

http://www.dur.ac.uk
http://etheses.dur.ac.uk/6121/
 http://etheses.dur.ac.uk/6121/ 
http://etheses.dur.ac.uk/policies/
http://etheses.dur.ac.uk

The copyright of this thesis rests with the author.
No quotation from it should be published without
his prior written consent and information derived

from it should be acknowledged.

The Superpowers and the Maghreb:
Political, Economic and Strategic Relations

by

Ahmed Salim Albursan
B.A. Pol. Sci., B.A. Geog., Dip. Ed., M.A. IR.

A Thesis submitted in fulfilment
of the requirements for the degree of
Doctor of Philosophy

Politics

The University of Durham
1992

DN@

A
> ¢
z
:@;

-9 JUL 993



Abstract

The study focuses on superpower relations with the Maghreb from indepen-

dence until 1985. It contains eight chapters and conclusion together with a bibli-

ography.

The introduction defines the scope and objectives of the study, as well as
discussing the methodology and techniques employed in the research. Chapter
two gives a historical background to European relations with the Maghreb states
and explains how the Maghreb became part of European political, economic and
strategic objectives in the European multipolar system. Chapter three presents
a theoretical basis for superpower relations with the Third World. Chapter four
examines the historical relations between the Maghreb and the superpowers until

the independence, and the role of the superpowers in Maghreb independence.

Chapter five deals with political relations between the Maghreb and the super-
powers and chapter six examines the economic relations between the superpowers
and the Maghreb states. Chapter seven deals with superpower strategic relations
with the Maghreb focusing on Mediterranean security, arms transfers, military
bases and intelligence cooperation. Chapter eight examines superpower behaviour
toward regional conflict and stability in the Maghreb. The final chapter contains a
summary and conclusion and future prospects for superpowers relations with the
Maghreb and the role of the EC in future relations.
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Chapter I

Introduction

1.1 The Issue:

Over the past two decades, many books and articles have been published about
the states of North Africa: Libya, Tunisia, Algeria, Morocco, and Mauritania.
Most of these publications have dealt with political and economic development in
the Maghreb states, and they have examined the superpowers’ relationship with
the Arab Maghreb states either briefly or not at all. Some political scientists,
for example, William Zartman, John Damis, John Entelis, Lisa Anderson, John
Waterbury and others have written on the foreign policy of the Maghreb states,
but little attention has been focused on relations between the two superpowers and
the Maghreb states.! One exception is John Damis who has written on superpower

policies toward the conflict in the Western Sahara.?

Only two French works have been published about Soviet-Maghreb rela-
tions. They have dealt with political analysis only briefly: one author focuses
on Moroccan-Soviet relations until 1970, whilst the other gives a general histor-
ical background to relations between the Maghreb and Soviet Union until Alge-
ria’s independence in 1962. Both of these publications are more descriptive than

analytical.

Since independence, Morocco has been associated with the US in providing
military facilities. In 1982 the US and Morocco signed a use agreement in connec-
tion with Rapid Development Forces (RDF) for the Middle East which, since 1983,

1



has been called ‘United States Central Command’ (U.S.CENTCOM).# Tunisia has
no such agreement with the US. However, the US has been extending security
guarantee to Tunisia, most notably in the 1980s, when Tunisia was infiltrated by
subversive groups from Libya, particularly during the Bourguiba era. Morocco and
Tunisia have weaker economic links with the US. Their attachment to the US has
been primarily political and ideological and has involved attaching themselves to

the Western capitalist bloc.

Algeria and Libya are revolutionary states with a pan-Arab ideology. They
have, in theory, a political and ideological orientation toward the Soviet Union
and they maintain an arms trade with the Soviet Union. However, both also
maintain strong economic links with Western Europe and with the US, especially

regarding oil and natural gas.

The Libyan leader, Mammer al-Qaddafi shares political and strategic objectives
with the Soviet Union, but is strongly opposed to communism and communists.
Qaddafi views the US as the most aggressive, imperialist state in the world. Amer-
ican officials view Libya as a terrorist and a pariah state, and Qaddafi as a “mad

»

dog”. In reality, the conflict between the US and Libya is influenced by Ameri-
can interests and Libyan regional politics in Northern Africa and the Middle East
rather than by international terrorism. The Soviet Union has never come to the aid
of Qaddafi against the US despite Soviet rhetoric, condemnations and lip-service
support. Libya maintains active trade relations with West Germany, Italy, France
and other European countries. American oil companies have worked in Libya since
the 1950s, until the Reagan administration’s economic sanctions against Libya in
1986. Even despite sanctions, the US oil companies continue to operate in Libya

through the use of European-based companies. American oil technicians and other

2



personnel also work in Libya.

Algeria, as a Non-Aligned state with a revolutionary reputation in the Third
World, has political and ideological attitudes which differ markedly from those
of the US. Nevertheless, Algeria conducts a significant volume of economic trade
with the US. Natural gas is a major element in the Algerian national income and
it has been particularly important in Algeria’s trade with the US. In 1984, the US
purchased about $3.6 billion from Algeria, whilst Algerian imports from US in the

same year came only to $520 million.

On the other hand, Morocco, more allied to the West, maintains economic
relations with the Soviet Union. Soviet economic ties with Morocco were strength-
ened in March 1978 by the signing of a phosphate agreement, a principal Moroccan
export and income. The two states also signed a fishing agreement in April 1978.
The phosphate agreement, described as the “Contract of the Century”®, was the
largest commercial agreement the Soviet Union had ever concluded with a Third
World country. Morocco and the Soviet Union also signed an agreement of cultural

co-operation.

It is ironic that, whilst Morocco and Tunisia have legal communist parties,
despite their economic and political orientations, the communist party in Algeria
was illegal until September 1989 when Algeria has adopted a multiparty system.5
There is no official political activity in Libya, and all political parties have been
banned. It is significant that thousands of Algerian and Libyan students studied

and graduated in the US, particularly in technological and scientific training.

The two superpowers have different political and ideological systems. From
1945 until the disintegration of the Soviet Union, the system of international re-

3



lations, could be described as a bipolar system. Such a system raises important
questions. How, if at all, did the respective political ideologies of the superpowers
determine their foreign policy relations with the Maghreb? To what extent have
their respective national interests formulated their international behaviour toward

Maghreb, despite their ideological differences?

1.2 Objectives of the study:

Since 1945 the two superpowers have involved themselves in Third World pol-
itics. They both denounced colonialism but used different means and tactics to
achieve their respective objectives in Third World countries. During the cold war
era, Third World countries became the most dangerous and volatile area of super-

power confrontation.

It is the objective of this study to analyse the behaviour of the superpowers in
the Maghreb States from their independence until 1985. 1985 is the turning point
in superpower behaviour because when Gorbachev came to power, a new era was
born in the Soviet Union. New Soviet objectives and priorities in its foreign pol-
icy toward the Third World were formulated and ideological rhetoric disappeared
from the Soviet-Third World relations. He pursued detente with the West more
actively than Leonid Brezhnev because of the priority he gave to economic reform
(perestrotka). On the other hand, in his second term, Reagan was preoccupied with
the Iran-Contra Affairs, the hostage crisis, and arms control agreements with the
Soviet Union rather than involved in confrontation with the Soviet in the Third
World. Accordingly, the Gorbachev era is not included in this study. Although the
period covered by the thesis ends in 1985, the present tense is employed in much
of the thesis. The focus of this thesis is the superpowers’ objectives and activities

4



in the Maghreb as a case study of superpower behaviour in a theatre beyond their
direct influence. During this period, Latin America and Eastern Europe were the-
atres within the spheres of influence of the United States and the Soviet Union

respectively.

After independence, the Maghreb states remained, if indirectly, within the
sphere of influence of Western Europe, particularly of France, for geostrategic
and economic reasons. This thesis attempts to offer an explanation for US and
Soviet relations in what is a grey area of a sub-division within the Middle East
subsystem (North Africa). The Middle East subsystem has been subject to the
political influence of the superpowers since 1945. The Gulf, Iraq, Iran and Turkey
had all been part of the Western area of influence, especially of the United States
and Great Britain. North Africa is the only part of the Middle East now within
the French sphere of influence. Historically, Lebanon was under French cultural

influence, especially the Maronites.

Cultural diplomacy has become an important factor in foreign relations. Most
of the Maghreb elites use the French language and French is still competing for
importance with the Arabic language in North Africa. Cultural relations are im-
portant in strengthening political relations between nations and Hans Morgenthau
even describes cultural imperialism as the most successful of imperialist policies.”
Foreign culture creates a “fifth column” in most Third World countries, be it Rus-
sian culture, American culture, the British or French legacy in their colonies. In
developing societies, and particularly in Africa, most of the elites in power have

been influenced by their state’s cultural experience during the colonial era.

