4 Conclusion

In two decades time, the Israeli Prime Ministezkak Shamir claimed that a private letter
given by President Ford to Rabin during the Disgegaent talks stipulated that the US
would notchallenge Israel about its continued occupatiaheiGolan Heights?* Shamir
argued that this letter laid the parameters fouruttalks and justified Israel’s non-
cooperation over the Golan Heights. Such a lettarld indeed be highly controversial,
given that it directly contradicted America’s puthetoric, not least to the Syrians, that it
was acting as a neutral mediator and was workirth®basis of UN resolutions stipulating
withdrawal. However, the following archival evidenshows that Shamir’s claims were
accurate, as Kissinger had recorded the contenliettier from Ford to Rabin which matches

the wording of the note given by Shamir to SecyeBaker in 1991:

The US will support the position that an overalttlsenent with Syria in the
framework of a peace agreement must include efiearrangements to assure
Israeli security from attack from the Golan Height$he US appreciates fully and
gives great weight to Israel's view that any peageeement with Syria must be
predicated on Israeli remaining on the Golan Heigithe US is prepared to support
this position if other arrangements which mightyardeasible are not, in the US
judgement, of comparable effectiveness in protgdsrael’s survival and security,
to which the US is fully committe?

Syria, of course, was ignorant of any such pronmsade by the US to Israel. As long as
this secret arrangement between Israel and theobitthoed, the premise of any current or
future negotiations between Syria and Israel wasdd; meanwhile this demonstrates that
the US was not acting in an even-handed way wi¢ghSkrians and in fact helped to
predetermine a negative outcome in Syrian-Isragbtigtions and thereby US-Syrian

relations.

And Indeed the US had already laid the foundatfonshis one-sided policy prior to this
communication. The State Department had been raoeptive of Syria’s concessions and
more genuine in wanting to reach a comprehenstilesent including Syria. But whatever
they had expected from the talks, they were somenrieéevant to the negotiation process.

It largely came to be dictated on the American slteugh the President’s office and

491 James A. Baker IIlThe Politics of Diplomacy: Revolution, War and Peat989-199ZPutnam'’s Sons,
1995), 424

92 |_etter from Ford to Rabin, Kissinger to GenerabA| 23/7/1975, Records of Sisco, RG 59, entry 5405
Box 34
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especially by Kissinger — the sidelining of thet&f@aepartment allowed Kissinger to wield a

great deal of influence.

Independent of the fact that the American publicenme favour of Israel with a danger of an
anti-Arab backlash if the administration were seetio too much for Arab¥2Kissinger's
own memoirs show that he had no intention to poshhe fulfilment of resolution 242,
which stipulated Israel withdraw from all Arab laadcupied in 1967°* Kissinger always
consulted with Israel before talking to the Arabgreby ensuring that Israel demands were
the starting point of any negotiations; moreoveeré were times when Kissinger actively
discouraged Israel from moving too quickly in negons in case it made Israel ‘look
weak’ — the US played a role therefore in suppgrtimael’s inflexibility*®® Kissinger also
acknowledged that he wanted to make Arabs learretson of the ‘impossibility’ of
achieving anything through military meaf8.The Arabs’ hand had been weakened

therefore well before negotiations even started.

To answer the questions this chapter began wighAthericans had already prepared the
ground for their preferred outcome, which was a@meal settlement that excluded the
Syrians and the Palestinians —the US proved ndieta neutral mediator but rather it
actively avoided pursuing Syrian and Palestiniamaleds for fear of upsetting Israel and
jeopardising the Egyptian and Jordanian negotiatidrus its relationship with Israel — not
just at the diplomatic level but also faced with4bsraeli public opinion domestically — did
hinder a more just and comprehensive settlementéfacted the goals of all the parties.
Moreover, there was evidence to show that the U8 Hleep-seated perceptions and
assumptions about the Syrians that meant that titaeik in negotiations was given low
priority to begin with. Such was their convictithat Syria’s radicalism and intransigence
would not result in a settlement, that they mesaly the Syrians in an instrumental light to
make the path smoother for the other parties 4y amhducive to a successful outcome on

the Syrian-Israel front.

To what extent, then, were American perceptionSysfa accurate? Syria’s position was
supported by UN resolutions 242 and 338; in legains their demands were neither

unrealistic nor unjustified. In this light it walibe difficult to argue that Syria was being

493 Quandt,Peace Procesd 34
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obstructionist because it maintained its basic aehfiar Israeli withdrawal from occupied
territory — the logic of which would mean Syria vidtave to concede territory to Israel,
occupied in contravention of the Geneva Conventioarder to be rid of the obstructionist

label. Thus to describe Syria’s actions as obstmist are not warranted.

In terms of the view that Syria was intransigerd arflexible there is some accuracy to
suggest that Syria was the most consistent ireitsathds and the least willing to sacrifice its
starting terms in negotiations. But again it woldddifficult to see what principles could
have been sacrificed when their demands for withdrathough crucial, were also very
basic. Moreover, it was not the case that Syria emtirely inflexible and unwilling to
negotiate any terms or agree to interim arrangenteitfavoured Israel more — their
acceptance of the Disengagement Agreement andgviiss to allow temporary territorial
concessions demonstrated that they were a pattgiieacould bargain with. In fact Israel
were just as unwilling to concede its war-time adages than the Arab parties, if not more,
while the inducements needed to persuade themeto evgage in talks were always far
greater than any offered to the Arabs. There wenember of principles that Israel was not
willing to concede — some of these were for deegieskideological reasons and some were
due to public pressure. In that sense Israel shmaoge similarities with Syria than Egypt,
with whom Syria is usually compared, because Ssinalarly would not sacrifice key
ideological principles — demands for a comprehensettlement, opposition to Israel and a
united Arab front — even in the face of financljitary and political incentives. The
regime’s adherence to Arab nationalism was botbgretl and historical; but it was all the

more pressing and indispensable because of popuilaon.

Sadat’s role was important, but he did not shapentscent peace process as boldly as he
hoped. He ended up facilitating the outcome dddiyethe Americans (so willingly at times
that even they were surprised) but his actions\aésakened the Arabs’ strength to negotiate
and to retain leverage. Crucially his actions ghesseparate peace initiative the legitimacy
needed of having Arab support. The status qusragli occupation of other Arab lands was
therefore solidified with the removal of a key deager. Sadat could pursue this path by
abandoning ideology, which he saw as intangibleusmneéalistic, and opting for the self-help
route. And yet his decisions were not only motdaby self-interest for Egypt but they
were also influenced by a combination of idealigiesperation, need for recognition and
hubris (particularly in underestimating the levélopposition his policies would evoke).
Given the non-rational motives at play, the pragsnathat is often associated with Sadat’s
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policy is therefore questionable. Syria, on tHeeohand, though retaining its ideological
principles, also demonstrated caution and realisth vegards to the outcomes of the
negotiations, and a greater awareness of a) thiecpubod, b) its own limitations both
domestically and internationally and c) the streegnd goals of its opponents. Thus
conversely, Syria’s policy was ideological in s@pste, and pragmatic in its calculations and
implementation. It was thus both these approautiésh prevented Syria from following
Egypt in signing a truce with Israel and formingadilance with the US.
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Chapter 6
US-Syrian Cooperation in the Post-Cold War Era

At the close of the 1970s after the Egyptian-IsSiaedce treaty, Syria found itself isolated in
the region. But the Iranian Revolution in 1979 #relemergence of the Islamic Republic in
Tehran provided Syria with an unexpected and ulylially. Syria was the first state in the
Middle East to recognise the new Islamist reginmg, was the only state to support Iran
during the Iranian hostage crisis. Thus a longistrategic alliance was forged between the
two anti-imperialist states. This served to furtBetrench US-Syrian hostility throughout
the 1980s, with the US placing Syria on its lisstafte sponsors of terrorism, and applying
greater sanctions on the regime. In this contb&tGulf crisis in 1990 when the US sought

Syria’s help, marked a dramatic turnaround in tireuhes of US-Syrian relations.

The ensuing decade has at times been describdtk atetade of hope because of the
unlikely improvements in relations between previpimstile state8®” The disruption of
the structural consistencies of previous decadaseplincreased scrutiny on the role of
ideology in Syria’s foreign policy, and how it adeg to the altered international setting of
the 1990s. This chapter seeks to examine Syratigrance to ideology in the face of
changing regional and global circumstances, andth@an turn affected its relations with
the US.

9" David LeschThe Arab-Israeli Conflict317 Itamar Rabinovichwaging Peace — Israel and the Arabs
1948-2003 (Princeton University Press, 2004), 38
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6.1 Syria’s Participation in the Gulf War and Impli cations for Ideology

On 2 August 1990, Iraq invaded and occupied neighbg Kuwait. The UN Security
Council passed resolution 660 which condemnedtvesion and demanded complete and
unconditional withdrawal, secured by the use aféaf necessary. This was followed soon

by cutting off arms supplies and the deploymeni§ftroops in Saudi Arabia.

The usual pro-western Arab states were expecteipport America’s charge against
Saddam Hussein. But what made the Gulf War uniigaemparison to previous conflicts
in the region was Syria’s participation on the afithe US against Iraq. Lesch even states
that Syria ‘was most important of all the Arab ssain the coalition*”® The US hoped that
this unusual partnering gave the intervention ncoedibility, supporting American claims
that most of the Arab world was opposed to Saddassein’s invasion and deflecting some
of the criticism that this was a colonial vent{ité By all accounts Syria stuck to the terms
of the embargo and economic sanctions onitad\nd indeed when the war began, Syrian
troops took part in backing Egyptian forces in Kitnalthough they would not go in to fight

Iraqi forces>™*

While it helped to reduce Syria’s isolation in thegion, it had for a while negative
consequences for Syria’s reputation of standingipe Americans and external meddling
in the region’s affairs. It raised doubts at theet about Syria’s commitment to Arab
nationalist ideology, and academics and policy-makéke for years afterwards cited this
event as marking the death-knell for Arab nati@malin the region. Such perceptions and
accusations of hypocrisy did trouble Asad. Forgée had prided himself on not caving in
to pressure from the US or its neighbours to giwehe ideological ‘struggle’. Thus, in
contrast to the eagerness of other Arab stAfém was reported to have been reluctant about
participating in combat operations, eventuallyroliaig that he was committing troops in
defence of Saudi Arabia, ‘not for an assault orth@oArabs™% To the US Secretary of

State James Baker, who questioned why he wasilerarda, Asad explained:

98 | esch,The Arab-Israeli Conflict320

499 Djerejian, Baker's trip to Persian gulf, Helsirskimmit, Moscow ministerial, Europe: RG 59, press
materials for the Secretary’s trips 1989-1993, UD®/\Box 7

% james BakefThe Politics of Diplomacyg01
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02 Notably Saudi Arabia and Egypt.
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What do we say to the Syrian people?...There anar®/who questions why we
have sent forces to the Gulf...you talked about Acaeripublic opinion. We have
similar problems%*

Evidently Asad understood the risk he was takingupporting the American venture.
Syria’s image in the eyes of other Arabs, publi;mm, and not being seen to betray the
ideological consistency which Syria had always @iybiven great importance to, were all
essential to Syria’s self-identity and politicag¢dibility. Other states built their status and

influence on resources or military power, Syria badt its status on the power of ideas.

Did Syria’s decision to participate in the Ameridad coalition therefore represent a crisis
in identity for state and people, and a dilutionitsy Arab nationalist, anti-hegemonic
ideology? Had Syria relented to the changing dyosuief a now unipolar world, in which
bandwagoning with the US was seen as the onlyeigiion? These are the questions that
are regularly posed in relation to Syria’s partatipn in the Gulf War, with implications for
the role of ideology in both Syria’s foreign poliapd its relations with the US.

There are two main charges of hypocrisy levelle8yata and its ideological claims as a
result of the Gulf War. The first is that Syriacgfced the principle of Arab unity in
supporting the coalition against its Arab neighbiag>’> The long-term political and
personal rivalry between Saddam Hussein and Asaelisdocumented® all the more
ironic given that the two states were both Ba'thists often argued that Asad was eager to
see action taken against Irag because his grudgi@esdtgSaddam Hussein superseded

ideology.

The second charge is that Syria sacrificed thecypli@ of protecting Arab autonomy and
resistance to external intervention in the regia®irs by supporting America’s lead
against Saddam Hussein. As elucidated in the puewchapters Syria had for years held to
the principle of challenging American dominance thuhe protection that it gave to Israel.
Syria contrasted itself with neighbours Egypt tondestrate that it was principled and
would not be pressured to ‘sell-out’ to the US.uS'it is also argued that Asad was now
willing to bandwagon with the US given the decliiethe Soviet Union, exposing its

ideological claims as mere rhetoric.

504 .

Ibid.
°% HumphreysThe Strange Career of pan-Arabiséa
% See Eberhard Kienl&a'th v. Ba'th.
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6.1.1 Why did Syria join the military action againg Iraq?

Let us address both these arguments - it is tateSyria did have its own grievances against
Irag and there is no doubt that there was a persmmaponent to their running dispute.
However, this is too simplistic an account anderet an un-nuanced realist interpretation of
the region’s politics; for there were other factoverriding this personal element that were
important drivers behind Syria’s decision in 199§ria’s main motivation was summed up
by Baker:

‘...he left no doubt that he had no brief for histdritenemy. He indicated that
Saddam’s invasion was wrong, and therefore Syria agopting the principled

position of supporting the coalition’s efforf8”... Asad said: ‘We will do the right

thing...but it is not easy to do because of our mubiinion’>%

Indeed this case has been put forward by Syriacialff since the event. Ghayth Armanazi,

the Syrian head of the Arab league at the timé@iGulf War explained:

Before viewing this period as one of cooperatiothwhie US against a fellow Arab

country, itis important to understand that Syae Saddam’s attack against Kuwait
as damaging the crucial notion of a united Arabtfrésaddam’s actions were giving
the rest of the world the idea that the Arab wbdd deep divisions and were willing
to threaten and attack each other. This was deb&yn&yria as a greater threat to
pan-Arab ideology, than seeking the help of anresiepower®

While such a position lacks the greater completkigt was likely to be involved in Asad's
motives, it does in many ways support the analysiforward in this thesis regarding the
praxis of Syrian ideology. It reflects, in parhet primarily political nature of Arab
nationalism, and the notion that Arab sovereigwtyich rested on the need for order within
the regional system, was paramotifitOne of the greatest threats to these princiflegec
after the First World War when the region was isodiler, and Arabs collaborated with
European powers to annex territory and create tivairmonarchies. During the Gulf War
however (and according to the official Syrian litie) Arab states were not cooperating with
the US to take Iraq’s territory for themselves, toytrotect another Arab state, Kuwait, from
being overpowered. If Irag’s actions were left haltenged, this would create disorder in

the region and would be used an excuse for extpoveérs to enter the region again under

97 Baker,Politics of Diplomacy297-9
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%9 Author’s interview with Ghayth Armanazi, London,JBne 2007; also corroborated by Ambassador
Imad Moustapha (interview with Author,Washington,@ne 2009), who argued that 'Saddam'’s
aggression was in a way justifying the legitima€piher forms of occupation — and also it gave etgit
to the US to come to the region. When we agreel thid US we got guarantees that the US would not
occupy Irag...it gave us leverage to stop the USiegHpne evil to create another evil by occupyirapl’
*19See Chapter 2
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the pretext of restoring order. A contained inégmon, one which united the Arabs in a

common cause, was deemed as a legitimate reasadtiiog against another Arab state.

After the war, Asad was challenged by the Jordagthe Arab summit, who queried how
Syria could justify working with the Americans, antio called for a solely Arab solution to
the crisis. Asad responded by asking how manefrrab states present would have been
willing or ready to commit forces to liberate Kutvaand how many would have taken
serious steps to helf}? Thus his position was that in that instance, jaiiog American help
was the only option to prevent even worse developstbat would disunite and weaken the
whole region, making it more susceptible to exteimizrvention in the futuré*® Asad's
explanation attempted to justify Syria's decisian keeing wholly consistent with its

ideological principles.

But if we analyse the decision in a more critiagiht, then it cannot be separated from the
post Cold War context. While Syria did not wantatmit to yielding to the US, the

uncertain and unprecedented situation presentédiSoynipolarity placed a great deal of
pressure on the Syrians to bandwagon in this instam a way that marked a great
discontinuity from past policies. Furthermore, A'sawish to rein back Iraq was less out of
solidarity for Kuwait and more out of fear of Iragggrandisement against its other
neighbours, including Syria. Thus very defensiealist concerns against the US and Iraq

were also at play here.

A second more principled factor behind Asad’s deanisvas concern for the credibility of
the UN. American intervention on this occasion wasn to be different from previous
instances of US involvement in the region becatisad the approval of the United Nations.
There had been in total 12 UN Security Council iggms and not responding to them
would have affected the credibility of the UM .The UN had authorised the use of force if
Irag did not withdraw from Kuwait through a finasolution 678 on November 29 1990.
After the conflict, just prior to the Madrid talk&sad reinforced his support for the UN by
stating that the UN gave collective action ‘inteimal legitimacy’ and ‘moral authority™>

1 Djerejian, Baker’s trip to Persian gulf, Helsirskimmit, Moscow ministerial, Europe: RG 59, press
materials for the Secretary’s trips 1989-1993, UD®/\Box 7

*12 Author’s interview with Ghayth Armanazi, London,J6ne 2007

13 Djerejian, Baker's trip to Persian gulf, Helsirskimmit, Moscow ministerial, Europe: RG 59, press
materials for the Secretary’s trips 1989-1993, UD®/\Box 7
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This has been a consistent factor in Syria’s foraiglicy since the 1967 wat® The
importance Syria gives to the role of the UN igltie the concept of multilateralism
deflecting the hegemony of the great powers; lad,gbyria saw the UN as an important
tool of moral and political recourse against Isragtl was aware that in turn Israel perceived
the UN as a ‘mortal enemy*’ Syria had always supported the implementatioklsf
resolutions in the Arabs’ plight, thus supportiny k&solutions now would also increase the
legitimacy of the resolutions pertaining to Isra®imilarly, to undermine the UN in the Gulf
crisis would have served to undermine those UNluéisos against Israel. Thus the moral
and legal legitimacy of Syria’s grievance agairssaél and demands for the Arabs has

become symbiotic with defending the UN.

Finally, to challenge the notion that Syria wasisgjly motivated by its longstanding rivalry
with Iraqg, we should compare Syria’s reaction topd$icy towards Iraq over the subsequent
years. Having supported the US in the Gulf criSigja strongly opposed US air strikes on
Irag in 1998, with numerous public demonstratiogaiast the US; this followed efforts by
both regimes to renew diplomatic contacts late9@7lwhen Iragi Deputy Prime Minister
Tarig Aziz was received in Syria. Syria also tqut in the oil for food programme
exporting medicine and food to Iraq during Americamctions on the Iraqgi regime; and
Syria also reopened the oil pipelines that had bexsed since 1982, and three border posts.
It was reported that Syria lobbied Saudi Arabithia time to reintegrate Iraq back into the
Arab ‘fold’.>*

And more recently, in 2003, despite the traditionallry between the two states, Syria was
the most vocal in its opposition to the US invasiand in doing so it placed the Syrian
regime at risk from a military attat® and put it at odds with its long-term ally Iraro S
while the personal and political animosity betw&sgmia and Iraq was deep, its impact on
Syria’s policy, and the notion that it forced Sytwaalign with the US just to spite an old

rival to the detriment of its ideological principlehas been exaggerated.

*18 Author’s interview with the Syrian Ambassador e tUN, Dr. Bashar Ja’afari, UN Headquarters New
York, February 2009

1" Baker, 448

*18 Author’s interview with Dr. Bashar Ja’afari, UN Bigquarters New York, February 2009

%19 Lucy Dean (Ed.)The Middle East and North Africa 200Buropa Publications, 8CEdition, 2003), 484
520 author’s interview with Flynt Leverett, Former adeor to the American NSC, Washington DC, June
2009
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6.1.2 Why did Syria collude with the US?

While it has been argued above that Syria bandwedyaiith the US during its ‘unipolar’
moment, despite being ideologically opposed to naigkmerican policy in the region, this
too needs a more nuanced explanation. FirstllQ80, the coalition against Irag was built
on factors that were very different from those fioaned the ‘coalition of the willing’ in
2003. Notably the US acted more gradually andrahtl act unilaterally. It built up
diplomatic and particularly economic pressure i@ YN, before moving on to military

pressuré?

Moreover the US did not want the coalition to beched to connotations of the west
lecturing an Arab state, and was keen to emph#sséhis time the Soviet Union (in its last
days), and other Arab states, were fully on boalendorsed the pl&A® Syria perceived
that the US was trying to build a genuine consemstisother parties in the region, the UN
and even America’s normal enemies (including Cubafher than seeking the bare
minimum needed to facilitate an American hegemeré@cise’> Indeed as outlined above,
America’s policy served to strengthen the UN os tiacasion, not the opposite as had been
the case in the past. Going through the UN wasialrin getting the Arab states to join, in
contrast to British Prime Minister Margaret Thatcdeuggestion for unilateral action to
protect US interest&? What this demonstrates is that Syria was notsavier cooperating
with the US at all costs. Its opposition to the t\®r the years had been built on US
policies which were at odds with Syrian ideologg amterests. Where the US was seen to

be attempting a change in its approach, there @aam for change in Syria's policies as well.

Finally, and crucially, Syria saw a rare opportymit which the US needed its support and

participation, and wanted to use that as leverageake its own demands. It questioned the
US why it had come to Kuwait’s aid when it had beeaupied, but failed to do the same for

the Palestinians against Israel. Gradually, thex®growing momentum behind the notion

that this occasion of Arab unity under a commorseaand Arab cooperation with the US,

should be grasped as an opportunity to break the-state in the Arab-Israeli conflict after

the Gulf War had ended. Despite its suspicionh®fJS, Syria recognised that America

%21 Baker,Politics of Diplomacy277

%22 Background briefing by administration official, kara, 9/8/1990, file: trip of Secretary Baker to
Ankara, RG 59, press materials for the Secretdrigs 1989-1993, UDWWS8, Box 7

2 James Baker, 9/8/1990, press conference, fifeofrSecretary Baker to Ankara, RG 59, press nateri
for the Secretary’s trips 1989-1993, UDWWS8, Box 7
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was ‘a useful power broker’ and wanted to chartmel influence to help the Arab cagé.

At a joint press conference, Syria’s Foreign Mieidtarouk Sharaa stated:

We hope that these relations will improve to presehe interest of the two
countries and peace and stability in the regiom..pelieve that an Iraqi
unconditional withdrawal from Kuwait in implementat of UN security council
resolution, would certainly pave the way after floatan Israeli withdrawal from the
occupied Arab territories ...If we take into cores@tion the post cold war [situation]
then itis important and imperative that this regsbould witness genuine peace and
stability. The immediate issue now is to get ttagil forces from Kuwait and the
restoration of the legitimate government of Kuvaat then certainly if you want
genuine stability in the region, then we should kvimr a comprehensive and just
settlement of the Arab-Israeli conflit®

From Baker’s perspective, despite disapproval fideannis Ross, he felt that Syria’s
participation was of very important symbolic valtWith Syria represented, the credibility
of our Arab coalition partners was immeasurablgrgjthened’. But as he also stated, he
had a more long-term plan, and he felt that, ‘Tiveas no way to move a comprehensive
Mideast peace process forward without the activeliement of Syria®’ Bush reinforced
this position when he told Baker: ‘I think you skibaonsider going to Syria. | don’t want

to miss the boat again’.

This demonstrates the difference with which thissuilstration considered the role of Syria
compared to previous and subsequent administratforia public, the US did not want to
make the linkage between intervention in the Guidf he Arab-Israeli conflict, for fear that
Saddam Hussein would use it to sow disunity amdreg Arabs’®® But in private,
particularly when trying to secure Syria’s supptve US was very clear that it intended to
build on the coalition that had been formed to wiorka comprehensive peace plan after the

Gulf crisis, stating:

We're optimistic that the circumstances that bi@ygia, Egypt, and the Gulf states
together in a major Arab coalition can augur wellthe future of the Arab-Israeli
peace process’

% Author’s interview with Ghayth Armanazi.

% press conference, Baker and FM Farouk Sharaa, Staiminternational airport, 14/9/1990: Baker’s trip
to Persian gulf, Helsinki summit, Moscow ministériaurope: RG 59, press materials for the Secr&tary
trips 1989-1993, UDWWS8, Box 7

%2 Baker,Politics of Diplomacy296
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2 press conference, Baker and FM farouk sharaa, Smamanternational airport, 14/9/1990: Baker’s trip
to Persian gulf, Helsinki summit, Moscow ministériaurope: RG 59, press materials for the Secr&tary
trips 1989-1993, UDWWS8, Box 7
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If we assess the outcomes of Syria’s participatiaie coalition against Iraq, we can see
that a key winner was the Middle East peace proegssnot necessarily Syria on its own.
Syria did gain from its participation — the Gulf YWaad left Syria ‘in a stronger position
with regard to virtually all of its major regionedncerns>* It was more involved in matters
of regional security, and saw more consultatiom\kitjypt and the Gulf states reflected by
the fact the GCC met in Damascus to discuss repgieeaurity. But these gains in
international recognition were needed to counter damage of years of international
isolation; moreover it was not just recognition the sake of prestige, but rather it gave
Syria greater leverage in the Arab-Israeli conflitivas Syria’s involvement which led the
US to realise that ‘it could no longer seek to agel [Syria] from any role in the resolution
of the Arab-Israeli conflict®®® And Syria felt its inclusion was needed to previh

alternative voice to that of Israel and the pro-Aicen Arab states in that arena.

In terms of economic and material advantage, weseanthat this certainly did act as a
motivating factor for other regional states whogd the coalition. In the run-up to the Gulf
War as the US sought to secure its coalition pestnieended up forgiving Egypt its $7.1
billion of debt>*® Similarly when Turkey agreed to provide its bafseshe US military, it
required an increase in World Bank loans which waised to $1-1.5 billion. Thus clearly
much of the bandwagoning with the US, even amomg-term allies, was partially
motivated by financial aid. It is worth noting tt&yria did not benefit from any such loans
or debt repayments in return for its participaiiothe coalition. Moreover, the US secured
Syrian support even before promising that the Sawduld pay for Syria’s ‘expeditionary
costs’.

This demonstrates that Syria’s cooperation withUgeon this occasion was limited as a
strategic move,; it reflected a mix of a perceived@pled necessity with the intention of
furthering the Arabs’ cause in the Arab-Israelifichand the need to be cautious about
alienating the US too much in a new unipolar syst&nBut it did not appear to be seeking
awholesale change in its policy, such as EgypeuBddat, and thus it would be inaccurate

to view this episode as a realignment of ideold@it.had sought a deeper alliance with the

%31 3ohn LunnThe MidEast and North Africd 028

32| unn, The Middle East1028

%33 Baker,Politics of Diplomacy291, 285.

34 This provides a good example of the pragmatis@yirian ideology, and seemingly was a decision that
paid off both for Syria's strategic and ideologicaérests, as will be demonstrated with the sthtthe

Madrid process; this is further supported when careg with the case of Jordan, who had supported Ira
and had to make great concessions after the Gulfiwader to avoid being isolated by the US.
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US, it might have asked more freely for financia knowing that the US would in turn

have expectations of greater political compliamoeifSyria in future; this was not the case.

Overall, it was the Gulf War and the coalition tiveas formed with the Arabs, and
America’s consensus with the Soviet Union, thahtned a renewed Middle East peace
process® America’s handling of the crisis, the evidentcem it had shown to build up a
coalition of all Arab partie3* and its standing by its promises to seek a conemsitie
resolution to the Arab-Israel conflict afterward®lped to remove some of the intense
mistrust that had developed between both SyrialaatlS over the years. And unlike on
previous occasions, it seemed this trust was vaddyetie US administration and which it
did not want to lose. Baker stated after Deseantrtvas over, that he wanted to return to
the idea of the Middle East peace process, refigdtiat ‘having given my word in this

regard, | felt a moral obligation to follow througt’

33> Baker,Politics of Diplomacy,277

%3¢ Background briefing by administration official, kara, 9/8/1990, file: trip of Secretary Baker to
Ankara, RG 59, press materials for the Secretdrigs 1989-1993, UDWWS8, Box 7: In which Asad was
said to have recognised the effort the US had uakien to achieve consensus.
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6.2 The Launch of the Madrid Talks — Breakthrough n the Middle East

In October 1991, the Arab parties, Israel, the W8 #e Soviet Union met at a peace
conference in Madrid in order to reach a final geagreement. Given the failures of the
previous attempts, this might have seemed idealisBut there were a number of important
differences between the post-Gulf War and post-tdvar contexts. Firstly, the end of
the Cold War signalled a new era in which the US alale to engage with the Middle East
without constantly framing its policies in anticifman of the USSR’s actions. This allowed
them a greater level of flexibility in facilitatinthe interests of the Middle East states.
Secondly, the US had managed to forge much clodex\ith all the Arab states, including
Syria, after the successful coalition across idgiokl lines against Saddam Hussein in the
Gulf War; it was a time in which, as James Bakarifpthe US ‘stood at the zenith of [its]
influence in the Middle East®® The mood towards the US was certainly more ciatoily
compared to the antagonistic atmosphere immeditalbbyving Arab-Israeli hostilities in
1973. Thirdly, the American president George Bagbeared to be less overtly ideological
or pro-Israel than Reagaff, and was more forceful in condemning the spread of
settlement$?® This greater even-handedness aided greaterftamtthe Arab side of
negotiations. This relationship of trust was sgtbened by the fact that major figures in the
State Department were accepted by all parties\asdnao particular personal connections
with either the Israeli or Arab sida$.

This atmosphere of optimism and sense of oppostumés followed up with concrete
achievements in deciding the format and procedtitieeotalks. Given the dissatisfaction
over even basic arrangements on previous occastese marked a breakthrough in the

Arab-Israeli conflict at that time:

(2) It was the first time that all the parties wareolved in peace talks collectively, and
speaking to each other directly. Since 1967 Sked been consistent in demanding
Palestinian inclusion in any talks, and its demiaréturn for cooperation in the Gulf War

had been for a comprehensive peace settlefffenBoth premises were accepted as a

38 Baker,Politics of Diplomacy; 414-15 passim.
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%41 |n fact White House Chief of Staff was the Lebandshn Sununu.

*¥2 Helena Cobbarihe Israeli-Syrian Peace Talks991-96 and BeyondUnited States Institute of Peace,
1999), xi.
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fundamental condition for the first time in any négtions>*® Thus the incentive for Syrian

cooperation was greater, or from a sceptical USgsative the incentive for obstructionism

was therefore minimised.

(2) All parties eventually agreed to the format aondtent of the negotiations, which had
remained contested during the Disengagement talkdgirst there were deep conflicting
goals that appeared to be irresolvable: Israehdidvant to focus on territorial issues at all.
Yitzhak Shamir, the Israeli Prime Minister and leadf the right-wing Likud party, was
clear in his unwillingness to relinquish any teamt Shamir reminded the US that
President Ford had virtually promised Israel thevilld remain on the Golaf? this stunted
talks before they even started, for there was s@lhar discussion without the notorious but
now accepted land for peace formula initiated bgskiger. Facing an impasse, Baker put
forward the proposition that if Israel did agreaithdraw from the Golan, US troops might
be stationed there instead of directly handingérdo Syrian military contrai*> To this
Shamir is recorded to have retracted his refusabitodraw®*® Thus the all important

agreement to withdrageemedo have been extracted from Israel at this stage.

In direct contrast to Israel, Syria was adamant tha only basis on which it would
participate was if the talks pursued the existibdgregsolutions, particularly 242, stipulating
the return of Arab territory?’ Syria’s demands were not only restricted to S$ytaad but
were applied to all Arab territories occupied bsadd. Also in opposition to Israel, Syria
still argued for joint discussions and contestéatbral deals, and also preferred to have the
UN as mediators rather than the US. If Syria wdg concerned in regaining the Golan as
some analysts have suggested, it would not haversisoch consistent opposition to
bilateral deals, which as Egypt had demonstrate@ wefact more conducive to a state’s
self interests. But instead, Foreign Minister @haaand Syria’s delegate to Madrid, stated

that the implementation of UN resolutions:

Should not be the subject of new bargaining dubiteteral organisation. Rather
they should be implemented in all provisions andabrfronts...This means that
every inch of Arab land occupied by the Israelisnar and force, the Golan, the

*3The Palestinians were present, although not utgename of the PLO but under a joint delegatioh wit
the Jordanians.
z;‘: See chapter 5, plus Bak@nlitics of Diplomacy424.

Ibid.
%4 CobbanPeace-Talks26; BakerPolitics of Diplomacy424
47 A demand reiterated throughout the talks, andytears later in 1995. See Warren Christopher,
Chances of A Lifetimgcribner, 2001), 219.
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West Bank, Jerusalem and the Gaza strip, mustieeel in their entirety to their
legitimate owners?®

To overcome this impasse, the US firstly agreemdrk on the basis of UN resolution 242,
which had been largely sidelined during the Disgeegaent agreements’ Secondly, it
maintained that talks should be conducted on a dnbasis of both bilateral talks (to
produce reciprocal compromises for all partiesy awultilateral talks (for region-wide
issues). While Sharaa noted his and other Argtysosition to any bilateral talks, which
they saw as a divide and rule tactiftheir acceptance of the compromised format for the
pre-negotiation phase marked the first concessyahdSyrians to facilitate the progress of
the talks. They still hoped for a common Arab agh and Arab coordination among the
negotiators; but the promise of multilateral tadksegion-wide issues partially placated the
Syrians for now. Thus both Syria and Israel maggartant concessions before talks could

even begin.

(3) There was further promise at the start of tlaelMl talks due to an important change in
the approach of the US administration itself, gattrly towards Syria. Though not relating
to the actual content or format, this had a sigaiit bearing on the direction of talks under
the Bush administration. In all previous talksri&g role was merely seen as being
instrumental in persuading other Arab parties tdigpate — a resolution that would also
satisfy Syria’s demands was not one of Americaa@ga@and indeed when the main priority
of Israeli-Egyptian peace had been secured at @xemfl the Syrian-Israeli front became

neglected. In contrast, Baker stated with regerdse Madrid talks that:

With Syria represented, the credibility of our Araoalition partners was
immeasurably strengthened. But | had a more leng-purpose in mind. There

was no way to move a comprehensive Mideast peawegs forward without the

active involvement of Syria>>*

Both Baker and Bush saw Syria as having more thsing symbolic part to play in the
peace-talks; rather they felt that peace on th@aBysraeli front could unlock the impasse
on other fronts and thereby lead to the comprekenseace that was so needed in the

¥ Cited in CobbanPeace Talks17.

*49 Baker,Politics of Diplomacy118. Baker and Bush went to great lengths tbrneuto Shamir and the
Likud party in power the importance of Palestinigyhts; this was outlined even in the annual AIPAC
speech, despite unpopularity with the audiencedembunced by Shamir as ‘useless’ and decried by the
American-Jewish community. See Ibid, 122. Thd&mts will have demonstrated important impartialit
to the Arabs.
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region. Thus Syria was viewed with greater impmé&athan it was under Nixon and

Kissinger and their successors.

6.2.1 Stalemate

However, despite such positive foundations, a state ensued in the early phase of
negotiations. There could be no progress if désiwere not willing to make compromises
— Syria, for its part signalled willingness to dwiftheir conditions were met. By March
1992, they had signalled a commitment to: end tmdlict with Israel and to sign a peace
treaty with Israel based on a comprehensive pdaodptween Arabs and Israelis, although
in reality Syria’s vision of any treaty was cloger a non-belligerency pact than full
normalisation that the Israelis were seekitfgThese were significant offers, but notably
based on clear conditions, these being: Isradhidréwal from all Arab lands occupied from
4 June 1967 and the fulfilment of Palestinian ght For a while Asad still maintained his
demand that the Madrid conference be held undeaupices. But ultimately after much
shuttle diplomacy, Asad was willing to have jusild spokesperson at the conference and
accepted the invitation. According to Baker, thas the single most important factor to

ensure the conference went ah&4d.

On the Israeli side, however, American diplomaognsed to have less effect. Cobban

states:

To be sure, as long as Shamir's government remamgolwer, it is fair to say that
no substantive progress was made on this track iaeed, on any of the other
tracks — of the Madrid-launched peace process.