This thesis has been guided by the following hypotheses: 1. The conflict
5



and rivalry between USA and the Soviet Union is not caused so much by different
political cultures as factors embedded in their respective system by their geographic
location. As Brzezinski puts it, “Soviet-American relations is a classic historical
conflict between two major powers... a struggle between two imperial systems...

for nothing less than global dominance.”®

2. In the world of “realpolitik”, the geopolitics of small states plays a major role in
their relations with great powers and the Maghreb has played a significant part in
European rivalry during the 19th and 20th centuries. It is important to examine
to what extent this factor influenced superpower behaviour towards the Maghreb

States.

3. Despite the emphasis on ideological aspects of the superpowers’ international
behaviour, the realist school of international politics argues that states act in world
politics according to their national interests rather than according to ideology. lde-
ology is an inadequate explanation of alliance formation in Third World relations

with the great powers and the superpowers.

4. Colonial powers had influenced the superpowers’ behaviour in the Third world.
For example, when superpower interests lay with France, they ignored French
colonial policy in the Maghreb. The superpowers preferred to maintain existing
relations with former colonial powers, rather than confuse matters by dealing with

the grey area of the Third World.

5. The superpowers preferred stability in the grey areas of the Third World, rather

than revolutionary change, to protect their national interests. The superpowers

used military force and military intervention within their spheres of direct influence

in the Third World, rather than in the grey areas outside their spheres of direct
6



influence.

1.3 Definition of terms:

The term Maghreb is used here as it is used in the Arabic literature. Eu-
ropean and American scholars tend to use the term North Africa (French often
use Maghreb). This latter can be misleading because some authors include Egypt
and Sudan in North Africa, whereas others do not. Northern Africa® includes
Egypt and Sudan and other Maghreb States, but here we use Maghreb or Greater
Maghreb in this thesis as North Africa. The Maghreb is a division of the Middle
East subsystem. In this thesis the terms subsystem, Middle East subsystem and

Maghreb States are defined as below.

1.International system, subsystem

Among the terms in use today are system, subsystem and international system.
These terms have been over used and their meaning has lost precision. However,
for analytical purposes it is useful to work with a more precise definition. The
idea of a system was first used with respect to Natural Sciences in describing the
relationships between the particular elements in a complex whole such as the solar
system. The term was not applied to the study of society until the 19th century.
Historians often speak of diplomatic systems, such as Metternich’s or Bismarck’s,
by which they mean a combination of forces intended to guarantee the triumph of
a state on a political principle which safeguards the interests of state. In this study
the term ‘system’ is used as follows: “a network of relationships ... connected to

its environment by ‘inputs’ and ‘outputs’. It means a set of interacting parts.”10

Also, we define the international system as "the total view of all action and

7



interaction taking place at all levels from the micronational components of foreign
policy process to the supranational character of the United Nations.”!! The inter-
national system is also divided into sub-systems. The Maghreb states have been
active members of international system and subsystems such as the United Na-
tions, Non-Aligned movements, 77’s group, Organisation of African Unity, Islamic

Conference Organisation and Afro-Asian People’s Solidarity Organisation.

Subsystems (often called subordinate systems) are usually delineated geograph-
ically, proximity being the important element. However, functional elements are
also important. Functional elements are based primarily on the points of interac-
tion between states, and their importance varies with the intensity of the inter-
action. One needs, therefore, to take into account such components as the social,
economic, political, military and cultural relations of the system. There are coun-
tries which belong geographically to a specific region, but as a result of the pattern
and intensity of the relations of that country, are identified as belonging to an
alternative subsystem, and may in fact be relatively isolated, in terms of interac-
tion from the subsystem to which they should belong on geographical criteria, for
example, Israel in the Middle East subsystem. The Maghreb states are members
of the Arab League. Tunisia was the headquarters of the League for eleven years
until its removal to Cairo in 1991. Algeria and Libya are members of OPEC and

OAPEC. They are also members of the African Petroleum Producers Association.

According to its geographical and functional elements, the Middle East forms

a sub-system. Scholars differ in their concept of what constitutes the boundaries

of the subsystem.!? American scholars define the Middle East as Egypt and other

Arab eastern states. Israeli scholars define the boundaries of the Middle East as

Egypt and eastern Arab states, and add Ethiopia, Turkey and Iran. The Israeli
8



definition has been influenced by the Israeli military concept of the Peripheral
doctrine. This doctrine lays emphasis on the regional balance of power, that non-
Arab states such as Iran, Turkey, and Ethiopia would play a significant role on
the fragmentation of Arab power by creating other regional conflicts instead of
concentrating on the Israeli front. This argument helps to explain Israeli behaviour
in the Iran-Iraq war and the Horn of Africa conflicts which absorbed Arab resources

on other fronts.!?

In this study the Middle East is defined as stretching from Morocco in the west
to Afghanistan in the east, and the Arab-Islamic region, culturally, geographically
and historically. This definition of the Middle East has been adopted by the Middle
East Centre of the University of Durham. The Middle East has been sub-divided:
North Africa (Maghreb) or Greater Arab Maghreb; Nile Valley (Egypt and Sudan);
the Fertile Crescent; Arabian Peninsula and Muslim non-Arab countries such as

Turkey and Iran.

Table 1:1 Maghreb Population (millions) Present and Future

State 1990 2000 2010
Libya 4.5 6.3 8.4
Tunisia 8.3 10.6 13.1
Algeria 25.3 33.2 40.2
Morocco 25.2 31.8 38.7
Mauritania 2.2 2.9 4.00

Source: OAPEC Monthly Bulletin, August-September 1989, p. 20.
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2- Arab Maghreb:-

Arab historians and geographers speak of the Maghreb usually as part of Is-
lamic Northern Africa to the west of Egypt. This has been clear ever since the
ninth century. The term Maghreb simply means the western part of Islamic world,
as distinct from the eastern part (Mashrig). In certain instances the term Maghreb
was used in a political sense, e.g. for the area under the rule of the Fatimids in

the second half of the tenth century.

Arab names of the regions, which have in modern times come to include the
countries of Libya, Tunisia, Algeria, Morocco and Mauritania, were originally ap-
plied to the cities of Tripoli, Tunis, Aljazair and Marakesh. The Maghreb was a
peripheral area of Islamic Caliphate in Damascus, Baghdad, Cairo and Istanbul,

each of which were the centre in different periods.

Using functional elements and geographical proximity the Maghreb is part
of the Middle East sub-system.!* The Maghreb is religiously coherent, with the
Malikite rite of Sunni Islam predominating. There are no indigenous Christian
minorities, and only two Islamic sects: the Kharijites of Jerba, and the Mzabites
of Algeria. Indigenous Jews constitute an insignificant and steadily diminishing
minority. Because of this uniformity, North African, or Maghreb, Islam serves as
an important common denominator, transcending and mitigating the differences
of tribe, language and life style. Unlike other historical or contemporary forces,
Islam remains paramount in all Maghreb countries, not withstanding the different
policies towards religion and religious practice adopted by the various political
leaders of the Maghreb.!® In this study we do not include Mauritania because it is
such a poor country and so dependent on France on security and economic issues
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Table 1:2 Maghreb States

States land area (sq km) | length of coastal line(km) | GNP-Capital $
Libya 1,775,550 1,685 5,410
Tunisia 163,610 1,028 1,230
Algeria 2,381,741 1,104 2,760
Morocco 710,850" 2,177 750
Mauritania 1,030,700 666 480

1- This area includes the disputed territory of Western Sahara which covers

252,120 sq km; 2- Both on Mediterranean and the Atlantic coasts. Source: The

Europa World Yearbook 1990, London, Europa Publication Limited; Encyclopedia

of the Third World, third edition, 1987.

that the superpowers have paid little attention to it.

3- Geopolitics and Geostrategic are used to convey the following meaning:

Geopolitics reflects the combination of geographic and political factors deter-

mining the conditions of a state or region and emphasised the relation of inter-

national political power to the geographical setting; and geostrategic merges

strategic considerations with geopolitical ones.

4- Corsairing and piracy: Corsairing was a system in which the governments or-

ganised fleets to attack the merchant shipping of other states with the purpose

of raising revenue or for political motives.

The proper distinction between

corsairing and piracy is a legal one, the corsair had a commission from a gov-

ernment or a recognised authority against a designed enemy. The pirate had

no commission and attacked any one.
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1.4 The Methodological Parameters:

The historical approach has been chosen, particularly in explaining early rela-
tions between the two superpowers and the Maghreb states. Comparative analysis
has also been used. In examining economic relations between the superpowers and
the Maghreb, the analysis is supported with statistical and tabular information
to compare the Maghreb states’ economic relations with the superpowers with the
Maghreb states’ economic relations with various European states. Official decla-
rations and documents, material from joint visits and announcements by officials

of Maghreb states has been subjected to a content analysis.

The historical evolution of US relations with the Maghreb is important in un-
derstanding US interests in the region.!6 In most cases, US involvement in the
region was dictated by economic interests. The Soviet Union also has an historical
relationship with the region, particularly with Morocco. In many cases content
analysis and a cognitive approach helps to understand official behaviour toward
other states. The French decision-makers’ perception of the American and Soviet
presence in the Maghreb influenced French reaction to the policies of the super-
powers in North Africa, and this in turn affected the policies of the decision makers
of both superpowers toward the Maghreb states. Comparative analysis of the two
superpowers’ political, economic and strategic behaviour can be used to explain

Soviet and American behaviour in the Maghreb.

1.5 Literature Review:

Maghreb states have been studied from different perspectives. There is much
economic and political development literature on the Arab Maghreb. Authors
such as R. Lawless (1984); H. Baraket (1985); R. Parker (1984), John Damis and
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Lisa Anderson(1986)!8 have written on political and economic development. Lisa
Anderson has concentrated on Libya and Tunisia. Whilst William Zartman has
written widely on Moroccan affairs since the 1960s, his contribution with others in
1982 has been one of the most important publications on North African political
development and the elites in Maghreb States. John Entelis in 1980 wrote on
comparative politics in the Maghreb States, and in 1986 published a general study
about Algeria. Most of these publications fail to address in any kind of detail

Maghreb relations with the superpowers.

Rachid Tlemcani (1986) applied a Marxist political economy approach in his
analysis of the Algerian economy. M. Bennoune (1988) also emphasised Algerian
economic development from the Ben Bella regime to Chadli Benjadid, but failed to
discuss Algerian foreign policy or the superpowers’ relations with Algeria. William
Zartman (1987) contributed with others in special study on the Moroccan political
economy. John Damis has repeated his argument on the superpowers and the

Western Sahara conflict, and its influence on Morocco’s regional policy.

Much attention has been focused on Tunisia because of its internal upheaval
after the 1986 arrest of the Islamic fundamentalists. The successionist crisis in
Tunisia was an important factor in accounting for this attention. Since President
Ben Ali took power in Tunisia in a peaceful coup in November 1987, the spotlight
has turned to Tunisian stability. Kenneth Perkin (1986) has written about Tunisia
from an historical perspective. He is a historian, and has published general works
on Tunisia. Norma Salem (1984) has also contributed, with her work on the
Bourguiba phenomena in Tunisia, but her argument does not go beyond the role
of Bourguiba in Tunisian political development, and the role of a charismatic leader
in a traditional society.
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The 1980s may be described as the “Libyan decade” in English publication,
because of the tension in United States-Libyan relations. The US accusation of
Libyan involvement in international terrorism has created much debate over Libya
serving as a proxy for the Soviet Union, or even as a puppet regime in the hand
of the Soviets. E. Haly (1984) has contributed work on Libyan-USA relations, but
his work is mostly descriptive rather than analytical. Harris (1986) published a
general work on Libya and its revolution. El-Hawis (1986) presents the opposition
point of view on Qaddafi, rather than a systematic and objective analysis of Libyan
foreign relations. Only one Russian book has been published about Libya-USSR

relations.!”

In general, the literature on Libya and the Maghreb States could be sum-
marised as projecting the line held by American scholars, that if a state holds
international political views which differ from those of the US, that state is la-

belled a Soviet puppet, or a Soviet proxy, and represents a threat to US interests.

In the late 1980s, two studies were published by North African scholars about
US relations with the Maghreb states. They concentrate on applying foreign policy
theories, especially using a cognitive approach, to US policy towards Libya. El-
Warfally (1988) has focused on American perspectives of Libya. His study is
short on analysis, and is more a theoretical rather than a comprehensive analysis.
He ignores early contact between Qaddafi and the US. Layachi (1990) applies a
cognitive approach to the study of elite images in foreign policymaking process.
He focuses on two relatively narrow case studies. The first issue analysed is a
proposed arms sale to Morocco in 1979; the second issue is a natural gas contract
between Algeria and the United States in 1981. The study does not constitute a
8

comprehensive analysis of US relations with North Africa.!
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During the cold war era, US scholars tended to describe most Non-Aligned
states as Soviet clients and therefore as against the US in the world arena. Ac-
cording to the realist school of international politics, states have always acted on
behalf of their national interest in world politics. Ideology, according to this school,

has less influence on foreign policy if the ideology contradicts national interests.!?

In the Maghreb, revolutionary states maintain economic relations with the
capitalist US and EC. Algeria condemned US policy on the Third World, but still
maintains economic relations with the US. Libya has greater economic ties with
the West and the EC than with the Soviet Union, despite the Libyan claim they
have relations with the Soviet Union. Whilst conservative, capitalist states, such as
Morocco and Tunisia, maintain economic relations with the EC, Morocco was the
first state to supply the Soviets with phosphate. It is important to analyse these

kinds of relations and alliances, and not be beguiled by ideological differences.?’

1.6 Organisational Framework:

This study contains eight chapters. The second chapter discusses both the
historical background of European rivalry in Maghreb from 1815 to 1945, and how
North Africa became part of European diplomacy and colonial competition. The

geopolitics of the Maghreb and European colonialism is also analysed.

The third chapter deals with the involvement of the superpowers in Third
World countries from 1945 to 1985. It is a theoretical study of the superpowers’
behaviour in the Third World. In the fourth chapter, the focus narrows to historical
relations between the superpowers and the Maghreb states until North African
States independence in the 1950s. The behaviour of the superpowers towards the
independence of the Maghreb states is analysed, as well as superpower involvement
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with African trade unions supporting Maghreb independence through international

trade unions.

Chapter five deals with superpower political relations with the individual
Maghreb states with regard to their political objectives and means, and their cul-
tural relations. In chapter six, superpower economic relations with North Africa
are analysed, focusing on the direction of exports and imports, and on economic
co-operation. Emphasis is laid on European economic relations with the Maghreb,

and how these affect superpower economic relations with the Maghreb.

Chapter seven focuses on superpower strategic relations with the Mahgreb
states. Five themes of strategic relations are analysed: military bases; arms trad-
ing; Mediterranean security; military intervention; and intelligence co-operation.
In chapter eight, superpower behaviour towards regional stability in North Africa is
examined, and the superpowers’ reactions to regional conflicts. The Arab-African
Union, the Western Sahara conflict and the civil war in Chad, are also considered

in this chapter.

In the conclusion, analysis of superpower behaviour toward Maghreb states is
generalised. The superpower behavioural model in a third party area of influence
is explained. The conclusion also deals with future prospects for superpower re-
lations in a new multi-polar system which has been characterised as economically
multipolar. In terms of economic competition, the strengthening European eco-
nomic presence in North Africa is anticipated, and it is suggested that this will
lead to US-European competition in North Africa after the decline of the Soviet

Union as a superpower/economic competitor to the US, Europe and Japan.

The bibliography includes primary and secondary resources.
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1.7 Field Research

This thesis is a result of many years of monitoring events in North Africa and
the behaviour of the superpowers. The author spent five years in North Africa
notably Morocco, followed by many years in the US, researching and reporting
international affairs for various Arab newspapers and magazines. Over this ten
year period, he has collected interviews and conducted library research. The author
has also contacted many policy makers in the Arab World and in the US, Middle
East experts, former officials and Arab journalists familiar with the US, Soviet
Union, and the Arab World. Most of the interviewees remain anonymous and
unidentifiable. Exceptionally, there are a few interviewees who placed no restriction
on their words. The author uses Arab, French, American and Russian newspapers.
In the case of the Soviet newspapers the author depends on Current Digest of Soviet
Press (CDSP) and the Soviet Union and the Third World which translate major
events in the Soviet newspapers and monitor Soviet publications. This thesis is a

result of professional experience, fieldwork and academic research.

1.8 Sources of information:

This thesis utilises information drawn from a variety of sources. Whilst pre-
senting a variety of historical, theoretical, comparative and analytical approaches,

emphasis is placed on primary sources, which were considerable in number:

1. Official documents of the US, the Soviet Union and the Maghreb states. Most
of these documents have been published by governments of the respective

states.