Having agreed to enter talks after Baker’s offetU&f troops on the Golan, Israel showed
unwillingness to give any commitment to withdrawahd mooted instead the idea of

reciprocal territorial exchanges between Israel &ydia®® — something which was

%52 esch,Arab-Israeli Conflict 333

53 Djerejian, Baker’s trip to Persian gulf, Helsirskimmit, Moscow ministerial, Europe: RG 59, press
materials for the Secretary’s trips 1989-1993, UD®/\Box 7; Warren ChristopheGhances of A Lifetime
(Scribner 2001), 219; Shlairithe Iron Wall- Israel and the Arab Wor{avV.W.Norton and Company,
2001),531-533. Syria’s stipulation of th8 dune boundary line was clear from the start; hésreel and
America’s surprise at Asad'’s insistence of thisrmtary in 1994, perceiving it as a new conditiomfro
Syria, seems unjustified.
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Meanwhile in an interview with Patrick Seale in 29%hamir stated that Israel wanted to find a
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unthinkable for the Syrians. This was labelleth&imnsigence by Israel, but Syria argued
that its terms for full withdrawal merely echoed 8GR 242, and was therefore entirely
justified. Moreover on the Palestinian front, despeleasing 1200 prisoners captured
during the Intifada in April 1991, Israel continuem build settlements in the occupied
territories (with an announcement that 13,000 nes wf housing would be built over three

years)>’ Baker stated that he saw these moves as ‘a dathbeffort to sabotage peace.

This stalemate ate up valuable time and much abphienism that the talks had started out
with. By October 1991, the 120 day period in whatish and Baker had set to push for as
much progress as possible, was coming to an erttlisitime, Israel’s relations with the US
were also tens&’ Baker announced that the US administration wgtdeht the entire $10
billion loan that Israel requested, on conditioatttsrael froze all settlement activity in the
occupied territory — any money Israel spent orsfimg construction that it had already
started before, would result in a deduction fromltdan — thus ensuring that no loan money
would go towards settlement constructi8h Pro-Israeli senators proposed more favourable
terms, but Bush threatened to veto such proposafedr that it would destroy the fragile
peace talks. In the end, the foreign aid bill wassed in the US without the usual loan
guarantees for Israéf! According to Baker this had a significant impantthe Israeli
elections — while one might expect it to have ledncreased nationalism in Israel thus
keeping the Likud government in power, the reveeggoened with Labour winning Israel’s

elections in June 1992, and Yitzhak Rabin comingawer>®?

While it is difficult to ascertain, it is very likg that this episode had some impact on the
American presidential elections as well. This essemove by the Bush administration
made it particularly unpopular among the Israddblpin the US. While it is inaccurate and
simplistic to attribute too much influence to thenérican-Israeli lobby, it should not be
dismissed either. Then, as now, it held importestin the economy and politics, and was
one of the oldest and best-established lobby grougise US. Thus Bush’s challenge to

Shamir also strengthened Jewish-American suppothéoDemocrat oppositioti>

5" Baker,Politics of Diplomacy444-446

8 |bid., 446

%9 RabinovichWaging Peace4?

*9bid., 544

*%! This was according to Baker only the second titfeAC had been defeated on a ‘legislative initidtive
in Congress - BakePRolitics of Diplomacy128.

2 pid, 541

%3 As was anticipated by Baker, (Ibid, 551), whoetathat ‘in a full-fledged fight with AIPAC, thestks

to the administration would be substantial’. Alse Stephen Walt and John Mearsheinibg Israeli

232



Bush was ultimately defeated in the US electionsnhging in a new Democrat
administration and Bill Clinton as President. kaathis administration that would be in

charge of mediating the talks until 1996 when teegntually broke down.

Lobby and US Foreign PolicyPenguin 2008) for a detailed analysis of AIPAGfRience, particularly in
Congress.
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6.3 Transition from Bush to Clinton

The changes in the Israeli Knesset and US admatistr had an important impact on the
peace process. On the Israeli side, Rabin showesklf to be more open to negotiations
than Shamir; this opened up a second phase ofinggos that provided more opportunities
for progress. Rabin began negotiations with thea8g in August 1992 with a mutually

acceptable foundation for both sidesthe acceptance of the territorial condition in
Resolution 242, stipulating the withdrawal from adicupied territories, reciprocated by

security guarantee$?

During this round of talks the Syrians submittec their chief negotiator, Walid
Muallent®, a document laying out an agenda and declarafipnimciples for the talks.
These came under four sections: withdrawal; secwaitangements; normal peaceful
relations; and 'timetable for fulfilmenm®® The analogy of ‘four legs of a table’ was used
frequently to refer to this plan, particularly bylitn, and was recognised by all sides,
including Israel, as a significant step by the &ysiwho had never put forward such a clear

intent for a resolution up until now — indeed itrfeed the basis of all future discussidffs.

Despite this positive signal, a second break tacqedings ensued, firstly due to the
changeover between the Bush and Clinton administiat This effectively meant the
American mediators were seen as members of a ‘thmk-government, and meant the
negotiations were ‘rudderless’ during the transiperiod>*® This was coupled with a flare-
up between Israeli soldiers and Hamas on the Gaxrieb When three Israeli soldiers were
killed, Rabin responded by ordering the deportatibfour hundred suspected Palestinian
activists into North Lebanon. This heightened Aaalger and evoked fears from previous
expulsions of Palestinians by the IDF, promptingla Arab parties including Syria to
suspend participation in the talks.

*54 Shlaim,Iron Wall, p. 532

*%5 Muallem succeeded Syria’s first delegate Muwaff&d\llaf

¢ Walid Al-Moualem, ‘Fresh Light in the Syrian-IstaBBeace Negotiations’, Journal of Palestine Swidie
XXXVI, no. 2, (Winter 1997), 84; Shlainiron Wall, 534; Shlaim argues that Israel did accept reisolut
242 as the basis for negotiations. Rabinovich mewargues that Israel made the ‘opening gambit’ by
halting settlement construction on the West Bamkyliich Syria responded with draft principles thate
‘totally unacceptable’ to the Israelis (See RabiobyWaging Peace45), but which Israel was willing to
overlook to enable progress. If so, this wouldlaixpwhy there were significant and foundational
discrepancies at the latter stage of talks — nkekrss, Rabin himself appeared to use the draftipies
as a reference point during negotiations.

°” CobbanPeace Talks46

%% |pid.; RabinovichWaging Peace48
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Thus when the Clinton administration came intocaffin January 1993, there were no
negotiations in process. To an extent this histited the Clinton administration —firstly it
allowed them to focus on the crisis in Bosnia, Whi@s of more pressing concern to them
at the time. Secondly, according to Samuel Lehasrtew head of Policy Planning at the
State Department, the Democrat administration ltémsé links to many parts of the
American Jewish community’ and so ‘was not aboutd@nything to cause an open crisis
with Israel’>®® They had learnt the lessons of their predecesandswere not wishing to

make themselves unpopular so early on in government

6.3.1 From Oslo to COS |

Dramatic and unexpected events in September 1288)bt the world’s attention back to
the peace process. Rabin and the PLO Chairmareiydsafat signed the first ever
agreement between Israel and a Palestinian repadisen This was unexpected not least
because it came after a deadlock in the talks asdparticularly surprising given Israel’s
recent actions against the Palestinian actividisteover the US had been slow in following
up the peace process, which in the summer apptabedn jeopardy. It was clear therefore
that this sudden deal was a resultsetretnegotiations solely between the Israelis and
Palestinians, which the Syrians had been keptdrd#rk about.

After initial procrastination, Clinton now pusheat fa resumption of talks on the Syrian-
Israeli front. However, it was not just Syria whad reservations about the impact of the
Oslo accords. Rabin feared that any deal with Syaiaoon afterwards would turn Israeli
public opinion against him. He persuaded Clintopdstpone any talks with Syria until the
end of the year. Such was the perceived breakghrofithe Oslo accords that it convinced
Clinton that he ‘was on the right track in lettiRabin take the lead on peace process
issues®’®and thus he delegated Rabin with even more |efigeais a result. Despite their
frustration at yet another delay, the Syrians rniedess agreed to wait and even mustered
some positive enthusiasm in time for the US-orgahiSeneva summit in January 1994 in
anticipation of concrete developments, stating @ve ready to sign peace no’.
Evidently the Palestinian-Israeli deal had motida®yria in its search for a settlement as

well.

%69 Cobban interview with Samuel Lewis, former US Amsdrdor to IsraePeace Talks47
5% samuel Lewis, interview with Cobban, cited in |b6d
"1 bid., quoting Asad in news conference, shown pria® Arabic news channel.
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However, such readiness by the Syrians was dampanéstael’'s declaration that any
agreement over the Golan Heights would be putedshaeli people in a referenddff.
This was coupled by a new obstacle concerning éng foundations of the peace talks.
Rabin was now having doubts about the term ‘futhéiawal’ from the Golan. Having
earlier given an apparent commitment to the UStlae&yrians when he took over as Prime
Minister>"® he now clarified his position to US Secretary tt& Warren Christopher that
he was only offering full withdrawal (to the 4 Juh@67 lines) as hypotheticakituation
merely to gauge Syria’s response, rather thana@mditional commitment’™® It was a
crucial difference, but presented with sufficiemttaguity as to not yet obstruct the talks; for
example, Syria interpreted Rabin’s clarificatiorcasfirmation of his initial commitment.
This is demonstrated by Sharaa’s comments thatgparentlyshared understanding of the
final objectives of talks ‘made a lot of changesl amhanced the confidence of both

sides™®’®

Once again, as had occurred in the summer of T#9&lopments on another track diverted
Israel and America’s attention away from the Symegotiations for the third time at a
critical stage. This time it was a breakthroughtlom Jordanian front — on 25 July, both
Israel and Jordan had agreed to the principlea formal peace treaty, pledging to achieve
this within two months’® This again exacerbated the pressure on Syriarsdetmined the

comprehensive premise of the talks that Syria badtit so long for.

Talks resumed for a third time after this pauseithwWhe agendaeeminglyagreed upon,
Clinton urged both parties to move on to the sedtegadf negotiations concerning security.

He proposed that these discussions be conductbdSyita and Israel’s military chiefs of

"2 |n doing so ‘Rabin made the worst mistake’ asilermined negotiations, according to Dr. Martha
Kessler, Author’s interview, Washington DC, May 200

573 Lesch,Arab-Israeli Conflict327 & 333: According to Lesch Israel is reportedhave given this
commitment to the American intermediaries withouttipg it in writing or announcing it themselves,
some argued so that they could deny it if negatieticollapsed. Rabinovich, however, argues thaaSy
chose to ignore the distinction between what his ¢sdael’s *hypothetical deposition’ and a formal
‘commitment’ Waging Peace56-7). Whether Israel did or did not make a farocommitment to
withdraw to the pre-war lines remained an issueoaoftention even when talks were started again under
Ehud Barak in 1998. But it remains the case tlgaaSvould not have even agreed to enter into
negotiations if this agreement had not been secured

>’ ChristopherChances of a Lifetime&21

°’> CobbanPeace Talks63, interview with Farouk Sharaa

"® The treaty was sighed on 25 July 1994. In ordeonfirm the deal, the US wiped out Jordan’s debt
the US to the sum of $700million, and arranged $2dlon funding and support for modernising
Jordan’s army. (see Christoph€hances of a Lifetim@14). Such arrangements were typical of the
incentives used to secure the cooperation of [gartithe peace process. The financial ‘carrot’'signing
peace with Israel was therefore substantial.
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staff rather than the political leaders. C.0.S{f)as the first round of security discussions
became known, was led by Hikmat Shihabi on thee®yside and Ehud Barak on the Israeli
side on 21 December 1994. Ultimately it did nabduce any fruits, with both sides

conceding it to have been a failJfé.

When talks restarted for a fourth time in May 198&c¢urity arrangements were to be
discussed once again, but this time with the igpthe political leadership first, to avoid the
farce of COS-I. These talks were far more substatiian those that had preceded it, with
US Secretary of State Warren Christopher shutthetyveen Israel and Syria and Sharaa
visiting Washington to make significant contributsoto the drafting of terms known as the

‘Aims and Principles’ document.

6.3.2 From COS Il to the Breakdown of Talks

Despite the ambiguity built into the Aims and Pijobes document (more of which will be
discussed later on), all parties were preparedotgeron to the implementation phase of the
terms through a second round of COS talks. The mablem the Israelis were facing at
this stage was breaking the news of their intentmwithdraw from the Golan to their
public; having implied this commitment to Syria aheé mediators, the leaders were now
reluctant to announce this openly. Each time Rabin was queried about the agreed
demarcation line, he used the ambiguity createtegotiations to shield the extent of his
agreements with Syria and the US from the puificin contrast, Shimon Peres was far
more vocal about the commitments Israel was exgeitanake in these negotiations.
Hoping it might placate public opinion, he compagedng up the Golan to the precedent
set by a Likud government which gave up the Senad noted that like Gaza, the Golan did

not constitute sacred land for the Isragiis.

| am convinced we must not hesitate and must nlowvathe chances of a
comprehensive peace in the Middle East slip betveegrfingers... There are no
tricks here, we have two truths and we must chooge remaining on the Golan
Heights means giving up peat®é.

"7 Abbreviation for ‘Chiefs of Staff

>’8 Shlaim, The Iron Wall 535

¥ CobbanPeace Talks77

%80 A similar strategy was adopted in relation thalffistatus aims for the Oslo agreement, see Ldsel-
Israeli Conflict 329-330

%81 CobbanPeace Talks78-9

%82 peres views price of Peace with Syria’, Haar@&l @Aviv), 26 May 1995, Cited in Ibid.
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These hints from the government were seized updrikng leader Binyamin Netanyahu
who used these statements to whip up more frendkpposition against the peace process
among the Israeli publ®®® The mention of possible evacuation of settlemgatganised
the Israeli settlers, the most hostile to the pgaseess, into greater opposition toward&ft.
Anti-withdrawal activists began campaigning at Kreesset to protect the ‘Golan law’ of
1981 through which Israel had formally (but illdgabnnexed the Golan — a majority vote
would have to be passed to allow any amendmerttsettaw. Furthermore hundreds of

demonstrators protested against Rabin and clastiedhe police>®

Amidst an already
volatile situation, the extent of withdrawal demad@nd expected by the negotiating parties

was leaked to the press, most likely by a partipaesent at the meetings.

Against this backdrop the COS Il talks continuedlishg with sensitive discussions about
the Aims and Principles document and its implentenra And yet further issues arose that
complicated matters and soured the atmospheresindfotiations. The Israeli delegate
General Tzvi Shtauber’s papers were leaked tosttaeli press. His document emphasised
the military advantages of the positions currewitgupied by Israel on the Golan, and
highlighted Syria’s demands for them to be demiliied altogether after withdrawal — this
stirred up greater fervour among Israelis abountre to retain the Golaf? On 28 June,
another blow to negotiations occurred. Yet anofkek, this time from Netanyahu,
disclosed to the Knesset a so-called ‘documentioéessions’ discussed in the talks, which
was then duly published in an lIsraeli newspaper rteet day’®’ This information

aggravated public opposition to any level of withdal.

Using this hostility as an opportunity to pushdarhange in the initial terms of agreement,
Israel proposed that in addition to having US tolmgated on the Golan instead of Syrian
troops, Israel should also maintain its own troopshe strategically vital Mount Herman.
Furthermore, Israel insisted on stationing an eadyning system on the Golaf.

Syria was dismayed at these developments on twauats 1) it was angered about the

leaks of the meetings to the Knesset and to theligsress, sensing that this demonstrated a

%83 CobbanpPeace Talks80

84 Madeleine AlbrightMadame SecretariMacmillan (2003), 475
% |bid. 81-82

86| esch,Arab-Israeli Conflict 331; CobbanPeace Talks 89

%7 |bid., 90-91

%88 Muallem,Fresh Light 86
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lack of seriousness on the part of the Israéfidn the end, according to Muallem, COS II
never got round to discussing the third item oreitpenda (the international forces) directly
as a result of these leakK8. 2) The Syrians completely disputed Israel’s detnamretain
Mount Herman and to station troops or an early wsg@raystem on the Golan as a disregard
for Syria’s sovereignty®® Thus Israel's latest demand was seen as beingyhig

provocative.

Thereatfter, both sides appeared to clamp down eviqusly agreed concessions. Due to
the new demands being introduced in COS II, anchtimeber of leaks, Asad no longer
wished to engage in the military talks but to retiar the diplomatic channels. This in turn
was seen as ‘bad faith’ by Rabin who called itlémfbility’. °°> Thus the fourth attempt at

negotiations had ended without success.

The extent of public hostility to the peace proaadsrael provides the crucial context to the
assassination of Yitzhak Rabin on 4 November 199 ewish fundamentalist. The shock
of Rabin’s assassination brought the two sides batke starting points of negotiations.
Shimon Peres, both Rabin’s long-term rival withie tabour party but also his partner in
the peace process, took over as Prime Ministerrantediately brought a very different
approach to the negotiations. Whereas Rabin wasasid cautious, dealing with each track
separately at a time, Peres wanted to move quieklg to negotiate each track
simultaneously (although still bilaterally). Byniary 1996, the US considered the peace
process to be back on track and despite the setlaacknumerous delays, reinitiated talks to
finalise the agreements that had been made thuS*faAccording to Muallem, the

expectation was that a final document from all sideuld be ready by September 1§%6.

Three significant events occurred to halt procegslinThe first, and arguably the most
important, was Peres’ decision on 25 January duhiegalks at the Wye Plantations to call

89 CobbanPeace Talks96

% Muallem,Fresh Light 87

*1|bid. From Israel’s perspective, this seemed dikeasonable demand given that the size of Syrga w
much greater than Israel territorially (See RabicowWaging Peace.65) For the Syrians this was
unreasonable given Israel’s far greater militaryadalities that outweighed Syria’s greater teridbsize
(see Muallem, 86)

%92 CobbanPeace Talks99

9 Muallem reported Dennis Ross as stating that, énad been achieved in two sessions of talks...than
had been achieved in the entire previous four ye&594

**pid, 81.
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early elections in Israéf® The impact that elections and changes in govenbhoan have
on such negotiations was already exemplified whln thangeover from the Bush to the
Clinton administration in the US. This changeraltethe direction and eventual outcome of
the talks. Rabin’s assassination undoubtedly@yrbad an impact on negotiations, not only
because his leadership had been such a markedeclframg the open intransigence of
Yitzhak Shamir, but also because his negotiatigle stas distinctly cautious and slow-
moving. However, while the style now changed urféleres, this was the same Labour
government and the substance of Israel’s negagiatinms had not. The call of elections,
however, and the prospect of a Likud governmentiegro power, generated a sense of

futility in any further proceedings.

Despite this, the US intimated they still wanted talks to continue, and thus they were
resumed in Maryland in February 1996. But shaftgrwards, the second event to affect
negotiations took place. Two suicide bombs wehihaferusalem and Tel Aviv between 25
February and 3 March 1996; Israel immediately imfed the US and Syria that it had

suspended the talks. Muallem states,

From that time of course, everything began to pska The international and Israeli
focus shifted to combating terrorist.

Two conferences were organised, one in Sharm BEj&hand another in Washington to
discuss ‘anti-terrorism’; but from then until therdeli elections there was no further

discussion of the peace process.

The third and final event to halt the talks occdrvéhen on 31 May 1996 Peres and the
Labour government lost the elections, and Benyaetanyahu, the hard-line Likud leader
and perennial opponent of the peace talks, waslwote power. With that ended all further
negotiations between Syria and Israel until 199802(nder a new Israeli government and

Prime Minister.

% |nitially Peres intended to call elections for Gmér 1996, hoping to have secured a peace deatheith
Syrians by then; after trying to rush negotiatiaboo fast a pace, it became apparent that aédall
would take much longer. He feared a situation whner would be going into the polls with only halieal
(i.e. withdrawal from the Golan, but no securitygaigements), thus turning the public against hiendé
he brought elections forward to May. See Rabinova004, pp. 72-4

%9 Muallem,Fresh Light 81
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6.4 Implications for US-Syrian relations

During Bush’s tenure as US president, with JamdeeBas his secretary of state, it is
arguable that US-Syrian relations were at theirtroosperative. On the American side,
there was a higher degree of empathy for Syriastion, both in terms of its regional role
and Syria’s concern about public opinion. Moredheradministration recognised Syria’s
importance to the viability of peace in the Middtast more than any preceding US
government; as a result it was anxious to invdieeSyrians rather than marginalise them,
and gave more consideration to Syrian demandsassthat needed to be resolved if there

was any chance of achieving peace.

On the Syrian side, both American rhetoric andoastinstilled in them a greater level of
trust. The greater attempt on the part of thedJsetand also appear more even-handed in
its approach to both Arabs and Israelis had an ampdotably the withholding of the US
loan to Israel due to continued settlement builddespite the negative political fall-out in
the US, demonstrated to the Syrians the seriougrid$S intentions for a comprehensive

peace in the region. In a rare vote of confidendbe US, Asad stated to Baker:

We have come to the conclusion that you are stamagdecisive, you say what you
mean, and this makes us believe that you areiglsti@ward man. It's important
that a person be frank and direct, whether or moagree. When these qualities are
there, even if there is no agreement, there i$.3f0s

And although the ‘special relationship’ was nevedanger, it was notable that improved
US-Syrian cooperation coincided with a nadir in Aio&s relations with Israel under
Shamir. It was one of the rare occasions duringptigtions sincel973 when the US
acknowledged that Israel was displaying the gréatgansigence of all the parties, rather
than laying the blame with the Arabs, and was pexpdo make this public if Israel
continued to obfuscaf®® The lack of overt bias despite America’s histariand
unavoidable connections with Israel, demonstrdtatifirstly, relative impartiality could be
achieved by a US administration - Israel's oppogritto US demands for an end to
settlement construction did not demonstrate treBihsh-Baker camp was favouring the
Arabs, as some in Israel interpreted (the settlésngare, after all, in contravention of the
Geneva Convention and thus the US were merely dptgpihternational law), but rather the

extent of American leniency towards Israel in thstp This shiftin America’s approach as

97 Asad to BakerPolitics of Diplomacy297
%% Baker,Politics of Diplomacy505-7
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mediators also could be seen as a significant eéhénogn Kissinger’'s diplomacy. And
secondly, greater even-handedness had a signifropatt on Syria’s responsiveness to US
efforts and willingness to seriously invest in feace process’

Under the Clinton administration, however, relasidretween Syria and the US took a
downturn. Syria maintained in the aftermath of thiked negotiations that they were
satisfied with the US’ role as mediators. Muall@escribed them as ‘moderators, brokers,
even partners..." in the talR® He highlighted the instrumental role of the Uiinging
both sides back to the table after the COS | tadktfailed, by drafting and pushing forward
the Aims and Principles document outlining secusitfangement®* Without this talks
would not have resumed by June 1995. Thus theaalglwere times when the US as
mediators sought to push the peace process foravatdvithout their input it would not
have progresseti’ However, several aspects to America’s approachediating, which

then affected Syrian perceptions of the US rola,m&identified.

Firstly, there was an important change betweeBtist and Clinton administrations. With
the Bush administration, the relationship with é&ravas based on the traditional ties
between botlstatesover the decades and was largely a political coimore Under the
Clinton administration, the relationship with ISragas deeper. There were greater personal
connections among the staff, many of whom on theedgan side were of a Jewish
background®® This was particularly the case in the State Diepamt, which had the
greatest involvement in the peace process andegteateraction with the Arab parties. The
administration also depended a lot more on poligcgport from the Jewish American
community®® And finally, there was simply greater affinitycapersonal bonds between
the leaders. Clinton developed a close persomaldship with Rabin — indeed over the

years Clinton came to see Rabin as a mentor, eVathar figure’, and communicated with

%9 See RabinovichiVaging Peace45 - who acknowledges that for once Asad showatiwillingness to
reach a genuine agreement in response to Amerftatse

6% Muallem,Fresh Light 83

0% |pjg.

892 For example, Rabinovich argues that after the @gteement, the US felt ‘beholden’ to Syria and
wanted Israel to return to Syria track, not to dordn general he argues that the US preferreéllsraggo
with the Syrian track (se&/aging Peaceb9; and .72). Others, such as Shlaim, argudtthas Israel who
adopted the ‘Syria first’ policy because it seemette straightforward.

803 Author’s interview with Martha Kessler, Washingtb€, May 2009

%04 bid. Kessler stated: ‘There are lots of orgaiiset that are extremely wealthy and totally willitg
exert their influence; [they] have an unsophisgéddtisrael, right or wrong” policy, and | am notrsithe
Clinton administration were sophisticated enougt equipped to deal with that, and could not overrid
the Israeli lobby.”
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him over even the smallest details of the peacegs®®> Apart from regular meetings —

Rabin would meet with Clinton face-to-face twicastg — the two leaders were in telephone
contact regularly. This was nothing like his rielas with the Arab counterparts, whom he
rarely met and usually conveyed information tothi@ intermediaries in negotiations, his

Secretary of State Warren Christopher and Denngs Rom the State Departméfit.

However, America’s close alliance with anotherestand the racial or religious background
of its staff alone cannot be cited as reason entarghe continued grudge between the US
and Syria. It was the perceived impact on US conasimediators that caused friction. The
pace of the talks seemed to be determined by Isnaedhes, with little intervention by the
US when talks were postponed or stalled. Israslna adequately challenged by the US
when introducing new elements to the negotiatitvas were not a part of the originally
agreed terms, such as early warning systems on Méenmon and the suggestion to put
full withdrawal to a popular referendum. And whsrael engaged in acts of belligerence in
the region, they were not condemned by the US agrpressure placed on Israel to desist.
Indeed, the Syrians were acutely aware that mutdraél’'s firepower was sponsored by the
US. In answer to the question posed — ‘have thegans been true to their role as honest

broker?’, Muallem replied:

This is difficult to answer. Of course you cannoipare the Americans’ relations

with Syria with their relations with Israel, but laast we are satisfied with their

role 8%’

The last words are those of a diplomat, bearingimd that Walid Muallem had been the
Syrian Ambassador to the US; it is the first rapht, in its ambivalence, is more indicative
of the Syrian view of the US as mediators.

Secondly, there is no evidence that the new adimatisn did recognise the value of Syria’s
role in the peace process in the same way that rBakpressed in his memaoirs.
Unsurprisingly, given the regular extent of Isra@erican communication, the US were
‘mindful’ and highly sympathetic to the constrairitge&ed by Rabin at home in moving

forward on the peace process, feeling that he bad thuch to change his views, whereas in

605 CobbanpPeace Talks56 — citing David Remnick, quoting Eitan Habdspasee Rabinovichiaging
Peace 49, who describes it as a ‘warm personal relatigyi.
606 1~;
Ibid.
97 Muallem,Fresh Light 91
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contrast it felt Syria ‘was not doing as much nefireg’ of their views towards Isr&8f —this,
despite the fact that the ideas for a construgiie@ to work with and calls for greater
urgency had come from the Syrian side, as oppasdaet frequent stalling from Israel.
Furthermore, Asad’s response to Rabin’s hypothietél@r, in which he insisted on
demanding first withdrawal and then discussions@malisation as was agreed from the
outset, was described as ‘an unimaginative anceldigig response’ by Christoph®F. He
went on to note that Asad had made a ‘new, higbijroversial demand’ for a return to the
pre-1967 Syrian-Israeli border — a demand thaaah $yria had always maintained during
any negotiation§° Exemplifying the contrasting perceptions thattit8held of Israel and

Syria, Christopher expressed his view that:

Rabin had shown himself to be a visionary by alfgywne to present Assad with the
possibility of a full Israeli withdrawal from thedian. Assad, however, appeared
paralyzed in the face of this historic opportufiity.

This assessment fails to acknowledge the additi@uplests by Israel to station troops on
the Golan even after withdrawal, and the fact Iidraiel’s 'breakthrough' offer of withdrawal
was nothing new. It had in fact been the onlyseashy Syria had agreed to participate in

talks in the first place.

Thus with the Clinton administration there was tume to the perceptions of Syrian
intransigence and obstructionism that were hel&isginger and held sway with the US
administrations of old. The Bush administratiod baen interested in recognising Syria’s
efforts by agreeing to reassess the sanctionhitthbeen placed on Syria since 1967 and
1979, and to potentially reconsider Syria’s positan the US list of state sponsors of
terrorism®*? In contrast, no such moves were contemplatetié(Ztinton administration.
The lack of reciprocal movement by the US towargsaSunder Clinton was noted by

Muallem:

There was...pressure in that our relations withihged States never progressed
during the four or five years of this process;He tontrary, we were kept on the

%8 See CobbarPeace Talks57 — interview with senior US official

699 ChristopherChances of a Lifetime&22

®1%pid, 223.

L bid., 224

%12 Incoming telegram, unclassified, ambassador Ogrdjackground briefing remarks to journalists in
Damascus, 14/9/1990 prior to Baker’s visit; DjeanjiBaker’s trip to Persian gulf, Helsinki summit,
Moscow ministerial, Europe: RG 59, press matefiaithe Secretary’s trips 1989-1993, UDWWS8, Box 7
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American “blacklist,” and Congress tried to adagiditional measures this Summer
[of 1997]513

The overall impact of the negotiation process onSyHan relations then was negative.
From a positive start under the Bush administratgymia’s confidence in the US as neutral
mediators deteriorated under Clinfdfi. This continued throughout the stagnant yeartseof t
Likud government. While there was a window of ogpoity remaining for peace during
Ehud Barak’s Labour government in 1998, contingeadli leaks and the perception that the
US was not taking the Syrian-Israeli track serigesiough exacerbated Syria’s lack of trust
in the US. Syria’s disdain for the American appioaose to a peak during the
Shephardstown talks, which ended dismally withesoblution despite a last-gasp attempt by

the Americans to respond to what had been significeertures for peace from Syfi=.

13 Muallem,A Fresh Light 88

614 Flynt Leverett even described the Clinton periothatisaster’, adding: ‘it didn't produce anyttand
did real damage in its failure.', Author's intewjéNashington DC, June 2009.

815 For full accounts of the Syrian-Israeli talks beem 1998-2000, see: Dennis Ra&se Missing Peace,
The Inside Story of the Fight for the Middle EG5$G, 2004), 509-590; Shlaimhe Iron Wall, 502-597.
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6.5 Explaining the Failure of the Madrid Process

Why is there a need to understand the reasonptaretions behind the failure of the peace
process in the mid 1990s, and how does this boitdthe argument of the thesis? Firstly,
the failure of the talks had a significant impactdS-Syrian relations. It generated lasting
impressions on both sides, which meant that tieeajpportunity for reconciliation after the

Gulf crisis was not capitalised on, and insteathterrseeds of mistrust were sown for the

rest of the decade.

Given the above, it is therefore important to ustierd what caused the talks to fail in the
first place, as an underlying cause behind compaimbivalence in US-relations. One of
the outcomes of the talks was a perception on therikan side that Syria had not done
enough to cooperate during negotiations, and hatbdstrated inflexibility; while on the
Syrian side the old view that the US had not darsugh to assist the Arabs in resolving
their grievances, and had been too gentle witlelsveas reaffirmed. Both sides felt that
these factors to some extent contributed to tHed&progress; which of their policies were
most significant in obstructing the peace procegg®l what role did Israel and other

external factors play in the breakdown of talks?

Furthermore, to return to a key hypothesis in tduction of the thesis, an analysis of the
failures is necessary to gauge the extent to witieblogy was an influential factor in
Syria’s negotiations. And if Syria was motivatedyestrained, by ideological principles,
how far did such a position adversely affect tHksta History had shown that to mend
relations with Israel automatically improved asttelations with the US, and by default
afforded it greater acceptance into the internati@mmmunity’. Egypt, and latterly Jordan
and the Palestinian authority, had learnt thisdesd his, no small incentive for an isolated
and economically struggling state, was at lashgitde reality for Syria after the Gulf crisis

— was it something Syria was willing to jeopardisethe sake of ideology?

Many analysts have argued that finally, after yeduisflexibility, Syria followed a realist
model and was ready to forego its ideological pples in order to regain its territory,
establish peace on its border and gain interndtpreatige through greater ties with the US.
Syria, it is argued from this position, was mordling than ever to sign peace with Israel

and thus was at its most cooperative.
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However, this of course serves to deflect respditgifor failed talks away from Syria, and
points the torchlight on the US and Israel. Hemeeh of the analysis coming from the US
and Israel retains the argument that Syria waseh@éll motivated by ideology, and thus
was intransigent and unrealistic in its dematfisSyria is portrayed by some American and
Israeli accounts as not ready to move on, feaffptagress if a deal became unavoidable.
Syria’s historical attachment to ideology and dame®ncerns about regime legitimacy are
thus cited as having obstructed the talks.

Which of these accounts hold more accuracy? Indbeedld the two positions of realism
and ideology be separated in this way? The outaafrtigs analysis will have significant

implications for the key arguments laid out atsteet of this thesis, and will be crucial in an
assessment of how ideology affects the foreigrcpalf a state, and Syria in particular. Six

reasons for the failure of talks are analysed below

6.5.1 Syria As Spoilers and the Arabs’ Separate Pad to Peace

Syrian intransigence is one of the oft-cited reasfom the failure of any talks Syria is
involved in. Syria’s singularity was especiallyildshg given that by 1996, all the other
Arabs parties who had been at war with Israel ledbfor peace. Given that Syria was the
only state refusing to sign, it seemed obviousutsiders, and was indeed intimated by
several key figures involved in the negotiationqass, that Syria was the culprit behind the

failed talks®'’

And indeed the Oslo Accords, rather than being erakxd by the Syrians, came as a heavy
blow to them. The Syrians expressed their disajpant by stating that they were ‘neither
opposed to nor supportive® of the Oslo accords — diplomatic speak for disattion at an
outcome. In reality, the Syrians were said tofbedus’®*® They were aware that the
accord between the Palestinians and Israel eftdgtiegitimised the normalisation of
relations between Israel and the rest of the Aratddxand as a result, as Shlaim noted, there

appeared to be ‘no longer a compelling reasontferArab states to continue to reject

616 ChristopherChances of a Lifetim@11

17 Baker, Politics of Diplomacy, 449 felt Asad wantké peace talks to work ‘without any concessiams o
his part’; Christopher stated that Asad ‘failedit® to the challenge’ of Israel’s overtures ofgeasee
Chances of a Lifetim@23; Albright, Madame Secretary481-2; Hinnebusch, EhtesharRgreign
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[Israel]’.*® Worse siill, for Syria, it appeared to vindicEgypt's much maligned policy in
the 1970s of being the first among the Arab natistsato recognise Israel. With the
Palestinians, the one group in the region with mghkt to be aggrieved by Israel, seemingly
following Egypt’s path, Syria was even further eteld than it had been after the talks in the
1970s. As Shlaim stated at the time, the resuhisfwider mood of acceptance of Israel

was that ‘the rules of the game in the entire Médgast have radically changéd'.

From the US perspective, the Oslo Accords in famtdased the possibility of progress as it
placed pressure on other parties to follow suhiusTinability to cooperate or compromise
put the Syrians in an especially unfavourable lighen compared with their Palestinian
counterparts for whom Syria had always claimegtak up for. Syria’s unease about the
breakthrough in the other tracks has been intexgras resentment that others had achieved
peace first, and an interest in continued confiictideological and domestic political

reason$??

However, Syria’s opposition to the Oslo Accords waspurely because it had scuppered
Syria’'s policy of obstruction as was suspectedhbydsS, but because it undermined the hard
won premise of the Madrid talks that the goal stde a comprehensive settlem&itlt
was this, not conflict with Israel at all costsatimotivated Syria. The Israeli-Palestinian
deal immediately put Syria in a position similathie one it had faced in the mid-70s when

Egypt moved at a much faster pace, and its comgeswindercut Syria’s bargaining power.

Moreover the notion that the Arabs would coordirta@gr strategies, to demonstrate to the
US and Israel that divisive tactics to sell thel#&sahort would not work, had been proven to
be an empty promise. The eagerness of other Aadlep to strike deals for less than they
had initially demanded conveyed the impressionttisge demands were merely rhetorical
— this in turn gave Israel less reason to coopdudlieand deliver concessions. This had
implications for all the Arab parties, not just tRalestinians.