2. US congressional hearings also serve as a source for US official policy towards
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Maghreb.

. Memoirs, diaries and biographies of foreign policy decision makers in past or
present administrations of all states under research. Extensive use is made of
government publications, official statements, records and interviews of foreign

policy decision makers.

. Published material. All published books and articles that deal with the topic of
this thesis and were available to the writer have been utilised, they constitute

the majority of the sources.

. Unpublished material. This includes M.A. and Ph.D theses, and unpublished

diaries and memoirs.
. Newspapers and magazines in English, Arabic, French and Russian.
Notes

. For all the scholars we have mentioned in this chapter particularly in the

literature review, please see their publications in the bibliography of this thesis.

. Damis, John. Conflict in Northwest Africa, Stanford: Hoover Institution Press

1983.

. For French publication in Soviet-Maghreb See: Constant, J.P. Les relations-
Marocco Sovietiques 1956-1971, Paris: Lebrairie Generale De Droit. 1973
and also, Hadhri, M. L’URSS ET LE Maghreb: De la Revolution d’Octobre
a l'independence de I’Algerie 1917- 1962, Paris: Editions ’Harmattan.1985.

. RDF was formed during the Carter years in the White House particularly after
events of 1979; Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, Iranian revolution and Mecca
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Chapter 11

Maghreb in World Politics:
From European Multipolar System to a Bipolar System,
1815-1945

2.1 Imtroduction

The period of European history from 1815 to 1945 was the ‘Golden Age’ for
diplomacy, balance of power and alliances. The age of one empire dominating
European politics was gone and many European nations had emerged to shape
European politics. In this period, the international system has been described by
scholars of international politics as a multipolar system. The multipolar system
survived until 1945, when it was destroyed by World War II and a new bipolar
system emerged. The world divided into two ideological blocs: the US as capitalist

leader, and the Soviet Union as leader of the socialist world.

The Ottoman Empire was a non-European state, but had helped to shape
European and Mediterranean politics from the 16th century until WW1. North
Africa, what is called the Arab Maghreb, was part of the Ottoman Empire, with
the exception of Morocco which was outside Ottoman control and domination.
Governments in other parts of North Africa were semi-autonomous in their internal,
and, to a lesser extent, in their external affairs. As the Ottoman Empire weakened
during the 18th and 19th centuries, its presence in Algiers, Tunis and Tripoli
became more symbolic than real, until it was completely destroyed by European
states.
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This chapter examines the historical relationship between the Maghreb and
Europe. From the 16th century until World War II, North Africa was important
to European diplomacy. This chapter investigates why the European countries
were interested in the Maghreb, and whether the geopolitics of Maghreb affected

European politics.

2.2 Maghreb Geopolitics and Corsairing

Three factors influenced Maghreb relations with Europe. First, its geographical
continuity, and the location of the Maghreb on the Mediterranean. The Maghreb
had been used as a bridge between Europe and Africa for trade and raw materials,
and the Maghreb coasts were used by European navies during their journeys to

the Atlantic or to the Far East.

Second, the Arab invasion of Spain in 711! had created an historical linkage
between the Maghreb and Europe. Spain was ruled by Arabs for several centuries
until 1492. Spain involved in war with Muslims with the help of the Holy Roman
Empire under Charles V (1519-1556) one of the greatest kings of Spain and of the
Holy Roman Empire who was the last Emperor to attempt to realise the mediaeval
idea of a united Empire embracing the entire Christian world. The war between
Muslim and Christian Spaniards led to expulsion of many Muslims from Spain to
the Maghreb. The Muslim refugees who left Spain for the Maghreb were involved
in corsairing against Spanish and European trade in the Mediterranean and it

became a serious issue with regard to the shaping of Maghreb-European relations.

Corsairing, the third factor to affect Europe-Maghreb relations up to the 19th
century, was a geopolitical struggle to dominate the Mediterranean. The Mus-
lims who had been driven out of Spain were impelled by hope of revenge and
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by economic necessity to attack Spanish shipping, but the attack extended beyond
Spanish shipping, to European shipping as a whole, and to US trade in the Mediter-
ranean. Malta was a strong base for christian corsairs, and in 1798 Napoleon, on
his way to Egypt he freed the 2,000 Turkish and North African slaves still held in
Malta, and abolished the corso.?

Despite the perpetual hostility between Spanish Christians and Muslims in the
Maghreb, there was a type of co-operation between some European countries and
the Maghreb. Britain was one such country and its policies were shaped by British

national interests.

However, the conflict of interest between European countries motivated some
European nations, such as Britain, to ally with Morocco for economic and strategic
reasons. For example, in 1661 British forces captured Tangier from Portugal, and
in 1684 returned Tangier to Sultan Ismael of Morocco. For this action, Britain
gained, during the 18th century, the friendship of Morocco, the latter offering
substantial assistance to Britain during the Anglo-French wars (1689-1763).3 The
Moors aided Britain in the capture of Gibraltar in 1704 and profitable commerce
developed between Gibraltar and Morocco. The British control of the strategic
post of Gibraltar added a new dimension in European diplomacy towards the

Maghreb, not only in the 18th and 19th centuries, but also during modern times.

With the creation of the nation states in the 19th century, Europe became the
centre of world politics until the Second World War. The international system be-
tween 1815 and 1945 has been described as a European multipolar system 4. The
United States of America was isolated in the western hemisphere, in accord with
the Monroe Doctrine of 1823. The Doctrine was directed mainly towards prevent-
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ing a European presence in, never mind the development of interests in, Central
and Latin America. Moreover, during the 19th century, Europe had been deeply
affected by the spread of nationalism and the industrial revolution, in addition to
the ideas of the French Revolution. These factors had contributed to the 19th and

20th century disputes and bloody conflicts in Europe.®

Before 1870 the two chief Mediterranean powers were Britain and France. Af-
ter the Napoleonic defeat in Egypt in 1801, Britain had become the master of
sea power. Despite British naval power, the continued rivalry between these two

European powers had spread along the Mediterranean and into the Far East.

When Charles of France occupied Algeria in 1830, he was influenced by domes-
tic considerations and internal conditions at home. The French interest in Algeria
was shaped by the British control of India and the control of the sea routes to
Africa and the Indian Ocean.” Deépite British and French competition during that
period, British interests were threatened by Russian ambition in the Ottoman Em-
pire and the Russian search for warm water in the south. This ambition was one
of the causes of British and French war with Russia in the Crimea in 1854. War

between the latter and the Ottoman Empire occurred on the Black Sea.®

The reasons for the competition between the European powers for colonies in
the 19th century was that they perceived colonies and spheres of influence as a
normal and necessary part of world politics. Colonies were perceived economi-
cally, as sources of raw material and markets, and the development of standing
armies and navies was undertaken in order to protect and exploit the colonies by
enhancing the military status of the nations. From a European perspective, colo-
nial possession was a clear indication that a state had defined its national interests
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2.3

in a global manner, and that it would fight to protect such interests. The severe
conflicts of interest between European powers after 1870 had both created and
dissolved alliances. It was believed that alliances with other powers were essential
to protect national interests, and they were felt likely to prevent the outbreak of

war.

The Maghreb in European Diplomacy and Alliances

The Maghreb had become a bargaining item between European rivals and, to
some extent, this had led to the creation of European alliances. When France
occupied Algeria in 1831, there was implicit approval from Britain and Spain for
the French invasion, but that approval was limited to some parts of Algeria, and
did not extend to Morocco or Tunisia. The British Foreign Minister declared in

1854 that

“the British government would not permit the temporary or permanent occu-

pation of any port or point in the territory of Morocco by any foreign government.”®
The British had economic and strategic interests in Morocco. There was
indeed a strong possibility that, in the event of war, the Maghreb, and particularly
Morocco, might become the sole convenient source of supplies to Gibraltar and to

other armed forces stationed in the Mediterranean or other parts of the region.!?

Spain also declared that she had a vital interest in the Maghreb, and especially

in Morocco. The Spanish Minister at Tangier from 1860-1874 revealed that:

“neither politically nor economically could Spain live if France or England
should take possession of Morocco. Morocco must some day belong to Spain ...
the question of Morocco with that of Portugal and Gibraltar comprises the whole
international policy of Spain.”!!

In addition to Britain, Spain and France, Italy and Germany also became
involved in Maghreb affairs in the 19th century. They saw the Maghreb as an im-
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portant region for their economic and strategic interests, and Tunisia had become

the principal focus of Italian and French competition in North Africa.