While it was not publicly expressed at the time;i&g suspicions about Israel’s bilateral
deal with the Palestinians, and the fear thatatier had been too eager to sign what was not
an equitable deal for the Arabs, was justified otrere when the details of the deal

620 Avi Shlaim The Oslo Accordlournal of Palestine Studig®3:3 (Spring 1994), 24-40
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emerged?* It emerged that Israel still retained full comtaver at least 75 per cent of
Palestinian territory; only 3 per cent of land vaa$ng returned to Palestinian control, and
these were areas that Israel were not interestkddping anyway*> The growing fear
among many Palestinians was that they had not sb sampromised as accepted defeat to

the Israelis and Zionism. As Rhynold explains:

On the Palestinian side, the dominant narrativeicoed to view Zionism as a
colonial movement. This meant that peace, rattaar being associated with justice,
was associated with capitulation or at best prapmet®

It was a fear shared by the Syrians, and thus ¢ipgiosition to Oslo was also grounded in
objective strategic concerns, not merely blind alzdionism. These factors helped to
undermine the foundations that had initially pedadSyria to join the Madrid talks in the
first place; Rabinovich agrees that after Oslo,phespects for an Israeli-Syrian agreement
diminished’®’

The notion that Syria was the more obstructiorastypin negotiations is further countered
by the number of Syrian concessions compared &lisy and the fact that none of the
numerous pauses in the peace process were atitibtassyria. Baker acknowledged that it
was Asad's acceptance of the Bush-Baker initidtiseinduced Shamir to relent and agree
to attend the Madrid Confererié® whereas Shamir was acknowledged as ‘obstinate and
unyielding’®*® Brent Scowcroft was reported to have thoughtahatinitiative would fail
because ‘Israel was the main stumbling block teed°® Certainly in the early stages, the
US relied on Asad — being the only one who mirrdretlisraelis as a difficult negotiator —

to make Israel rethink its strategy and avoid bditegmed for scuppering the peace

624 See Mark ZeitourPower and Water in the Middle East: The Hidden fisiof the Palestinian-Israeli
Water Conflict(IB Tauris, 2008); Christopher, 205 — this viewsnaso shared by many in the Arab world
in the months following the Oslo accords, whicheagt self-rule for only two Palestinian cities, thaza
strip and Jericho. Even so, some parts of thescitiere to remain under Israeli control. The Riaiess
would only have limited governing authority in théest Bank. The signs of the future breakdown d6Os
were apparent at the infamous map-signing cererimo@giro, 4 May 1994, when Arafat initially refused
to sign the maps demarcating Palestinian linekartwo aforementioned cities. An interim agreement
(known as Oslo Il) was signed in October 1995, joed for the withdrawal of Israeli forces from nine
cities in the West Bank, but its implementation \asrrupted by Rabin’s assassination. In additmn
territorial issues, the distribution of access &tev and economic terms proved to be heavily weiyin
Israel’s favour.
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proces$3! Much of the perception of Syrian intransigendatsss to its insistence on Israeli
withdrawal to the pre-war boundaries of the Golirs true that on this point Syria was not
willing to compromise, but withdrawal from all Ardénds occupied during the 1967 War
was the one key condition Syria had maintainedesthat war. While Syria could not
control the fate of the Palestinians, it could &tdld firm on principles relating to its own
territory. According to Aaron Miller, the formerdputy Special Middle East coordinator of
the US State Department, it was not necessarilia®intransigence’ on this demand that
was the obstacle in negotiations; he stated thatainthe problems with the Madrid

negotiations was:

Our inability to understand what would be requitedeach an agreement. When
Asad said 100 per cent [withdrawal from the Golamidn’t mean 99 per cent. If
he wanted 100 per cent, instead of talking himadut, which is what we tried to
do...we should accept [it] and change his view ofgteres$

6.5.2 Delays

Peace talks do need time, but they also need mamentoo many delays allowed other
events to have an impact on proceedings, and allavi@ suspicions to be aroused.
Rabinovich notes that the delays came from theaBide. He states that during the three
and a half years of negotiations, Asad acted ‘disné was no constraint’ whereas ‘Rabin
was insisting on a deal that would be completeskieral years’. Rabinovich also writes

that Muallem complained that Peres after Rabin ‘teasbold and swift’®3*

The first comparison between Asad and Rabin isdds avith the account provided by
numerous sourcess including his own (later) admission that Asad ‘t@red about swift
negotiations®® in contrast Rabin is reported to have been casitand slow-moving.
Overall there were three periods of delays andrpsbination attributable to the Israelis
between 1992 and 1995: In December of 1992 aftdnirRexpelled the Palestinians;
September 1993 when Rabin wanted to be able tstdige deal with the Palestinians, and
again in January 1994 after signing peace withalordrhese factors prompted Sharaa to
note: ‘it seems that the Israelis have not maddeip mind firmly, and haven’t committed

themselves to a comprehensive pe&te’.
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Although the Syrians too were capable of drawing@gotiations, in large part because of
Asad’s meticulous approach, on this occasion the® less need for delay on their part.
Importantly there was little ambiguity about thetiated goals (full Israeli withdrawal from

the Golan), and as such they were far more eageetthe implementation of the first stage
of talks sooner. Indeed in a meeting with WarrémnisZopher, Asad stated that he wanted

the withdrawal to be completed within six monthsha talks’®’

With regards to Syria’s response to Peres, theustsdrom all sides corroborate the view

that Peres preferred to move at a fast pace. Blatixplains:

[Peres] was in a hurry — he wanted to enter thetieles with the Syrian-Israeli
agreement in his hand. He wanted to “fly high tast,” as he used to say. | used to
tell the Israeli counterpart that it is importanfly but it is also important to know
when and where to land...

Thus the apparent discrepancy between accountsad’# urgency on the one hand, and
hesitancy on the other, can be explained by thenchogy of events. It is unsurprising that
he reacted differently to Israel’s contrasting @gghes under Rabin and Peres. According
to Martha Kessler, CIA officer and the US liaisdrniee peace talks, one of the problems in
the negotiations was that at this stage there avagge rush, because the Clinton and Israeli
governments were coming to the end of their teffiffsUltimately, Peres’ urgency when he
took over amounted to little since he did not i@ithe peace process to take its course and
called elections within three months. This dideag deal to halt the peace process that he

had sought to speed up.

Apart from the deliberate suspension of talks,dgheere also unproductive phases of the
talks that did much to delay proceedings and dishirthe appetite for cooperation. In

particular, the military level discussions (CO®dldl) added to the delays, particularly COS
| which was widely seen as a failure. The failoa® be put down to four main reasons:
firstly, the military leaders had no authority t@ake final decisions that had such weighty
political implications - the exclusion of the patdl leaders was therefore ineffective and
rendered the C.O.S talks futile. Secondly, accgrtimboth Muallem and Rabinovich, the

heads of their respective negotiating teams, tlaelisside went into these talks ill prepared,
with Barak having only four days to prepare for wivas being described as the break-

837 Christopher Chances of a Lifetim@22
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through meetin§>® Rabinovich stated that this was because the neefas ‘held almost
spontaneously??° (although why it should have been arranged in sugray when the
request for the meeting had been initiated by thieAcans on behalf of the Israelis remains
unclear). Thirdly, it appeared that Barak haddmgts set on a political career. Not only
was he due to retire at the end of the month anyluatyhis future aims were influencing his
demands during negotiations as he tried to cakeuiatv the talks would impact on his
election campaigf** And fourthly, according to Dennis Ross, the pssif the talks were
flawed because they had differing goals of whay dmught to achieve — Israel only wanted
to lay out agreed aims, while the Syrian side alsmted to establish agreed upon
principles®® This divergence prevented movement forward wit®.S I, which was
postponed in order to re-engage the political dglegs. COS Il talks were then pushed to
May 1995. The Syrian side perceived this as have®n a deliberate delaying tactic from
the Israelis since it was known all along that itdfs on their own cannot reach a
1643

decision’>™ It meant that almost a whole year had lapsedesthe Israeli-Jordanian
agreement before Syria and Israel’s leaders mah &gaesume talks.

As for the US, they also played a part in theseydel According to Cobban, in 1994
Clinton was determined not to stop at the Jordatgeael treaty but was impatient to move
forward on the Syrian front, implying a sense ajamcy for Syria’s side of the talR%!
Rabinovich also implies the US gave greater impmeao the Syrian-Israeli traél But
while Clinton did pay a visit to Damascus immediatafter the Jordanian-Israeli peace
treaty, these assessments do not seem to tallytwalpoints: firstly, Clinton willingly
surrendered a lot of the initiative in setting #ygenda and timetable for negotiations to the
Israelis. He was new to the complexities of thegeegprocess and in large part leant on the
experience of Rabin. Secondly, the US facilitatacherous delays on the Syrian-Israeli
track at Israel’s behest — when they did seek siemathe process on Israel’s part they
always acquiesced with Israel’s calls for postpoaeinor suggested format of talks. Thus
even if the US sensed the Syrian track should benginore attention, particularly under
Rabin, and notably after the deal with Jordan &4 % did not put much pressure on Israel

to comply.
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6.5.3 Ambiguity and Dispute over Terms of Agreement

The ‘Aims and Principles’ document drawn up in moatt by the Americans during the
shuttle diplomacy of May 1995, was riddled with agoities. Given that this document was
essential in salvaging the talks after the deadbdthe COS | discussions, and was to be the
main foundation for discussions on security arramgas, this embedded ambiguity would
prove to be a major problem for the peace progesgsvas bound to resurface as a stumbling
block further along in the process. The ‘aimstpdthe document was designed to reduce
the possibility of surprise attacks, border friot@nd the danger of large-scale invasion or
war — this chiefly addressed the concerns of tteels. Meanwhile the ‘principles’ part of
the document stipulated that security had to beagueed equallfor all parties(not at the
expense of another), that the security arrangenmaat$o be mutual and reciprocal, and in
respect of sovereignty and territorial integrifiihis acknowledged some of Syria’s main

concern$*®

The first problem with the document arose with ‘frénciples’ section — all of this was

uncontroversial, except a caveat in principle twioich suggested that if equality in terms of
security arrangements could not be achieved, tleset would be addressed via
modifications— in other words Syria could be expected to take@reater share of the
security requirements to satisfy Israel’s concefMisis partly depended on where the final
line of withdrawal would come to — something whislas not yet agreed upon. Thus

important parts of the document were predicatealobiguities, creating further confusion.

Such ambiguity aided Israel’s strategy — indeeslw@s characteristic of all Rabin’s public
communications with regards to the extent of Israithdrawal®*’ The Syrians had been
consistently clear that they would accept nothegsIthan full withdrawal and were not
interested in any further interim agreements; Isakkmands on the other hand were less
clear-cut from the beginning, and sprawled into@rlong-term aims concerning security,
economic openness and normalisation, all of whierevinarder to define and achieve in the
short-term. Moreover Israel wavered on what is\weepared to sacrifice — initially full
withdrawal seemed a possibility to Rabin, but asas pressed to commit to this he became
increasingly swayed by the opposition this wouldunamong the Israeli public and all

parties — left and right — in Israel. Domesticificd was ever a constraint in Israel’s

8% Cobban Peace Talks68-69
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decisions, and it produced volatility and unpreatidity in the Israeli leadershiff® Thus

the real extent of progress in negotiations wasgban question.

Why then did Syria display comparative eagernesadoe forward when there was this
level of uncertainty in Israel’s commitment? Thasmgartly be explained by the success of
Israel’s strategy, which was designed to allay hmihlic fears and the suspicions of its
Syrian counterparts. Rabin avoided being so e@aivas to halt proceedings, and to then be
blamed for the failure. Moreover, Syria saw théahacceptance by Israel to proceed on
the basis of resolution 242 as a key success, jgiied dor a strategy in which they would
hold Israel to this starting point. Syria was #fere ready to call Israel’s bluff, knowing the
ambiguity would have to be exposed at some poidttlat Israel would be responsible.

A second problem with the document was relatechéoaccuracy of assumptions that
influenced the ‘Aims’ section of the document. §ection alluded to Israel's concerns of
possible attack, and it based its demands for N@at@n on this. However, Syria felt these
concerns were an exaggeration of the reéfityOn two occasions while the talks were
underway, Israel had engaged in major military apens, launching air and ground
offensives on Lebanon and the Palestinian terespmwithout any state response by its Arab
neighbours. Based on precedent, the greatest tfrearprise attacks, of war or invasion in
the region, came not from Syria but in fact IsraMuallem further highlighted Israel’s

superiority ‘over any combination of Arab states’quing:

They have nuclear bombs, the most advanced arnteamablogy. American arms

and supplies and technology are completely opéinetm. Israel manufactures 60
per cent of its needs in military equipment antthésfifth [biggest] arms exporter in

the world. Yet despite all this, they used touslthey were afraid of Syria. We did
not believe this, and we kept asking ourselvestbiéve behind this exaggeratibi.

Syria also questioned Israel's attempts to chahgebasic parameters of an agreement,
which seemed to be written into the Aims and Ppiles document via the caveat permitting
modificationgo security agreements. One such modificatiometirly-warning station on
the Golan, was considered to be a clear infringeémisovereignty, ‘as if they wanted to

spy on us from our own territory — and this intaiaion of peace, not a situation of war’;

%48 Benjamin Miller, ‘The State-to-Nation Balance: A&¥to Explaining Difficulties in Implementing
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moreover Israel demanded that all the area reaghsigsouth of Damascus should be
demilitarised, which would have meant ‘you opendhpital to them®*

Rabinovich offered an alternative account, thatéason why talks stalled was not because
of Israel's alterations in the terms of agreembnt, Syria’s failure to deliver on Israel’s

security conditions. In his diaries Rabinovich tabthe following statement from Asad:

“Many issues that constituted the elements of peaxte still pending. These issues
include the elements of security and other elemamnis all of them are basic. The
security issues might make the regained land sangethat is not worthwhile, and
also might discount dignity and right®”

Rabinovich interpreted this as an acknowledgmemtdad that Israel had fulfilled its side
of the bargain (pertaining to land return) but &yrad not fulfilled its side pertaining to
security issues. It is true that Israel’'s demamaid not been met, more of which will be
discussed shortly. However, the notion that Isnael fulfilled its side of the bargain needs
to be scrutinised here. Firstly, the one key derfeom Syria was full withdrawal from the
Golan. But the Israeli negotiating team spent mofaks time trying to reframe its initial
acceptance of this term, and trying to convincpuitslic thatno firm commitment had been
made. Secondly, even if Israel had given a firamditional) commitment to withdraw, then
this was negated by two key points: a) Israelsbillght an early-warning system and sought
to situate Israeli troops on the Golan; b) whate@nmmitment Rabin had given became
irrelevant when Israel proposed that it would hewée put to a national referendum in

Israel — the negative outcome of which was pretleta

What, then, of the security arrangements and issuesunding normalisation referred to by
Rabinovich, that were encapsulated in Israel’'s &im the document, and which were
indeed included in Syria’s own proposed terms atstiart of the talks? Though the talks
never reached this stage of the ‘four-legged’ agend inclusion on it has been cited as
evidence that Syria was willing to forego its idegptal enmity with Israel in return for

peace and land. But this is questionable since k®w there was a dispute in the

interpretation of this aim and the timing of itsglamentation.

Firstly, Israel expected an end to the economicbtif Israeli goods and businesses, and

an opening up of borders to Israeli investmenttandism. Israel sought comprehensive

651 ||h;
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recognition in political, diplomatic, economic acultural terms. Moreover Israel expected
the change to be swift. Syria refused to accommedti@se expectations on two counts: 1)
the Syrian public would not abide such a change:

You can'’t oblige [the public] to buy Israeli goods visit Israel if they are not
convinced that Israel has changed from being amgme a neighbour...we cannot
be obliged to make the peace warth.

2) The timeframe was unrealistically fast, whilengete openness would not be equitable

for Syria’'s economy:

They wanted open borders, open markets for thedgand so on. This would have
had an obvious effect on our economy. Our econoegalations are not against
them; we do not open our markets to any coufitfy.

For Israel’'s part, the demands seemed realistiecbas historical precedence, perhaps
justifiably so, for these were the same terms$aalat had almost unquestioningly accepted
almost twenty years earlier. For Syria, the samder was not an option — Sadat had
sacrificed public opinion and Egypt’'s autonomy mirdy so, two core principles of Arab
nationalist ideology. It was not a sacrifice Syvias prepared to make, even in return for the
Golan®®® Any deal had to fulfil Syria’s ideological crifar Thus on all four aspects of the
agenda for peace talks, there was discrepancy bet®8gria and Israel’s expectations.
Israel was not prepared to offer full withdrawaldaSyria was not prepared to offer full
normalisation, and both states were driven by migpt within both the regime and public

opinion — in their policies.

6.5.4 Leaks and Public Opinion

As was outlined earlier, the leaks during negadragion the Israeli side, and the subsequent
inflaming of public opinion against the peace psscéad a significant impact on the
outcome of the talks: Firstly the leaks undermir&dian confidence in the Israeli
negotiators, due to the probability that the lezk®e from someone present at the talks, and
also the inability of the leaders to crackdown loose leaks seemed to indicate a lack of
seriousness on their part — to what extent didpthtdic outcry in fact play into Israel’s

strategy? It was notable that in other high levegjotiations, for example for the Oslo
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agreement, there had been no such leaks in theptaits announcemefi® There was
thus a suspicion that whenever Israel was not erdhtic about the terms of a deal
undergoing negotiation, leaks of information wohklp to sabotage the deal. Secondly,
concern over public opinion was the main reason Rabin’s regular requests for
postponement in order to allow the Israeli pulditdigest’ the developments in other tracks
of the negotiations. Thirdly, Peres’ early elegti@all, which ultimately broke off the talks,
came on the back of Labour’s narrowing lead irpibiés and increased support for the right-
wing Likud, as well as a calculation of how the [eilwvould react to a potential Syrian-

Israeli deal if it advanced before the elections.

Given the apparent ease with which Egypt and laistan and the Palestinians were able to
agree deals with Israel regardless of the popuday,why was the Syrian-Israeli track so
susceptible to public opinion? Firstly, while tBelan was a huge prize, particularly on a
personal level for Asad under whose watch it was ilo the first place, Syria was not
willing to cross public opinion in order to regain This was in part connected to the
precariousness of a minority regime, and thus dampslitics played some part in this.
But also, the public were opposed to regaining latite deal was not equitable and at the
expense of the country’s dignity. Particularly énese previous peace treaties between other
Arab states and Israel had fallen so far short @bAdemands, peace had now become
synonymous with accepting defeat to Israel in tyeseof the Arab public. Thus even if
ideology had become an irrelevant factor in thes@fehe region’s leaders, this was not the
case among the public. When Baker was trying {aitedl) to secure Syria’s agreement to
an early proposal for the format of talks, he askddustration what Syria ‘had to lose’ in

agreeing. To this Asad gave the very telling reply

We will lose Arab domestic public opinion...they vkihow what is going on. This
would not only be adventurism, it would be a forfrsuoicide. It is one thing to
adopt a suicidal policy if it brings benefits tetheople, but it is truly foolhardy if
there is no positive resuft’

This in many ways sums up the close connectiondmtv®yria’s adherence to ideological
principles, and the role of its public opinion. adlswas willing to be pragmatic, but
pragmatic in his view was to stay close to pubfim@n in the Arab-Israeli conflict, because
their ideology was also in Syria’s best interegiad it was Syria’s adherence to ideology

and unwillingness to compromise both Syria’s idwadi and strategic interests, which then
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tested Israeli public opinion and ideology, in amrawhich no other Arab parties’ positions
did during the Madrid talks.

Israel’s intransigence was a winning formula agaitiser Arab states who had discarded
their own ideological policies. But with Syria kdoig firm to its demands for full
withdrawal before any conditions could be delivetschel’'s leaders were forced to consider
a level of compromise that had not been requirédexh previously. Israeli public opinion
became so exercised on the Syrian-Israeli trackigely because there was less Arab
compliance as there had been on the other trakksost mirroring Syria’s adherence to
ideology, there was a strong current of ideologiealour running deep not just in Israeli
politics but also society; and there were red liwkgh neither the left or right of the Israeli
public divide were willing to sacrific®® In the period of the COS Il talks, a poll was
conducted by Tel Aviv University’s Tami Steinmetmtre — 46.5% of Israelis objected to

any withdrawal from the Golan, another 34.8% warmtely a partial withdrawai>®

To deal with this opposition, Rabin had three eletsi&o his approach to talks — ambiguity
as mentioned above, secrecy and slow drawn-ostf&IK he first two were designed to put
the public off the track of what agreements weiladpenade, while the latter was supposed
to help the public get used to small aspects ahigneement gradually. Thus it was this fear
of public opinion that contributed to the delayatttlid so much to undermine the process.
While in Syria, the fear of alienating public omniwas tied to a dual fear of revolution and
loss of ideological credibility, Israel’'s fear adding public opinion was tied to a fear of
losing power at the ballot box. As Muallem states:

Peres’ decision to call early elections must hametided on pressures from within
his own party, because the margin between Labotéwmd had started to narrow in
the polls®*

Later Muallem stated:

Israel believed that you can push a button to npEeee warm, to direct Syrian

popular attitudes from a state of war to a statgedce. This is not logical,

especially when it is rare to find a household yni&that has not lost someone on
the battlefield. It is always necessary to edueatkinform the peopl&?
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However, the approach used in Israel was not gtadRather everything was done in
secrecy, and finally when negotiations were at aenamlvanced stage, there were leaks
being made to the public without giving the goveemtra chance to prepare the ground; and
when they did via Peres’ statements, it was veddsno and too much for the public to

digest. This evoked even more public emotion avstility to talks.

6.5.5 Individuals versus Political System

It would be easy to attribute certain periods afgpess or deadlock to the personalities of
the different leaders. While Shamir comes in féwtaof criticism in US reports, Rabin is
portrayed as being very compliant; thus the peamegss is widely seen to have progressed
in large part because of Rabin. It is true thaté&aders did have an impact on the direction
of negotiations, but whether the impact was sulds&or merely procedural is debatable.
Firstly, the different leaders often had differpnibrities or views on how to proceed with
negotiations — Shamir was unconducive to any peatdement that would require
compromise of any territory by Israel. In contf@abin indicated that he agreed with a land
for peace approach (thus a substantive changejabatured dealing with each track
separately and one at atime. And even havinglddchis, he changed his view, switching
from the Syria first policy which he started outlwito prioritising the Palestinian trad®
Peres conversely favoured dealing with all theksatmultaneously (but still bilaterall§§?*
Arguably this was closer to the notion of a compredive peace settlement envisioned by
the Syrians; but this was merely a procedural irjpaat a substantive one. Moreover by
this stage a number of the parties on the Arablsidiealready concluded deals with Israel

and the incentive for joint bargaining and condidtawas running thin on the ground.

But regardless of the leader, what ultimately méddgmost impossible for Israel to be
flexible was a) the government deemed itself tedeonstrained by the weight of public
opinion, and b) given this was the case, the higmber of leaks from the Israeli
government to the press meant that a number ofrapptes for progress failed because of

Israeli public oppositiofi®> The leaks almost certainly were designed to haaeeffect.

Looking beyond the Madrid talks, many have agreeding the Syrian leadership at the

time, that the reason for the lack of peace ta#ita/ben 1996 and 2000 was largely due to

853 ChristopherChances of a Lifetim98.
84 CobbanpPeace Talksé
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the right-wing nature of the Likud party and itader Netanyaht’® Muallem memorably
stated that under Likud, ‘it was a dialogue ofdleaf’ **” Certainly Likud’s obstruction to
negotiations is particularly apparent when comparigilits predecessors, and its successor

Ehud Barak’s resumption of talks when he came togoon May 1999°®

Thus of course, individuals play an important rpkticularly in a process that becomes, by
its secretive nature, very personalised. But ihnrall impact needs to be weighed against
the norms and the systemic factors that createstens conditions and obstacles, limiting
all the leaders’ decision-making options in thetfglace. For example Cobban, writing in
the early days of Barak’s leadership, attributes mauch causation to the agency of
individual leaders. Netanyahu, she argues, deraileat she presents as an otherwise
smooth and fairly successful process. She makesglument that the peace process merely
needed to be picked up from where it was left offier Peres and it had every chance of
being successful. But it would be worth rememlzgtivat it was Peres who suspended talks
after the two bus bombings in Israel (carried guPhlestinians); while it was Rabin before
him who refused to move forward with Syrian talkeiethe Palestinian and Jordanian deals
for fear of aggravating public criticism. The erdded ambiguity in the aims and principles
of the talks was already creating problems undéirRaAnd indeed even after Netanyahu,
Barak continued some of the most controversialcpesi of his predecessor such as
settlement construction, and often turned to peppblicies, despite his initial rhetoric that

had suggested otherwi®.

From this we can see that there are evidently smonetant restraints on Israeli political
decision-making especially in relation to the Atataeli conflict, which transcend the
different leaders. The instability and uncertaimitysrael’s political system, and the regular
turnaround of leaders, makes it difficult for thémpursue the issue of peace consistently
without resorting to populist tactics to curry favawith the Israeli electorafé® The
assassination of Rabin was a potent warning tadusraeli leaders not to give anything

away in a compromise with the Arabs.
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Israel’s political system ultimately influenced batubstantive and procedural aspects of the
negotiations. The temporaneous nature of the temasstrategies on the Israeli side
generated uncertainty for the future of any settleitbeing negotiated, and also placed
Israel’s interlocutors in doubt as to how to prateénd this then contributed to a lack of
trust between the parties, an important compomeaty such negotiations. This lack of
trust due to the internal uncertainty over Isragbsernment could be seen even during the
peak period of negotiatiori§

Of course Israel’s democratic system cannot pléybiseen as a reason behind#ilare

of the talks. Public debate, regular elections pmidical accountability, which were all
demonstrated during the negotiations processaelsém marked contrast to Syria, affect the
politics of all open societies. However, it is Wopointing out that Israel is unique in the
polarised nature of its politics in the realm afign policy. In almost all other examples of
democratic systems, there exists a broad consewsoss party lines when it comes to the
major foreign policy decisions, precisely becauskcyes in this area are more long-term,
and more may be at stake, particularly if it invadvissues of international war or peace.
Time is needed to see through a policy and noteetide efforts of each outgoing
government futile. Where there are changes toeado policy, the changes are phased in
over a long period of time. In most cases whegohations seeking resolution to conflict
are underway, they are continued by the incominggegoment. The outcome may still be
greatly affected by changes in personnel (the BugHinton transition is a good example of

this), but the overriding policy goal tends to rémthe sam@&’?

Secondly, the potential swing in Israeli policygieater due to the volatility of Knesset
membership. Proportional representation, and ¢lgelar need for a coalition of many
parties in order to form a government means treelsgovernment is inherently weak in
comparison with single-party governments in othemdcracies. As a result of the
fluctuating personnel, and the possibility for wihaight be described as hard-line, even
radical politicians, to ascend to power is higlamtin most places. This, in addition to the
ideological inflexibility of individual leaders anldck of political will, often renders the

pursuit of a long-term and complex foreign polityange as futile; and when it is pursued, it

671 author’s interview with Martha Kessler, Washingtb, May 2009
672 As seen with the transition from a Conservativa t@bour government during the Northern Ireland
peace process in the UK.

261



lacks the momentum and continuity needed to makalile. Such systemic factors on the

Israeli side had a great impact on the talRs.

6.5.6 Conflict

In early 1996, Palestinian radicals opposed t@tfle Accords carried out bomb attacks on
Israeli military and civilian targets. Peres alityiguspended his team’s participation in
talks, and unable to further act against the Halasts he followed this up by a series of
attacks against Lebanon known as ‘Operation Grap@grath’; shortly afterwards Peres

was defeated in the general elecfi6h. The fall-out from the conflict led to a sharp

deterioration in relations between not just Synd ksrael, but also Syria and the US. The
first question to ask is: how did this combustiogtvieen Israel and the Palestinians,

contribute to a breakdown in talks between Isradl @yria?

Cobban’s explanation can be contested on two coufisstly, she argues that Peres
suspended talks on the Syrian track because o$yme$rom his party to refocus on the
Palestinian track’ The reasoning is highly improbable given thaad$rsuspended all

talks, and its response was not to resume talls thvé Palestinians but to take military
action against the Palestinians and Lebanon. dhtyePeres had just called an early
election, and any deal with the Arabs would hawedamajor opposition from the Israel
public®’® Secondly Cobban argues that Syria also termirtatiesias it thought the attacks
against Lebanon and the international conferene@gnagterrorism were aimed at the
Syrians, and because there was ‘no reassuraroe ¢ontrary’ conveyed by Washington to

Damascug’’

This is a typical self interest-based explanati@ut there is no evidence to suggest that
such assurances would have placated Syria’s angeragl's use of force against its
neighbours, nor is it evident that it was only cemms for Syria’s own security that angered
the Syrians. Israel’s assault on Lebanon wasmigtamnstrued as an indirect threat to Syria
(although that is also true), but also demonstrédeael’'s continued belligerence in the
region in Syria’s eyes. When assessing the histb8yria’s reactions to such events, it is
apparent that Israel's use of military action —revfenot directly targeting and affecting

7% Shimson Bichler, '‘Between Capitalism and Jewiste¥o Electoral Economics in Israel, 1977-199Y
J.W.Wright Jr Structural Flaws in the Middle East Peace ProcgPBslgrave 2002), 200-223
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Syria — has always been enough to thwart Syriaagemgent in any regional diplomaty.
Most accounts continue to seek motives of selfrgstiein Syria’s refusal to condemn the
attacks, or expel Hamas from its headquarters md&aus. However, Lesch’s explanation

is more credible:

This is where Syria’s traditional role at the vaaguof Arab nationalism and the
rejectionist anti-Israel front and its oft-statemhamitment to the Palestinian cause
possibly hampered its ability to break out fronstseélf-professed paradigrii’’.

Thus Syria’s anger wastonly an expression of its own state interests, as Goinhalies,

but a reflection of Syria’s continued adherenaéeéwological principles applied to the entire
region. In turn it had a significant impact onrggations with the US, not least because the
US was always seen to be too tepid in its condaomaf Israel’s actions.

The second question to be asked is: given th&akestinian attacks certainly contributed to
the ending of talks, to what extent were they tlostymportant factor in the breakdown of
the Madrid talks after five years of trying?

Numerous accounts in academia, policy and the nvealild have cited the attacks of 1996
as the most significant factor that killed off ttadks®®® Thus the Arabs in general, the
Palestinians in particular, and the Syrians byul&fevere to blame for the eventual failure
of talks. If it had not been for this event, Pevasuld not have suspended the talks,
Netanyahu would not have been voted into powelJgould have applied more pressure

on Israel to compromise for a final settlement v@gria.

While the attacks undoubtedly had an immediatetdleom and dramatic impact on the
talks, it would be simplistic to cite them as thdyocause. The usual balancing between
short-term and long-term factors needs to be adoptein any historical assessment. In this
case, it would be just as possible to point to vahaimber of scholars have argued were the
inherent or structural flaws of the Oslo accottsyr indeed it would be possible to point to

Israel’s continued illegal construction of settlertse both of which could be seen as driving

678 See for example the disruption of the Disengagériaéks in Chapter 5.

679 esch,Arab-Israeli Conflict 339

880 Rabinovich argues the suicide bombings were thglesimost important factor in bringing Likud into
power and ending the chances of peaceVaging Peacer4-5

%81 See: Jonathan Rhynold, “Realism, Liberalism ard@bllapse of the Oslo Process: Inherently Flawed
or Flawed Implementation? Guy Ben-Porat (Ed.J he Failure of the Middle East Peace Process?
(Palgrave Macmillan, 2008), 128; J. W. Wrig8tructural Flaws in the Middle East Peace Process
(Palgrave, 2002)

263



factors behind the Palestinian attacks. Moreoasr| have sought to do in the above
analysis, itis important to consider the ways imcl the peace process on the Syrian-Israel
track had already been undermined and suffereardeuof set-backs which exposed the
fragility of the process and the wavering politieall. Prior to the summoning of the
Madrid conference Israel had been under no pressuce 1973 to enter negotiations with
Syria and to withdraw from the Golan — certainly nulitarily, nor domestically from its
own public, and not diplomatically from the US eith It was not Israel who had called for a
return to negotiations after the Gulf War; indeedtbe Syrian-Israeli track it could be
argued that Israel had the most to lose by coapgraGiven this was the case, the 1996
attacks which suspended the talks had in fact dealisrael with a reprieve, saving it from
having to withdraw from the Golan and from defyitggpublic opinion. Thus to see the
flare-up of conflict between Israel and the Arabstiating the breakdown of the talks is a
flawed analysis. Indeed Rabinovich concedes tieapeace process was already receding

by the time Rabin was assassindf&d.

What the renewed conflict did do, however, wasrtmpce an altered set of conditions that
had a significant impact on future events and dguekents. Other actors, particularly
Hamas, previously marginal to the theatre of thelfitetalks, now came to the fore. This
pushed Syria closer to Hamas in its objectivespiteeshe difference between their

respective secular and Islamist characters.

%82 Rabinovich Waging Peace 70-1.
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6.6 Conclusion

The above analysis allows us to assess the ratkeofogy in Syria’s foreign policy more
closely and how this affects its relations with t#&. There are two arguments on opposite
ends that need to be addressed. The first iStha remained driven by ideology and as a
result was unchanging, intransigent, unwilling take compromises and was therefore at
fault for the lack of progress when the talks brd&e/n. | have sought to demonstrate in the
above analysis that this was not the case anavhi there were red lines that Syria was
not willing to cross even for the sake of a momasatpeace agreement, it was not wholly
inflexible where Israel showed it too was willingg compromise. It would certainly be
inaccurate to describe Syria as being obstructi@nisply because it held on to its core
principles (of which there were relatively fewh rhany cases Syria attempted to facilitate

further progress and speed in the negotiations.

A second argument contends that since Syasopen to striking a deal with Israel, it was
in fact willing to abandon ideology for the sakere@aining its territory and establishing
closer links with the US. Thus Syria’s decisioms axplained by materialist factors.
Cobban states that Israel’s conflict with Syriaislassic political-military conflict between
two established states’, unlike the Israeli-Patésti case, which involves issues of national
identity, national values and non-military solu§f® However, while the negotiations may
have served to portray the dispute between thestates to be merely territorial, the
hostility was in reality deeper than that. The @pmwas and is visceral, rooted in history,
memory, perceptions as well as material factorsthBides wanted ‘peace’ of a sort, but

there was no great interest on either side to s&ljjaesolve the ideological clash.

Some have highlighted the fact that Syria wasadtleilling to contemplate normalisation
of relations with Israel, something that had beethimkable at any other stage of the Arab-
Israeli conflict. But notably the ‘peace’ Syriasyarepared to offer the Israelis in return was
not spelt out. On this matter Sharaa stated: ‘tamvsuch a desirable objective logically be
realized without eliminating occupation and restgriegitimate rights®* It was for this
reason that Syria was adamant to deal first angdwitth territorial issues, and showed little

enthusiasm for the normalisation that Israel sought

%83 CobbanpPeace Talksl12
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For Israel’s part, it sought all the other trapgirgf peace to benefit its own security and
economy, but could not countenance returning thiEarGaot just because of strategic
reasons but also an ideological belief that itthghelonged to Israel. Indeed, if Syria’s
policy was not in large degree shaped by its idpgld is likely there would have been
greater cooperation, and sooner, on other issuésasusecurity, distribution of resources,
arms control, and economic integration, if it wagee that Israel would be more willing to
withdraw from the Golan as a result. Egypt’'s exbngb a state discarding the constraints
of ideology provides a comparable case of stateiebr when strategic self-interests
trump ideological principles. However, for Syréas, long as the conditions upon which its
ideology was founded were still in place, ideolegytinued to be relevant. Even before the
talks broke down, Asad (referring to Israel, andgdoly implicating the US as well) stated:

| believe that they want a dark future for us...li&e that the long-term goal of the
others is to cancel what is called the Arabs, whatalled Arabism...] mean

cancelling our feelings as a nation, cancellingbMeelings, cancelling pan-Arab
identity. We, as Arabs, certainly reject this hesga..Arabism is not a commodity to
trade in even though this is what others $&2k.