Strategically, Tunisia was the meeting place of the interests of three major
powers. Italy is close physically to Tunisia and, after Italian unification, Italy was
searching for a place as a great power in Europe and the Mediterranean. Tunisia
is the mid-point of the whole Mediterranean between Gibraltar and Suez. The
British interest in Tunisia was geostrategic, particularly after the unification of
Italy, and the apparent defeat of France in the Franco-German war. Britain felt
that it might be preferable to have two different powers rather than a single power

in control of the opposite side of the Sicilian strait.!2

During the Berlin Congress of 1878, Britain indicated her willingness to see
France in Tunisia, in exchange for an acceptance of Britain’s role in Egypt. Britain
was interested in Egypt to protect its maritime route to India, the Jewel of the
British Empire. There was also the strategic importance of Egypt and the Suez
Canal, the British being the principal users of the Canal. In 1881, the situation
in Europe was ripe for France to occupy Tunisia, and the weak Ottoman Empire
accepted French control of Tunisia at the Treaty of Bardo (Cassar Saiid), 12 May
1881. France then abolished the system of international control over Tunisia in

1884, and abrogated the extra territorial rights of other European nations.!3

From the German perspective, the French conquest of Tunisia served to raise
an issue between Italy and France. After three years of French occupation of
Tunisia, in 1884, Bismarck explained his encouragement of French occupation of

Tunisia as being part of German strategy in the Mediterranean:

“What I want is to establish a sort of equilibrium on the sea, France has a great

role to play on this side if she will enter into our views.”!*
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Bismarck delighted in creating a rift between Italy and France over Tunisia
while Germany was competing with British naval power in the Mediterranean.
German annexation of Alsace-Lorraine created a feeling inside France of the need
for an alternative to increase her power and prestige both inside and outside France.

After the French defeat, the French Prime Minister, Leon Gambetta remarked,

“because the old Continent is stifling. Outlets such as Tunisia are needed.”?®

Kenneth Waltz, a neo-realist political scientist, explained French occupation
of Tunisia in terms of the balance of power. He wrote that France acted as a search

for the power alternative

“It might strengthen France for another round in the French-German contest.”'8

After the defeat of France by Germany, French military leaders realised that
not only would Tunisia be vital for French national security, but so would the whole
of the Maghreb in general and Morocco in particular. No potential enemy should
be allowed to establish itself in Morocco and thus endanger France by encouraging
a Muslim Holy Crusade in North Africa. In the event of war, French troops would

have to withdraw to Europe.l”

From the Italian perspective, the French occupation of Tunisia disturbed the
balance of power in the Mediterranean and endangered the fate of Tripoli. Italy
was keen for support against France by means of an agreement with the central
powers, Germany and Austria-Hungary and in May, 1882, Italy signed the Triple

Alliance agreement. According to Salvenini,

“Italian adherence to the Triple Alliance depended on the threat of France to
disturb the status quo in North Africa.”!®
Austria and Germany had seen that the strength of this Triple Alliance would
be affected by a weakening of Italian forces in the event of war because France con-
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trolled all of North Africa. It is interesting to note that Britain, France and Russia
had formed a Triple Entente to balance the Triple Alliance. Correspondingly,
Austria and Germany had to support and strengthen Italian demands in North
Africa in order to balance the Triple Entente. The Maghreb became part of secret
European diplomacy between 1887 and 1912. Italy engaged in secret, separate
negotiations with France over Tripoli (Libya) and Morocco and signed a treaty
with France in 1902. The two countries agreed on Libya and Morocco, the former
to be under Italian occupation and the latter under French protection. The Italian
rapprochement with France suggested that by the 1890s, Italy had come to feel
that completely loyal membership in the Triple Alliance was less advantageous to
her than a policy of better relations with France. Better relations with France
could end the Franco-Italian tariff problem. It could also do more to advance her

Mediterranean ambitions than could the connection with Austria and Germany.

While France and Italy had their secret deal, Italy, Spain, France and Britain
had become involved in the Mediterranean agreements which included North
Africa. Italy looked to Britain in 1887 and negotiated with her to protect the
status quo in the Mediterranean and she promised to support Britain in Egypt,

while Britain supported Italy in Tripoli.

Spain identified Morocco as an area vital to Spanish interests and so ap-
proached and reached an agreement with Italy. This agreement assigned Tripoli to
Italy and Morocco to Spain. In 1887, Spain, Britain and Italy arrived at a Mediter-
ranean agreement, called by the French ambassador in Spain, Theodore Roustan,
the “Moroccan Triple Alliance.”!? The results of all this secret diplomatic negoti-
ating were two principal agreements. First, in April 1904, France and Britain had
resolved their colonial dispute with France accepting British hegemony in Egypt
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and Britain agreeing to French predominance in Morocco. However, the Anglo-
French agreement respected the Spanish interest in Northern Morocco. Strate-
gically, Britain was interested in keeping France away from Gibraltar. Second,

towards the end of 1904, France reached an agreement with Spain over Morocco

and the Western Sahara.2?

Germany shifted towards a colonial policy outside Europe, particularly after
Bismarck left power in 1890. During the Bismarck era, Germany had concentrated
on Europe. For Germany a new era had emerged and Morocco and Tripoli became
the centre of European competition in North Africa. German involvement had led
to two European crises over Morocco, in 1906 and 1911. The first Moroccan crisis

did, in fact, bring Europe uncomfortably close to war.2!

2.4 European states and the two Moroccan Crises

In 1880, the European nations held an International Conference in Madrid.
The objective of the conference was to discuss the sovereignty of Morocco. The US
participated in the conference and all the participants of the Conference agreed
to preserve Moroccan sovereignty. Despite the Madrid Treaty, France violated

Moroccan sovereignty by intervening in Moroccan internal affairs.

Morocco became a second “Eastern question”, similar to the first “Eastern
question”, the Ottoman Empire. The great powers were waiting to control or
partition it, but none wanted to put it down. The great powers used the Moroccan
question to settle their differences in Europe and to change the balance of power
on the Continent more than to protect Moroccan interests. The two Moroccan

crises were in reality a consequence of European alliances.
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2.4.1 Algeciras Conference, 1906, and the First Moroccan Crisis

Germany raised the Moroccan question and the French violation of the Madrid
Treaty for four principal reasons. The first was economic; Germany was interested
in Morocco as a market for German goods and as a source of raw materials, and
to have a strategic presence in Moroccan ports. Germany was looking for an open
door policy, that Morocco should be open without restriction to all European
and American economic investments and trade. Kaiser Wilhelm of Germany told
his minister that “Morocco was unimportant as long as there was an open door

policy. 72

The second objective was to destroy the Anglo-French Entente. The Anglo-
French Entente of 1904 raised the spectre of Britain joining the Franco-Russian Al-
liance against Germany. It was this fear that prompted desperate German leaders
to provoke a confrontation with France. Germany was encouraged by the removal
of fear of Russian intervention in the event of a Franco-German war because Russia

was preoccupied by war with Japan, 1904-1905.

The third objective Germany hoped to exploit was the division of opinion in
France with respect to the Entente to bring about the fall of Delacasse, the French
Foreign Minister, and an architect of Anglo-French understanding. Moreover, the
German Kaiser was also motivated by the goal of achieving a Continental League:
an alliance of France, Italy, Austria-Hungary and Russia led by Germany and
directed against Britain and the British Empire. Germany was concerned to change

the balance of power in Germany’s favour. 23

The fourth German objective was the humiliation of France and for the sake of

German prestige in Europe more than for the sake of Moroccan interests. Within
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its own confines, Morocco was little more than another imperial problem. What
gave it greater importance was the fact that it was the occasion for a major Eu-
ropean powers crisis. No one wanted war over Morocco, and most policy makers
assumed that diplomacy would resolve the crisis. Some accommodation could and

would be found, so Germany asked for an international conference,

The conference was held on 16 January 1906 at Algeciras. Germany had
miscalculated European support, and so was faced with defeat from the outset. It
was well known to the British that the German objective was to have a port on the
Moroccan coast, but the British strongly opposed even the possibility of Germany
establishing a base in Morocco. As a naval power, Britain did not wish to have
Germany as a strong power on the opposite side of Gibraltar. The Conference
was attended by thirteen states including delegations from Morocco, the US and
Russia. According to the Algeciras Treaty, all states supported “economic liberty
without inequality in Morocco.” The establishment of French protectorate over
Morocco was agreed upon by all signatories to the treaty produced by the Algeciras
conference except the US, which withheld recognition until it entered World War
One in 1917.