The way in which external factors help to fosteatter the relevance of ideology can be
seen from Syria’s reactions to two separate trantihe 1990s. It could be argued that when
its neighbours, and especially the Palestiniarghed a rapprochement with Israel, which
coincided with a global systemic change and thetwofdJS unipolarity, Syria's ideological

zeal was briefly dampened. It is evident thateéhsas a degree of bandwagoning, with

pressure felt by the Syrians to comply with US dedsa

However, external factors also helped reinvigosyean ideology, namelyhe renewed
hostilities between Israel and those Palestinidicah groups that emerged stronger as a
result of the peace process and the loss of théHe@itimacy. Instead of condemning the
attacks or expelling the various Palestinian orggions from their bases in Damascus —
among them Hamas, Islamic Jihad, the Popular Foorihe Liberation of Palestinians —
Syria appeared to gain renewed purpose in its deslogical campaign against Israel. The
alliance and support that had been lost with thiw @scord and the formation of the
Palestinian Authority, was replaced with a stroligrece with those groups that were now
seen to be closer to the Arab nationalist, antr&bspirit. Given the option between

pursuing the realist-statist route that had beewetbout by its Arab neighbours and upon

85 EBIS 120ctober 1995 pp50-61, ‘Radio on Al-AssadMitam interview’, cited in Rabinovichaging
Peace 70
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which Syria had unwittingly embarked itself, ané fhath of ideological ‘resistance’ that
seemed to have been reignited with the breakdowineoadrid process, Syria chose the

latter.

This in turn had a concomitant impact on Syrialatiens with the US. Syria had attempted
to improve its relations with the US in responsthtoBush administration’s efforts to end
its isolation. But under Clinton it became evidémat, as Miller stated: 'the Road to
Washington is through Israel - full stof® This was corroborated by Rabinovich who
argued that the US felt ‘Israeli-Syrian peace cduwdda prelude to an American-Syrian
rapprochement®’ Thus with relations strained already as a refulimerica’s continued
support for Israel, and Syrian frustration at Aroa?s role as mediators, the forging of closer
links between Syria and ‘terrorist’ organisationsraety pushed Syria and the US further
apart. Syria made a deliberate decision to regvatlpother ‘resistance’ forces at a time
when it had slowly built up stronger links with thS and could have easily opted for a
more US-friendly strategy. Strategic and powertigal considerations were at play, but the
role of ideology in driving Syria’s decisions aighime, in consistency with its long-term

policy, cannot be discarded.

886 Author’s interview with Miller, June 2009
%87 RabinovichWaging Peace50-51

267



Conclusion

Explaining US-Syrian Relations and the potential fochange

This study has examined in detail the relationsvbet Syria and the US, both the
continuities and changes in their bilateral poci& has brought together different periods
in the history of US-Syrian relations to identicurring patterns across time. The first two
historical periods exemplified the confrontationature of US-Syrian relations, which has
been resilient even in the face of many changdsmihe region and realignment of Arab
states with the US. The second two phases focus#k episodes of greater engagement
between the two states, although those instancesultanately short-lived. The thesis has
sought to explain these trends.

Guiding Questions and overall arguments:

The overarching questions that | posed at thesté#ne thesis were the following: why has
Syria persistently opposed the US, and to whatnéxtas the US contributed to hostility
between the two states? The first point to natieeisthe questions, to a degree, characterise
US-Syrian relations as being linear and fixed, wherin reality they have been far more
complex than that. Nevertheless, the episodesageration can be described as being less
frequent than the periods of mistrust or outrigbstility, which have been the more
continuous features of US-Syrian relations. Tgladproach this question, a series of
secondary questions were also po¥&@hese can now be answered based on the historical

analysis carried out.

Much of the blame for US-Syrian tensions has bétitbated to Syria acting as a ‘spoiler’
against American policy in the region. It is tlase that during the Cold War Syria refused
to accept US aid after independence, or to padieipm US-led regional alliances such as the
MEC, and instead struck an alliance with the SowMieion. It was the most vocal in its
criticism of the US, led the boycott of the US aft®67, and gave its backing to Iran after
1979. Therefore it might appear that Syria wasospd to the US at all costs. However,
Syria had not always set out to disrupt US strategye region - Syria initially had a highly
positive view of the US in the inter-war period hase it was seen to be opposed to the
European powers’ exploitation of the Middle Eagti®also demonstrated its willingness to
engage in negotiations with the potential of compse. This was demonstrated after Hafez

Asad came to power in 1970 with the acceptanceesbRitions 242 and 338, during the

%% See Chapter 1, pages: 12-14
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Disengagement Talks after 1973, and particulariherrun-up to and during the Madrid

peace process that followed.

In that Syria was one of the Arab parties that i@esmost consistent in its demands, it
could indeed be seen as a spoiler for Americatesgfyan the region. But whereas this has
often been presented as wilful and irrational giinn, an alternative look at the situation
provides a more rational explanation of Syria’sipms. Thus rather than view Syria as an
obstructionist party with no constructive goalg®bwn, it is more accurate to see Syria as
pursuing its own positive principles and goalstfa region, which contradicted those of

Israel’s and thus set it on a collision course i US as well.

What then were the American policies that conteduto US-Syrian hostility? Syria’s

animosity stemmed from three key American appraach)ea tendency to marginalise Syria
in regional issues based on lasting Cold War p¢iaep of Syrian intransigence and
expectations of blind opposition to the US; 2) clpeeferential treatment of Israel, and
protection of Israeli interests which directly unaéed Syrian and Arab aspirations; and 3)
an expectation that Arab parties would and shoatdyadhe burden of concessions in the
Arab-Israeli dispute, and would eventually fordptit grievances against American policy if

enough financial, military and political incentivegre provided.

In the early stages of the Cold War, US intervemisin (exemplified in the Syrian-American
crisis in 1957) was the biggest contributor to &yrhostility, but after the 1967 war
America’s support for Israel became the overridiagtor behind US-Syrian tensions.
Massive increases in arms sales and financiabd&tael under Kennedy and Johnson, and
a shift in strategy under Nixon which twinned I$t@eJS security interests, demonstrated
to the Arab parties that their goals were seeneasmglary to those of Israel. Israeli
intransigence during negotiations, though at tifnestrating for the Americans, did not
result in American diplomatic pressure or isolat@nt did for the Arab parties. As for US
expectations of the Arabs carrying the greateresbbtoncessions, it meant that when Syria
did not relent to American incentives (unlike EgQyjitwas seen in a particularly negative
light.

In relation to this last approach of the US, driguable that it overestimated the potential for
Egypt to influence other states in the region.sTéd to heightened, and indeed unrealistic
expectations that the Arab parties would complggarch of similar financial and political
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incentives as those received by Egypt on the baitk ttuce with Israel in 1978. The US
failed to take account of the histories of diffearArab states, the strength of public opinion
against any rapprochement with Israel, and alsataiaied an uncritical look at Sadat’'s

decisions.

Herein lies some of the answers as to why Syriandidpursue the same path as Egypt,
despite both sharing many similar traits in the.p@be case of Egypt, its ‘pragmatism’ and
apparent interests in peace, were often used by $éo castigate what in comparison
appeared to be Syrian obstinacy. However, Egyptrsuit of peace with Israel was by no
means a success for peace in the region: the tdasiglating non-compliant actors, such as
Syria and the Palestinians only served to exacethatestrangement between them and the
US, and their conflict with Israel; meanwhile Idfaboldness in taking unilateral measures
and its military position in the region were strévemed, fostering deeper resentment against
it; and conversely, though Egypt now had the eahefUsS, its stature in the region was
greatly undermined due to a loss of Arab natiohafidibility. In that sense, Syria’s refusal
to side with Egypt over its alliance with the USdaa refusal to accept the same financial
and military incentives that had been offered tgggwas ideological but also reflected

pragmatism in terms of public opinion and consegastior the region.

America’s approach reflects its misdiagnosis of tegion in general and of Syria in
particular. The notion that military and econocapabilities, or geopolitical factors such as
territorial size and resources, are the main mbtgdactors or the only determinants of
influence and power in the region grossly undarested the importance and power of ideas.
This underestimation meant that Syria’s role in Anab-Israeli conflict and its ability to
affect the politics of the region was often disrasen the ground that it lacked many of the
above capabilities and assets; and yetidéological weight had not been taken into

consideration sufficiently.

Syria’s ability to act independently, despite laxckin economic, military or geopolitical
power has been regularly overlooked. While it wdolog far-fetched to suggest that Syria
does not need the backing of more powerful alhethe region, its willingness to act alone
even when facing diplomatic isolation has beenlrietdaroughout the periods under study
in this thesis. Thus reducing Syrian oppositiomanals the US and Israel to a product of a
balance of power system, in which Syria was mebalydwagoning with Egypt and the
Soviet Union in the past, or latterly with Iranr@reously overlooks the ideational
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component in Syria’s foreign policy, which it hasem pursued even when it resulted in a

disagreement with its more powerful allies.

Overall, this thesis argues that a significantdabehind Syria’s regular opposition towards
the US lay in its attachment to ideological priteg Its opposition to US interventionism
and support for Israel was not only borne out pbaer-political strategy, but a political
thought that prioritised Arab independence anddoee from external domination — it
should be emphasised that this does not rule ealist’ goals, many of which in Syria’s
case are coterminous with its ideational goals.e U% contributed directly to Syria’s
mistrust by its interventionist policies, its ovieids towards Israel, and its marginalisation of
Syria (and the Palestinians) in regional politiCie US often exacerbated the situation by
failing to understand the roots of Syrian oppositemd dismissing it as pro-Soviet bias,
irrationality or xenophobia. The overall outcomfetluis was the increased salience of

ideology for Syria as a framework for countering kEgjemony and its support for Israel.

Methodological and theoretical frameworks

While a historical approach has been at the hefathis study, the role of theory in
organising the analysis and framing the vital qoestshould not be overlooked. One of the
outcomes of the thesis is to highlight the consivecole theory can play in a historical
analysis and in opening up the study of the Miditist to non-regionalists in the academic
discipline. However, rather than provide all-enpassing explanations, theories in any
study should merely act as a tool to: organisestimtture one’s arguments and findings in a
more systematic way; to enable one to move beyengspecificsui generiexplanations

in order to provide broader conclusions about &-chisdy; and to facilitate comparative
studies with other cases from different historarad geographical contexts. Thus while the
first goal of the thesis was to provide a thoroagld comprehensive historical account of
US-Syrian relations, a secondary but important goahis thesis was to evaluate the

accuracy of theoretical assumptions that have camynmderpinned other accounts.

The first two chapters highlighted the methodolagidifficulties associated with an
ideational approach to FPA. One of the key proklaras the assumption that ideological
explanations of Middle East politics imply irratality on the part of the leaders on the one
hand, or assume instrumentalisation of ideologythersake of manipulating the masses.
Both positions lack nuance and fail to recogniseabssibility that ideology and pragmatism
could be compatible in a given foreign policy. Mover the notion that ideological policies
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can also serve and support both ‘realist’ intersstsh as state security, and a so-called
‘liberal’ motive of reflecting popular opinion, &so overlooked as though this is untenable.
Therefore the thesis has argued for greater nuanttee study of ideas in Middle East

politics, and the first important step towards thigs to demonstrate how this could be

operationalised in the US-Syrian case.

Four components to this were outlined. The firaswthe need for a typology of ideology
which would allow one to identify whether somethaagpstituted an ideology or not, beyond
the realm of ‘identity’ or ‘interests’. The sevepipt typology outlined normative and
prescriptive values; agency; outward solidaristerimal pluralism; adaptability according to
context; political goals; and societal cooptionteasets that define ideologies, and which all

apply to Syria’s Arab nationalist ideology.

The second step in the methodology was to defiag@dtitical goals of Syria’s ideology.
This was particularly important in order to fil@ut the generalisations that are prevalent in
much of the literature. To aid this, Freeden’saggiualisation of core and peripheral goals
was applied, which enabled us to separate theadgal priorities from its unessential
characteristics. Firstly, recognising the potdriiaperipheral goals to become core goals
and vice versa, and for ideologies to affiliateseparate from others, was important in
making the case for flexibility and evolution iremlogies over time. Secondly, it helped to
demonstrate how ideological actors can be pragrbgitgacrificing peripheral goals while
still adhering to their core goals. Thirdly thepantance of understanding and defining an
ideology according to itgractical manifestation, beyond just its theoretical or iletetiual

face, was highlighted.

Given Syria’s Ba'thist history, the intellectualitimgs of Michel Aflag and Salah ul-din

Bitar were a key source for identifying Syria’s eadeological goals. These goals were:
Arab independence and autonomy, freedom from extelomination and opposition to

colonialism; crucially, they gained relevance witlai foreign policy, rather than domestic
policy, context. These theoretical goals were atswoborated by a more popular socio-
political movement in Syria, which manifested tloeecArab nationalist sentiments in their
political activism. Chapter 2 laid out a framewdnkat illustrated the factors that produce an
ideological foreign policy; chapter 3 then analydealhistorical and practical emergence of

ideological politics in Syria during the inter-wamd post-independence phases. Thus both
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the intellectual and practical expressions of Anakionalism were analysed to distil the

most important goals of the ideology.

Measuring Ideology in Syrian policy towards the US

The third component of the methodology was to irgegkey questions in the thesis which
could then be used to measure when ideology wadifuning in foreign policy. These
question®°were designed to help demonstrate that Syria Wksgio forego and sacrifice
financial, military, or power-political advantagés order to adhere to its ideological

principles. The findings from these questionssanmmarised below:
1. How did Syria respond to high levels of US pres8ure

In the periods covered in chapter 3, 4 and 5, wetkat the US applied significant
levels of diplomatic pressure on Syria to complyhwits policies. For example, it
withdrew its ambassador and imposed an arms embarg® 1967, terminated all trade
and placed greater sanctions on Syria in 1979 andrglly encouraged its allies in the

region to isolate Syria; and yet Syria did not atmanits ideological principles.
2. How did Syria respond when it was faced with igolaby its neighbours?

When compared with other states, for example Jovaa@oh at varying times faced
similar threats and capitulated to US pressurelaSyersisted in its policies which
opposed the US. Similarly, with regards to the loisprevious ideological allies, Syria
was not put off from its position; in fact isolatipushed Syria closer towards other
allies who would support it in its goals — this veasdent in chapter 3 when Egypt under
Nasser was increasingly distancing itself fromRaéestinian cause, and particularly in
chapter 4 and 5 when Egypt and Jordan pursued-Arpssican course.

3. How did Syria respond when faced with financiakintives to comply with the US?

While Syria resisted the pressure from sanctiodsuse of the ‘stick’ by the US, it also
demonstrated that it would not be swayed by Amé&ricse of the ‘carrot’ either.
Financial incentives were either put on the tableturn for greater ties with the US (for

example through the Point IV programme under Trgmanwere known to be

%% See chapter 2, page 59
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forthcoming based on the experiences of otherstalarkey, Egypt, Jordan, the Gulf
states all received US aid after showing willingntesfacilitate US policy in the region

— Egypt in particular received the greatest amadirstid and economic support after
Israel as a reward for its change from an Aralonalist stance to a pro-American one
(see chapter 5). Almost all the participants en¢balition against Iraq in the Gulf War
in 1991 also received aid in return for their supp®yria in contrast did not receive aid
from the US on any occasion and was not persuadalbandon its ideological goals,

despite being in need of such investments.

4. How did Syria react to apparent failures in itsoldgical goals?

When Syria faced the apparent failure in the outcofrsome of its ideological goals, it
did not necessarily lead to a decline in the cargtthsalience of ideology. The following
might be seen to indicate a lack of success inaSyforeign policies: the growing
military and political strength of Israel; Israeligtories in 1948 and 1967; Israel’'s non-
compliance with UN resolutions; Israel’s refusahithdraw from Arab land and lack of
concessions in negotiations; the worsening plifti@Palestinians; the break-up of the
UAR,; Israel’s annexation of the Golan Heights; #melconsolidation of US hegemony
in the region. And yet this did not deter Syrianfr its Arab nationalist position. If
ideology had been adopted as a route to regionaéipand geopolitical gains, these
examples indicate that it should have been abamtionigght of its failure to deliver.
However, this was not the case, and indeed Symslogical commitment often
increased in response to defeat.

There certainly were examples when Syria was wgltmcooperate with the US and offer
concessions in the ‘peace process’, but most ektihestances did not contradict Syria’s
ideological principles. However, the above methlst enabled us to falsify the importance
of ideology — chapter 6 provided an important cstsely of Syrian cooperation which
arguablydid compromise its ideological principles. It coogedawith the US against a
fellow Arab state, Iraq — and even though Syriauadythat this was to protect the
sovereignty of Kuwait, it did not absolve the fdeat it had aided an external power to
intervene in the region. Secondly, for all itdsé&dr a comprehensive peace, Syria appeared
to give in to the separate peace strategy towhaederid of the peace talks in the mid 1990s,

in return for its own territory. It appeared tovesage the possibility of peace with Israel,
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albeit uncomfortably. Hence Syria’s ideologicairsuitment highlighted above appeared to

diminish at some stages in the 1990s.

There were two possible ways of viewing this shifone was to see it as a unilateral
decision by Hafez Asad to discard ideology foranaiatic change of course, similar to the
decision taken by Anwar Sadat. Such an assumptauid be inaccurate given Asad’s
caution and pragmatism, and his own personal ifiestion with Syria’s ideology. Thus a
better way to explain the above changes was totthke wider context in which Asad’s

decisions were made.

Explaining ideological salience in Syrian foreign plicy

In order to explain all the above trends, we neddeanderstand the contexts in which
ideology was deemed to be important, but alsodheitions which diminished the salience
of ideology for Syria’s foreign policy. This was rortant to avoid a deterministic account
of US-Syrian relations — one which characterisega%ypolicy as somehow always being
destined to reflect ideological principles. Thestainly is not the case. If, therefore, Syria’s

adherence to ideology is contingent and changewafblat factors is it contingent on?

Two frameworks that guided this thesis on this tjaasvere FPA and constructivism. For
a more complex understanding, we needed to unpadtdte to identify the internal sources
of state policy. However, this approach did ngate the traditional realist factors — these
too were crucial for a comprehensive understandirgis external, geopolitical and global
systemic factors were also taken into account vettimpting to understand the salience of
ideology from an FPA perspective. While FPA dedditeel which factors to analyse,
constructivism enabled us to explain how thoseofactn turn contributed to the
construction of ideas and norms over time. Easlkohcal period covered in the thesis
should not be viewed as separate blocs, but rah@rogressive stages in a process of
increasing mistrust between Syria and the US.irtumstances change to disturb that
process, the role of ideology in Syria’s policy tods the US need not be fixed and may
dissipate. But if events continue to incrementéllyld on historical experiences that
embedded the importance of ideology in the firatpl ideological norms will remain. This
framework allowed for the possibility that thesems, and thereby US-Syrian relations,
might change — but first those conditions wouldchee change. This framework was

mapped out in chapter 2 with the following diagram:
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Fig. 1: The Contingency of Ideological Salience
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Using this model as the fourth component of thenmdblogy, we can summarise how each
of these factors either perpetuated or reduceithtpertance of ideology for Syria’s foreign
policy towards the US, therefore demonstratingcibr@ingencyof Syria’s policy towards
the US.