The Conference also supported French interests in Morocco and recognised
Franco-Spanish control over Morocco’s police, and the establishment of a Moroc-
can State Bank. This was financed by the European powers, but was dominated
by France because she provided one third of the capital.?® Despite the Algeci-
ras Treaty, France continued the policy of the gradual colonisation and peaceful
penetration of Morocco. The Algeciras Conference did not satisfy the ambition
of Germany which was supported only by Austria-Hungary and Morocco. This
led to the second Moroccan crisis in 1911, and the Italian invasion of Tripoli in
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2.4.2

September 1911.
The Second Moroccan Crisis and Diplomacy of Compensation

As France and Germany continued to compete in Morocco, Germany was not
only losing commercial interests in Morocco, but also prestige in Europe as a great

power. France violated the 1906 Treaty of Algeciras.

The German right wing press criticised the German government for its failure
to achieve its objective of colonising Morocco. Germany used “gun-boat diplomacy”
when France reacted to the Moroccan Revolt in Fez in 1911. Despite such “diplo-
macy” in Agadir, the German Kaiser was looking for compensation elsewhere.26
Germany knew that nothing could be done in Morocco without the consent of the
British. The crisis receded because of prevailing international conditions. Russia
did not wish to be drawn into war over Morocco. Britain and Germany were dis-
cussing a general political understanding: such a settlement could be at France’s
expense. It was clear to France that a bilateral agreement with Germany had to

be reached, and used “quid pro quo” diplomacy to compensate German demands,

offering part of the French Congo to Germany.%’

After the German-French agreement, France took advantage of the internal
situation in Morocco to dominate the country. Until 1894, Morocco remained sta-
ble under the rule of a strong and effective Sultan, Moulay Hassan (1873-1894). He
maintained internal order and financial stability as well as encouraging Moroccan
exports. Moreover, Moulay Hassan, obtained the diplomatic assistance of Great

Britain to preserve Moroccan sovereignty from French and Spainish ambitions.

After Moulay Hassan’s death, his young son, Moulay Abd al-Aziz (1894-
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2.4.3

1908) proved to be corrupt and without political experience. During his reign,
Morocco borrowed large sum, from France and with the decline of the Moroccan
economy, Moulay Abd al-Aziz was removed, being accused of abandoning Morocco

to foreigners. His brother Moulay Hafid replaced him.

In 1910, the Sultan had to negotiate a further loan of FF100 million to pay
off debts contracted in the previous reign, to cover work carried out by French
companies in Morocco, and to compensate Europeans in Casablanca for losses
sustained in the disturbances of 1907. This time, the Moroccan Treasury got
nothing. The next year, Moulay Hafid was besieged in Fez by the tribes. He
appealed to France for help and the result was the French intervention. At Fez,
on 30 March 1912, France and Morocco signed the Protectorate Treaty, making

Morocco a French Protectorate.28

Italy and the Occupation of Tripoli (Libya)

In September 1911, reacting to the Franco-German crisis, Italy occupied
Libya. This was motivated by Italian nationalism, and the desire to assert Italy’s
status as a great power and not to be left by Britain and France without a posi-
tion in North Africa. Italy had signed the Triple Alliance, and had negotiated with
France and Spain over Libya and other parts of North Africa. With the gradual
strengthening of the French presence in Morocco, and the Italian bilateral agree-
ment with Germany, Italy found herself ready to attack Tripoli. The attack came
in 1911, despite Libyan and Ottoman protest and resistance. Italy then encour-
aged Italians to settle in Tripoli. By the end of the First World War, the whole
of North Africa was under European colonialism. Italy was in Libya. Tunisia and

Algeria were under French colonial rule. Spain occupied Northern Morocco, Ifni,
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the Western Sahara, the Canary Islands, Ceuta and Melilla (claimed by Morocco).

France was in the other areas of Morocco and in Mauritania.

A new era of Maghreb history emerged: the struggle for independence and
liberation. It is interesting to note here that in North Africa, financial debt and
loans had been used as an excuse for direct European intervention in Egypt, Libya,

Tunisia, Morocco and Algeria (France refused to pay for Algerian wheat).

2.5 Maghreb between the two World Wars, 1919-1945

2.5.1

After the First World War, many world events had their effect on North
Africa: the Russian Revolution; the defeat of Germany; US President Wilson’s
Principles; the end of the Ottoman Empire and the fall of the Arab world under
British and French colonial rule; the involvement of the US and Japan in world

politics.

The Wilson Principles and the Russian revolution gave hope for a new ide-
ology to protest against the policy of colonialism and towards self-determination,
(see below). The Ottoman and German defeat in WWI led to frustration among
North African nationalists and they looked to Wilson as a hope for their national

aspiration.

Competition between the Great Powers

The economic interests of the great European powers in North Africa played

a considerable role in Maghreb independence, particularly after the Second World

War. This was because the Europeans and Americans were both interested in

an open market which should not be controlled economically by one state. The

history of the European struggle over the Maghreb is demonstrated by the open
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door policy.

Despite the Treaties of Madrid (1880) and Algeciras (1906), France dominated
the Moroccan economy and monopolised trade. In the mid 1930s, Morocco became
an important market for Japanese textile goods. Accordingly, France applied for a
system of quotas in the French Protectorate, but such action was refused and op-
posed by the US, Japan and Britain. According to previous international treaties,

Morocco in particular was an open door for all nations?® (Table 2:1).

Table 2.1: Average Imports of Cotton into Morocco by main Countries

State Rank Average Imports 1925-35 %
UK 1 39. 90

Japan 2 19. 19

France 3 15. 49

Ttaly 4 14. 62

Others 5 10. 80

Total ‘ - 100%

Source: Hiroshi Shimizi, Anglo-Japanese Trade Rivalry in the Middle East

in Interwars Period, London: Ithaca Press, 1986, p. 178.

The French policy led eventually to the submission of the Moroccan case to
the International Court of Justice (ICJ) during the conflict between the US and
France over the Moroccan market. The verdict of the court, on 27 August 1952,
upheld the American claim to economic liberty without any inequality based on the
treaty of 1836, and the Act of Algeciras. According to the ICJ decision, Morocco
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2.5.2

remained a sovereign state under the 1912 Treaty of Fez despite being a French

Protectorate.

Between 1934-38, during the Spanish protectorate of Rif, iron ore exports to
Germany and Italy increased respectively from 21 percent and 5 percent to 52
percent and 10 percent of the protectorate’s average annual iron ore export. On
the other hand, by 1939, iron ore export to Britain and France dropped noticeably.
Britain imported on average 19 percent of total exports for the period 1934-1938,
but only 12 percent in 1939. France imported 6 percent for the period 1934-
1938, and less than half of 1 percent during 1939 period. The figures reflect the
European political alliances during the era between the two world wars. Moreover
the German Nazis tried to contact the leaders of the national movements in the

Maghreb and the king of Morocco.3?

Maghreb National Movements

After World War One, the new world powers (the US and the fledgling Soviet
Union) developed relations with the young nationalist movements of the Maghreb.
This affected relations between the new powers and the European colonial powers.
Accordingly, some national movements felt an ideological affiliation with the new

powers.

The national movements in the Maghreb emerged as a consequence of many

powerful forces:
1- Maghreb nationalism began as a direct reaction to Western colonial rule.

2- Arab nationalism, particularly in the Arab east, affected the Maghreb Na-
tional Movement with the spread of Islamic reformism throughout parts of

37



the Arab world, particularly in Egypt.

3- President Wilson’s Principles for self-determination encouraged many nation-
alists to attend the Paris Conference in 1919 to persuade the international
community to take account of their demand for independence and their just
cause. In 1919, Tunisian leaders were one of the Arab groups attending in

Paris.

4- The spread of liberal ideas and socialist attitudes in Europe affected Maghreb
nationalists. This encouraged them to participate in socialist and workers

organisations to win their independence.

Algeria: When, in 1830, the French began to settle in Algeria, they encountered
stiff resistance from the Algerian leader Abd al-Kadir al-Jazauri who led the strug-
gle from 1832-1847. Britain was unhappy about the new French foothold on the
coast of North Africa, and was determined to prevent French expansion in Morocco.
In order to gain political support and secure weapons against French occupation,
Abd al-Kadir had written to the British and to the Americans to draw their at-
tention to the French occupation of Algeria, and to Algerian resistance to France.
In January, 1836, Abd al-Kadir wrote to the British consul in Tangier, Drummond
Hay, and also to the British monarch, William IV, to canvas British support. Abd
al-Kadir somehow obtained British arms imported by way of Morocco, or suéplied
by the Sultan, or bought by Abd al-Kadir’s agents in Tangier. French newspapers
accused the British of supplying weapons to Abd al-Kadir. After his exile in Syria
(Damascus) and, during a visit in 1856 to Jerusalem, Abd al-Kadir confirmed to
the British Consul there, James Finn, that he had obtained large supplies of arms
and munitions from Britain. In April 1836, Abd al-Kadir also wrote to the Amer-
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ican Consul in Tangier, James R. Leib. He offered the Algerian Coast to the US
if the Americans would assist him against France. Despite his resistance, French
captured Abd al-Kadir in 1847, and he was sent to France. He was released from

prison in 1852, and went into exile in Syria until his death in Damascus in 1883.31

Resistance continued in Algeria. After World War One, there was a new
dimension to the national movement. It arose within France, despite its Algerian
roots in traditional Islamic society. In 1926 the North African workers in that
country established a nationalist movement with a socialist orientation. Messali
al-Ha) emerged as a charismatic nationalist leader. He organised the Etoile Nord
Africaine (ENA) “North African Star” in 1927 which had contact with the French
Communist Party. When it was banned in 1937, he moved to Algeria and organized
the Algerian People’s Party which called for total independence for Algeria. As
well as his geographical move, Messali shifted ideologically: from socialism to an
Islamic and anti-communist ideology. He was influenced by Amir Chekib Arslan,

a Syrian Islamic reformist.

In 1935, the Algerian Communist Party was formed, independent from the
French Communist Party but was politically ineffective because most of its mem-

bers were French settlers and Jews.

The most powerful group in Algeria was the Islamic reformist movement,
under the leadership of Ben Badis who stressed the Islamic-Arab character of
Algeria, together with the Islamic education system and traditional schooling as a
challenge to French cultural hegemony in Algeria. Ben Badis represented the Pan-
Islamic Salafiyya which saw Islam and the memory of Abd al-Kadir as the principal
motivating forces of Algerian nationalism. In 1931 he formed the Association of
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Algerian Muslim Ulama.

After the death of Ben Badis in 1940, the Association of Algerian Ulama en-
tered a new phase in the 1940s and 1950s. Under new circumstances, the Associa-
tion gave the leadership of the movement in exile to Bashir al-Ibrahimi (1889-1965).
Al-Ibrahimi was educated in Mecca and Syria, where he witnessed the Arab revolt
against the Turks in 1916. When he returned to Algeria in 1945, he continued his
reformist work and became a leading figure in the movement. The destruction of
the mosques, the French attack on Islam, and forcing Algerians to become French
citizens, all led to the view among Algerian Uluma that the French were just like

the crusaders, and therefore “the enemy of Islam”.32

Apart from the traditional Salafiyya school in Algerian resistance to French
occupation, other Algerian intellectuals looked to France as an ideological model.
Farhat Abbas who called for self-determination within an entirely French frame-
work. In 1936, denying that Algeria had a separate identity, he called for an
assimilationist approach. The French refusal of the Algerian demand led Abbas to
shift ground from a position of full integration with France to the development of
a Muslim Algeria, with close French associations, but a separate identity. In 1946
he formed the Democratic Union of Algerian Manifesto, promoting the idea of a
free, secular and republican Algeria loosely federated with France. Farhat Abbas

later formed the first Algerian Provisional Government in 1958.

Messali al-Haj, having been released from house arrest in 1946, formed a new
party the “Mouvement Pour le Triomphe des Libertes Democratiques” (MTLD) to

replace the Part: de Peuple Algerien.

Despite all Algerian attempts to compromise with the French, there was no
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solution to the Algerian problem. The rejection by France of Algerian national
aspirations; the opposition of the French settlers to any concessions to Muslim
demands, the ruthless suppression of Algerian riots and the subsequent arrest of
Algerian national leaders, all led to the belief that political means seemed inef-
fective. The Algerian nationalists, impressed by the successful use of force and
violence in other countries, themselves turned to extreme means: the armed strug-

gle, and the Algerian Revolution of 1954.33

Tunisia: Tunisia was the first Arab Maghreb country to be influenced by modern
nationalism. In 1905 the Young Tunisian Movement - a new Tunisian national
organisation - copied the experience of other movements such as the Young Ital-
ian, and the Young Turk Movements. The Young Tunisians accepted the French
protectorate, and admired the French system as a model. Before the end of World
War One, the Young Tunisians exercised considerable influence. They attended
the Paris Conference in 1919 to win support for Tunisian self-determination but
failed in their attempt. Despite the Young Tunisians struggle they failed to win
support for their reforms from the older Tunisian generation, that is until France
tried to transfer large areas of Muslim land, the endowment ”Habous” land, from
Muslim religious groups to European farmers. This attempt led the old Tunisian
generation to join the Young Tunisians in confronting the French actions. France
was seeking to pursue its colonial economic aims and to recover from the frightful

losses sustained during the First World War.

In 1920, the Constitutional Party was founded in Tunisia, in Arabic, ‘Hizb
al-Destour’. Sheikh Abd al-Aziz al-Thaalibi, a Zitouna sheikh, was its founder.
Although a Muslim reformist in the Egyptian Salafiyyah tradition, unlike most

of the more conservative Tunis Ulama, he was more liberal and when in Paris he
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published his famous book “Tunisie Martye” in 1920.

The Destour was known more as a party for urbane conversation than for
mass activities. The failure of the party in 1925 to support the first Tunisian trade
union movement and to recruit the masses into the party led to the unpopularity
of the party, and to the struggle inside it. Between 1920 and 1934, the Destourian
nationalists called for a self-governing constitutional regime with a legislative as-

sembly.

In 1934, an internal dispute among the old and new generations in the party
prompted The Young Tunisians to form a Neo Destour party. The Neo Destour
group was more westernised than the Destour aristocrats, and represented people
from humbler backgrounds. Habib Bourguiba emerged as the leader of the Neo
Destour party. Bourguiba managed to mobilise the Tunisian people by manipu-
lating the religious symbols of the old society in their revolutionary spirit rather
than in accordance with the rhetorical, orderly style of mediaeval tradition. The
party emphasised economic issues among peasants. The party was a secular move-
ment, separating religion from politics in Tunisian political life. Although many
Ulama, such as Sheikh Taher Ben Achour, participated in the struggle, the secular

nationalists held power after independence.

While Tunisia was under German occupation between November 1942 and
May 1943, the nationalists enjoyed little freedom. The Nazis tried to use the
Tunisian nationalists for German objectives. Bourguiba, who was in prison in
France, was released upon the intervention of the Germans and returned to Tunisia.
The nationalist movement broadcast anti-French nationalist propaganda on the
Tunisian radio, but when the Allies ejected the Germans from Tunisia in May
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1943 the French resumed control over Tunisia and the nationalist parties were
once again declared illegal. The French also ousted the popular reigning sovereign,
Moncef Bey, because of his sympathies with Axis forces and his favourable attitude
towards Tunisian nationalism. Moreover, France accused Bourguiba and the Neo-
Destour of collaborating with Nazis and Fascists. Bourguiba used the Italian ‘Bari
Radio’ to broadcast an anti-French speech. He went to Cairo, and in 1946 visited
the US, to win support for the Tunisian cause. He also petitioned the United

Nations for support.34

Morocco: Of the Maghreb states, only in Morocco can a continuity of resistance
be identified. Tribes of the Rif Mountains rejected Spanish and French colonial
occupation under the leadership of Abd al-Karim al-Katabi. In 1922 al-Katabi
founded the Rif Republic, the first central government that much of the region had
known for centuries. France and Spain sent in 400,000 troops to defeat al-Katabi

and to end the Rif Republic.

Al-Katabi surrendered to the French in 1926, and was sent into exile on La
Reunion (Indian Ocean) until 1947. There was much speculation that he would get
help from Russia and from the British zone in Gibraltar, through the international
zone of Tangier. When the traditional tribal battles and countryside war ended
in the north, another urbanised version of the nationalist resistance immediately
emerged. The goal of the new resistance was the freedom of Morocco. The Moroc-
cans were frustrated by the French presence, particularly with the Berber Dahir

in 1930.