() In terms of historical context, this was perged, for Syria at least, throughout the
periods under study in this thesis. As outlinedhapter 3, the importance of ideology in
Syrian foreign policy emerged with the European dad@ system, and was continued with
the establishment of Israel and American interaemgim. In chapter 4, this major source for
Syrian ideology did not recede but in fact was exated after the 1967 War, when the
Sinai, the Golan Heights, the West Bank and theaGaip were all occupied. This salience
of ideology for Syria was continued in the peritutiéed in chapter 5: while Egypt was able
to regain the Sinai after the Disengagement tétlespccupation of Syria’s Golan Heights,

and Palestinian territories, meant the ‘struggigiiast its enemies was still very much alive.
Ideology was supposed to act as a guide and framkdatomaking decisions in the face of

such struggles, and as a result it remained highgvant as long as Israel still held Arab

territory.

(i) Opposition: Syria did not operate its idedk policies in a vacuum, but it was
mirrored by those that it opposed. Firstly, we sawhapter 3 that the US was strongly
influenced by its own ideological perspective & policy towards the Middle East, and
wrongly viewed Arab nationalists in the Cold Wabag controlled by the Soviet Union,
which therefore put them in the ‘enemy camp’. Reriore, Israel’s own strong adherence

to Zionist ideology, inherently incompatible withiagh nationalist ideology, directly put it at
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odds with Syria. Like Syria, Israel’'s commitmeantideology was also shaped by its own
historical narrative. Israel’s ideological motiwat was evident when it capitalised from the
1967 War to expand its borders, not just for ségueiasons, but also to encompass more of
what it considered was ‘Greater Israel’. This imaglications for the negotiations in chapter
5, for while Israel was prepared to sacrifice tiveat which it had occupied as a strategic
bargaining tool, it was not willing to sacrificeeticolan Heights which Israel’s right-wing
argued also held religious significance. Thusaswlear that Israel was often as inflexible,
if not more, than Syria in sticking to what it lesled were non-negotiable, ideological
principles. For Syria, knowing that its staunclem®y was pursuing (and succeeding in) its
ideological goals strengthened the relevance araped necessity of its own ideological

principles.

However, while there appeared to be no potentialcfange among Israel’'s political
establishment, there were signs that the US coaNeé pursued alternative strategies that
would have diluted some of Syria’s ideological opiion against it. There was a regular
tug of war over ideas and strategy between the Stepartment and the President’s office.
Under the Truman administration, the State Departisteessed the importance of providing
aid to Syria in order to build its infrastructuregp-independence, under Eisenhower it
discussed the need to understand Arab concernattélye Cold War context, and after the
1967 War it questioned the US’ close relationship vgrael and argued for the resumption
of economic and cultural ties with Syria. In &kkse cases the President’s office overruled
the State Department’s recommendations. Howeklier divergence was reduced under
Bush on when both sides were interested in rappraehnt with Syria. Although it did not
remove the salience of ideology altogether, italgteat deal to reduce the confrontational

element in Syria’s ideological policy towards th8.U

(iif) The role of personalities and individual aggnand how it played off systemic factors
was a crucial factor in sustaining the importande@ology in Syria’s foreign policy. Itis
unsurprising that most of the leaders after inddpeoe adopted an Arab nationalist position
since all of them had lived under French colonig r The most significant leader to have
had an impact on the continued salience of ideolo@yria’s policy towards the US was
Hafez Asad. Growing up under colonial rule instillin him a strong Arab nationalist
outlook; he also felt a personal enmity with Isyaelving participated in every Arab-Israel
war and particularly after the loss of the GolangHes when he was the minister of defence.
As outlined in chapter 4, his experiences and mgioal motives influenced the Ba'th, the
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military, and Syria’s policies as he rose in powetis interpretation of ideology had an
impact by instigating changes (between the theoaistl militarists in the party; or between
the radical Jadid regime to Asad’s pragmatism) @l eontinuities.

Of course those at the very top were not the onsawith the capacity to direct foreign
policy, and Syria’s military had an interesting ammmplex role to play despite it being an
authoritarian system. Staunchly ideological anglosied to Israel, the military elements in
the Syrian regime acted as a constant remindeetteadership of Syria’s Arab nationalist
commitments. Chapter 3 outlined two occasions v@wia had leaders who took clear pro-
American positions: General Husni Za’'im in 1949 ama'mun Khuzbari in 1963. Both
regimes were short-lived — Za'im, who also signdduae with Israel, was assassinated a
few months into power, while the Khuzbari regimesvaaerthrown by the Ba'thist coup.
The unpopularity of both regimes was shown to bectly related to their support for the
US at the expense of Syria’s ideological principkesd it was the army that took direct
action against them.

And finally public opinion also needs to be cons@deas a factor in Syria’s ideological
policy. While the constraints placed on US poligydomestic opinion and lobby groups
have received more attention in academic literatheeinfluence of Syrian public opinion
on the regime’s ideological position and policy &vds the US has at times been dismissed
as irrelevant. However, this thesis has sougtietoonstrate the crucial connection between
the Syrian state’s position vis-a-vis the US anmddk and the public mood. A powerful
convergence of public and state animosity towascsel and mistrust of the US has meant
that whereas in other aspects of politics the regiras been able to bypass domestic
opinion, there remains a rare normative adheregc®ybia to popular demands on Arab
nationalist concerns. Even when Syria had leaskosabandoned the ideological agenda,
there was a continuity of Arab nationalist opinganong the general public and the military
before, during, and after these brief periods t#.rit is in fact remarkable that there was so
much continuity in Syrian foreign policy toward®t)S despite such a lack of domestic

political cohesion prior to the presidency of Hafesad.

It is true that Syria’s decisions were wlittatedby public opinion — Asad’s actions during
the Gulf War in chapter 6 demonstrated he wasmglto take risks; but only as far as it
would also produce tangible benefits, not just maltg but also in terms of Syria’s

ideational goals as well. When a deal with Iseagdeared possible in 2000, the public in
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support of the military’s position reacted with tility to the notion that any compromise
would be offered to the principle of full Israeliithdrawal from the Golan — thus
unsurprisingly, certain compromises that were regabto have been offered by the Syrians
were categorically taken off the agenda when Asatiwith Clinton in Genev&® While
Asad calculated his public’s mood and continuedeaeiince to ideological principles
accurately, Anwar Sadat or later Yasser Arafatamseen to have miscalculated in this area
— their publics had not been prepared to abandein itteological goals, and the leaders
suffered the loss of legitimacy as a result. Tallishree components of societal factors

played into Syria’s continued adherence to ideoiogpreign policy.

For the most part, the above conditions remainedtemt. However, in the following areas
there were indeed significant changes to the algaircumstances, which led Syria’s

foreign policy to become further removed from dsalogical principles.

(iv) Global Events: Chapter 3 addressed how thetooisthe Cold War affected events in
the Middle East. However, while it was a new phaanon on the international scene, it did
not overturn the basic dynamics of Middle Easttpsibut exacerbated them. Cold War
rivalry saw superpower intervention and did dragrégion into a global conflict, but it also
enabled those states that chose not to align WwahJtS to ally with the USSR to balance
against American hegemony. This is what enabled\tiab states during the Cold War to
retain so much agency: as long as the Soviet Unaswilling to sell them arms and give
their political backing, the Arab nationalists weret compelled to turn to the US for

military support.

As aresult, the greatest level of change in USaByrelations occurred after the collapse of
the Soviet Union. Many at the time predicted thatdemise of the USSR, the rise of the US
as the sole superpower, and the apparent moodafc#iation in the Middle East, would

reduce the salience of ideology. With US poweatiyeenhanced, the propensity of weaker
states seeking to align with the US and its afle=mmingly increased. As outlined in chapter
6, the new context of unipolarity placed an implmiessure on Syria to comply and take
actions against a fellow Arab state. It did nosdmn the basis of financial incentives, but
Syria did seek political advantages and an engdiation as a result. It is notable that the
US left Jordan completely in the cold after thefGMar as payback for its support of Iraq;

in turn, Jordan had to go to even greater lengtigdve its loyalty to the US to restore its

%9 Rabinovich Waging Peacel30-133
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relations. In giving its support to the US when éroan power was at its zenith, Syria
avoided such isolation or the embarrassment ofnigate show contrition afterwards.
Similarly during the Madrid process, Syria did fded extra pressure to cooperate with the
US, more than it otherwise would have. These evemtheir own however would not have
been enough to sway Syria away from its ideologcaition — for this we need to look to

the last contingent factor.

(v) The role of regional actors: This conditiordha varying impact on the salience of
ideology for Syria. When it adopted Arab nationghslicies after independence, it shared
ideological goals with a number of Arab actors.e Halestinians were at the forefront of
Arab grievances against colonialism and the webgreas Egypt joined with the Arab
nationalist camp after the Free Officers’ revolatio 1952. Iraq followed suit in 1963
though its relationship with Syria was fraught wathwer-political rivalry. Jordan showed
willingness to join in the Arab nationalist causieem it suited it, but without offering much
further commitment. Given that Arab nationalismicled to defend the rights of all Arabs
and the Middle East against external interferesome level of convergence of ideological
goals across the region was important. The filstvithat was dealt to Syria’s Arab
nationalist policies was Egypt’s alignment with th® and its peace with Israel. However,
as discussed in chapter 5, while it was a sigmfictback it did not diminish Syria’s

adherence to ideology.

What did eventually undermine the relevance oflioigpin Syria’s strategy was yet another
defection from the Arab nationalist cause and ijlat fagainst Zionism. But this time the
defectors were the Palestinians. This struck atcibre principles of Arab nationalist
ideology, which was deeply attached to the Palesticause. It is true that at the regional
level, Syria was as capable as other Arab stat@siking against the Palestinians (as was
seen by its actions in Lebanon). However, in i@tato the US and Israel, Syria had for
decades spoken out not only against its own octuphtit also that of the Palestinians; for
years Syria had argued for Palestinian representati the peace process. Thus when
Yasser Arafat signed the Oslo agreement, it ngtwak seen as a grave betrayal by Syria, it
also appeared to remove the need for a compreleessitlement.

This demonstrates that the conditions that makeladg relevant can change, and this
indeed forced Syria to reassess its goals. Here@/that after Oslo in 1993, Syria was far
more ready to consider a separate deal with Isaael went much further in negotiations
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than it had on previous occasions. Some commeathive highlighted this development
as an example of Syria’s abandonment of ideologypamsuit of realist self-interest at the
expense of its Arab neighbours. Certainly 'regbslitics were at play here, but it should
also be noted that throughout the process untiDisle Accord in 1993, Syria consistently
called for a comprehensive settlement, coordinaifgkrab efforts, and Israel’s withdrawal
not just from Syrian territory, but all Arab teoty. But by the end, it was the Syrians who
were left behind by their Arab partners before ttogythen searched for a separate deal with
Israel®®* Thus the strength of ideology waned, not bec#userinciples were no longer
pertinent, but because the feasibility of realighnmse goals had diminished so dramatically
after the loss of key allies, particularly the Bél@ans, and the changing global situation in
which the US were the only power through which arediation could occur.

And yet, just as the salience of ideology couldibdermined with the loss of fellow Arab
nationalist actors, it could also be revived witle €mergence of new allies. Hence, as
outlined in chapter 6, Syria returned to a morelidgically inclined policy towards the US
after the increased activism of Hamas in the miggs9 By giving sanctuary to Hamas
leaders and by giving its strong support to Hizldulin Lebanon, Syria knew well that it
would incur the anger of the US and rekindle mutcthe hostility that had existed in the
past. And yet the appeal of a renewed ideologwainentum in the region, with the

emergence of new allies, had a significant infleean Syria’s foreign policy.

What the above summary suggests is that the tesseiween Syria and the US and Syria’s
adherence to Arab nationalism are contingent omnabxer of factors. The conditions that
have facilitated the continuities in US-Syrian tiglas have become embedded over time,
but there is also evidence from the historical gsialthat there is theotentialfor change.
What, therefore, are the conditions needed for suchange? Firstly, for an underlying,
structural change to take place in US-Syrian refeti two significant factors would need to
be altered. The first is the historical context #mel role of opposing ideologies. Should
external interference and perceived exploitatioimefregion end, and Israel’s occupation of
Arab land be overturned, the primary conditionsSgrian hostility towards Israel and in
turn the US might dissipate. This would not neagbs mean there would be an
abandonment of Syria’s ideology, but that the cbhowls within which it gains the most

relevance would have changed dramatically.

%91 Muallem,Fresh Light 89; Author’s interview with Imad Moustapha, Syriambassador to the US,
Washington DC, June 2009; Author’s interview witlgrit Leverett -former CIA Senior Analyst during the
Clinton Administration, Washington DC, June 2009.
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The second type of change that might occur id thalabove conditions remained the same
with the exception of the position of the US. Tifutie US no longer gave its support to
Israel, and challenged Israeli policy, there wouddy likely be an improvement in US-

Syrian relations.

And finally, the third type of change to US-Syriatations would see the historical context
and opposing ideologies remaining the same, busyhnian sentiment that this needs to be
challenged would diminish. Thus if there were ¢calmajor shift in public opinion, in the
values held by the Syrian leadership, and in thel@hies of Syria’s allies (such as Iran or
Hamas), all of which no longer sought to resisaé$and to challenge US hegemony, there
would most likely be an improvement in US-Syrialatiens. The short-term likelihood of
all three scenarios is highly contestable, but tlieeyain the possible avenues for change in

US-Syrian relations.

Future research and final conclusions

This thesis did not look so far ahead; the histdamalysis stops at the death of Hafez Asad
in 2000. However, there is ample potential fos ttudy to be continued and extended to
analyse US-Syrian relations under Bashar Asadisx@gSome of the corner-stones of US-
Syrian relations remained the same since 2000,auélmerica’s strong support for Israel;
however there were also new components to US-Syasiility, such as America’s ‘War on
Terror’ after 9/11, its invasion of Iraq in 2003daSyria’s withdrawal from, but continued
involvement in, Lebanon. While 9/11 was a globaérdg that briefly produced an
opportunity for improved US-Syrian relations, sianito the post-Cold War period, it soon
faded with the emergence of the Bush doctrine hadrag War. These events, along with
the second Intifada in 2000, served to strengtherrdle of Arab nationalism in Syria’s
foreign policy, and sparked a new phase of US-8&yra@stility that was arguably worse than

some of the periods studied in this thesis.

Conversely, some of the factors that ensured idgalemained salient under Hafez Asad
may have receded, thereby potentially reducing dtnength of the Arab nationalist

component in Syrian foreign policy — for examplaféz Asad's personal enmity towards
Israel and adherance to Arab nationalism to a greant stemmed from his own personal
experiences having fought in the Arab-Israeli wagich historical experiences cannot
weigh on Bashar Asad exactly as they did on hisefat How does this impact on the
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salience of ideology in his foreign policy? A coangtive study to identify the similarities
and continuities, and differences and departuresyden father and son, would be the
logical next step after this thesis. Thus it igpdm that this study has provided solid
foundations for future research on US-Syrian refetj which is increasingly recognised as a
pivotal dynamic in Middle East politics, and hasogbrovided a thematic anchor (this being

ideology) which would facilitate a more focused guarison between the two regimes.

Furthermore, this thesis has highlighted the waytith the dominance of realism in the IR
of the Middle East has distorted the analyses mdigm policies by preventing a more
serious engagement with genuine ideological fagtotise region. In order to redress this,
ideologiesdo need to be taken more seriously, in tandem withsiractivism which
highlights the contingency of those ideologies.dAmorder to do so the false dichotomy
between ideology on one hand, and pragmatism mnedism on the other, needs to be
dismantled, for it rests on numerous theoreticauagtions that are not borne out
empirically. Thus the aim of the thesis has beeprbvide a practical framework for
analysing the role of ideologies in the foreignigies of Middle East actors more
effectively, giving recognition to the importanddaeas in politics and understandingitin a
more nuanced and complex way. Itis hoped thatdallenge can also be taken up on the
back of this study. The framework outlined neetiardy be applied to Syria and its future
governments, but could be used to analyse othetadieal actors in the region — not just
Arab nationalists, but also those aspiring to ZAbmr Islamist political principles for
example. Indeed a key outcome of this thesis le an emphasis on identifying
ideological agency and not immediately seeking toetorn it with other political
explanations when it might not fit, simply becaudeologies seem to lack a natural

theoretical home in IR.

Finally, with regards to adopting a more nuancqut@gch to studying ideology, this thesis
has argued that Syrian Arab nationalism needs tonberstood and measured within a
foreign policy context, for this was the contextihich it was formulated in the first place.
The problem with trying to assess Arab nationaksnelevance by analysing Syria's
domestic policies, is that the ideology is not jeatarly concerned with the domestic sphere
beyond the issue of foreign intervention. Withawets to Syria's foreign policy and global
conflicts, the ideology still has much credenca;ibuelation to the domestic situation it is
rendered less relevant. However, it is not onlyokats who need to pay heed to this
distinction — political leaders are also guiltyooinflating the differences. The uprisings in
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the Middle East reflect the regimes' disconnedhwie people on seriod®mestidssues;
thus the (ab)use of Arab nationalist ideology, édygrrelevant for the domestic context, to
guell dissent at home is an ineffective and larfatiye strategy. While Marxist arguments
depict the masses as being easily duped by thes etitis thesis has argued that even in
Middle Eastern authoritarian regimes, public opirgarries agency and influence, and is far
more astute than scholars have given it credi thierefore governments who dismiss it or
seek to crush it do so at their peril. The cursgniation in the Middle East corroborates this
argument. In the context of Syria, it is plausiiolethe people to support a regime's foreign
policy that pursues ideological principles, bubppose the same regime that suppresses the
people at home, as humerous opponents have arfjgegernments can make a distinction
between foreign and domestic policy, so too canptglic. Thuscontextis a crucial

consideration when seeking to understand the rfatkeology.

Thus several lines of academic enquiry have belemedged above, demonstrating the wide
scope for a critical and original research agehdedan be forged via this study. Itis hoped
that the findings will have constructive implicatgfor research in other areas of Middle

East politics, but also more generally for the@adtdebates in the discipline.
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