The national movement in Morocco during 1930s was comprised of two ide-
ological schools. The traditional, religious Salafiyya school was influenced by the
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Qayrawaiyin University in Fez. The other school was of French educated students
who were influenced by western political thought and fought for their freedom.
Moroccan students in Paris such as Mohammed al-Ouazzani, Ahmed Balafrej and
others, formed the Young Moroccans, and in July 1932 published in Paris the
newspaper Maghreb. It lasted until May 1934 when it was outlawed by the French
authorities. The struggle between the two schools was fundamental and presented
a handicap to organisational activities in Morocco. It did not, however, prevent
joint action vis-a-vis France when a crisis occurred, as after the Berber Decree.3?
In 1934, the Comite d’Action Moroccaine was set up and represented the first na-
tionalist party in the country. On the French dissolution of the Comite in 1937, the
Comite continued the struggle through a new political organisation (the National-
ist party) until the formation of the Istiglal party in January 1944. The Istiglal was
the first national party with popular support, and it was based on the alliance of
three elements which all belonged to the most sophisticated segment of the urban
elite: the traditional bourgeoisie of northern towns, particularly Fez, represented
by Allal al-Fasi from the traditional school; the modern sector of big business such
as Omar ben Abd al-Jallil and Ahmed Balafrej, representing European culture,
more dynamic, but angered at being kept apart from the management of economic
renewal to which it aspired; young, left-wing intellectuals, of less important bour-

geois origin, with westernised education, such as Mehdi ben Barka, Abd el-Rrahim

Bouabid and Abd al-Ilah Ibrahim.

Sultan Mohammed V was convinced that independence from France was a
legitimate and attainable objective. The Sultan’s objective coincided with the
nationalist objective. The first contact between the Sultan and the nationalists
started in 1934 when the Sultan visited Fez and saw the public support for his
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throne. For many years, the French tried to isolate the Sultan from the national-
ists. The contact between the Sultan and the leaders of nationalist movement had
secretly continued until the Istiglal-Throne alliance was publicly formed in 1947

(Tangier Speech), and it increased pressure on France.30

Istiglal and the Sultan tried to mobilise the internal front within Morocco, to
confront France after World War Two. They also tried to benefit from American-
Moroccan relations which were developed during World War Two as a result of US
forces landing in North Africa. The Moroccan Nationalist leaders approached the
Arab League in Cairo and also tried to win British support in the United Nations.
Egypt was the centre of Maghreb nationalist activities during and after World War

Two, and the British were sympathetic to their objectives.3”

Libya: The traditional Sanusi movement was the strongest movement in Libya. It
resisted the Italian occupation during World War One: the Sanusi leader, Sayyid
Ahmed al-Sharif, decided to ally with Turkey and Germany, so the Sanusi fought
against British and Italians. In 1915, the Germans encouraged the Sanusi to launch
an attack on British positions in Egypt in the western desert. After the defeat of
the Turks and Germans, Sayyed Ahmed al-Sharif, in 1916, relinquished his position
to his cousin Sayyid Mohammed Idris, who later made peace with Britain. The
British Authorities in Egypt established amicable relations with Sayyid Idris in
the hope that they would not need to make another military diversion westwards.
They made concessions in order to strengthen the hand of Sayyid Idris against the
pro-Ottoman party in Cyrenaica, and the British acted as mediators between the

Sanusis and the Italians.38

In Tripolitania, Abd al-Rahman Azzam (an Egyptian Arab Nationalist and
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the future first Secretary-General of the Arab League) had been trying to create a
centralised authority since 1916. After Turkey surrendered, Azzam tried to create
a united Tripolitanian front; he succeeded at the al-Qasabat Conference on 18
November 1918 to proclaim the foundation of a Tripolitanian Republic. It was in
fact a coalition of notables rather than a state. The republic did not last long and
dissolved in 1922. With the traditional tribal rivalries in Tripolitania, there was
no united front to resist the Italians. In 1922 at the Sirta Conference, Sayyid Idris
was announced as the leader of Libya. He went into exile in Egypt and led the

anti-Italian resistance from there.

Omar al-Mukhtar, one of the Zawias religious leaders fought a guerrilla war
against the Italians in Libya which prompted the Italians to build a 200-mile
barbed wire fence along the border with Egypt to stop Libyans escaping into the
Egyptian western desert. Libyan tribes were forced to flee into Chad. Al-Mukhtar
had fought the Italians until he was captured by Italian forces in September 1931,

and was executed.

After the execution of al-Mukhtar the Italians controlled Libya until World
War Two. During the war the British backed the exiled Idris and a new phase
of the struggle emerged. The French forces were in Fezzan in 1943, France was
anxious to protect its central and West African interests and was keen to stay in

southern Fazzan. The American Air Force took over Mellela base (later Wheelus)

east of Tripoli in 1943.

By 1949, the Italians were in Tripolitania (according to Bevin-Sforza plan
which had been turned down by the UN General Assembly, 17 May, 1949), the
British were in Cyrenaica, and the French were in Fezzan. Despite its struggle,
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Libya was the only Maghreb state to win its independence under the United Na-

tions Charter.39

The Maghreb national movements co-operated with each other, and they used
a variety of means to carry their cause to other European states. They played on
European interests to limit French influence in their region. However, another issue
also affected the Maghreb Nationalist struggle: the French and Italian settlement

policy.

France had encouraged French and other European nationals to settle in
Tunisia in the name of France, granted them favours, and eventually (1923) French
citizenship. The largest group of nationals to accept the offer were Italian. The
Italian immigrants came chiefly from Sicily and Sardinia, and were similar to the

majority of the French nationals, most of whom were from Corsica.

At the outbreak of World War Two, the European population in Tunisia
totalled 240,000. Of these, 160,000 were French, another 80,000 had retained
Ttalian citizenship. There were also some 6,000 Maltese.4* European immigrants
controlled the fertile land and left the Tunisian peasants without much on which

to live.

In Algeria, before the revolution of 1954, Europeans owned approximately
one-third of cultivable land, and nearly all the best land. The average European
holding amounted to roughly 124 hectares, compared to the Muslim holding of 11
hectares: an 11 to 1 ratio. A French official source published in 1955 placed the
ratio at 17 to 1 in favour of the Europeans. By 1954, 90 percent of the unemployed
in Algeria were Muslims. The settlers had the privileges of land and jobs, and the
native Algerian was forced off the land facing only poverty. There were 1.5 million
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French and European immigrants in Algeria. The Jewish community in Algeria,

and in other Maghreb states, was granted French citizenship.

In Morocco the situation was little better than in Algeria and Tunisia. French
immigrants were estimated to total 425,000 in 1953, with thousands more Spanish

and Portuguese nationals. Again, the immigrants controlled the fertile land.

The French policy of agriculture and land distribution exerted a deleterious
effected on the Maghreb.#! The policy of land holdings was guided by General
Bugeaud in 1841, when he stated French policy in Algeria.

“Wherever the water supply is good and the land fertile, there we must place
colonists without worrying about previous owners. We must distribute the lands in
full title to the colonists.”4?

The French settlers were the cause of much strife inside France during the
Algerian revolution, because the French right wing would not accept compromise
on the Algerian problem. France was close to civil war itself over Algeria, particu-
larly, after the formation of the Organization Armee Secrete (OAS) by right wing

officers in French-Algeria.*3

The Italians adopted the French settlement policy. In 1938 Libya had a pop-
ulation of just over 880,000 of which 10 percent (89,000) were Italians and about
86 percent (763,000) Libyan Muslims. Italian settlers controlled the fertile lands

in the coastal areas.*4

The policy of colonialism had pushed the leaders of the national movements
to seek assistance from many directions: from the British, the Americans and to

some extent to be in sympathy with the Axis powers.

We have concentrated here on Libya, Tunisia, Algeria and Morocco. Mau-
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ritania was part of Greater Morocco, and throughout the sixteenth, seventeenth,
and eighteenth centuries the tribes of Mauritania, Hassani, participated in Mo-
roccan Sherifian expeditions as far as Tindouf, Teghaza, and Toudeni, beyond the
present Mauritanian boundaries, in successive efforts to keep Maghrebi trade car-
avan routes open. Various alliances between different tribes of Hassan: and the

Moroccan government were limited to enterprises of common interest.

On 27 June 1900, Spain and France signed a treaty in Paris in which Maurita-
nia was to be under French control, and Spain would control Spanish Sahara, the
region now called Western Sahara and now under Moroccan control. This treaty
was confirmed by the Franco-Spanish Treaty of 3 October 1904. Mauritania won
its independence from France on 28 November 1960, and joined the U.N. on 27

October 1961.%°

2.6 Conclusion

The main theme of this chapter is that the Maghreb was a factor in European

diplomacy for the following reasons:

1- Britain was interested in the Maghreb for strategic reasons. North Africa was
vital to British interests in order to protect its trade routes, and to protect the
strategically important Strait of Gibraltar. Spain also had the same interest.
Germany asked for a port on the Maghreb coast in order to reach the Atlantic.
Italy was interested in the security of its southern border, the balance of power
and the status quo in the Mediterranean area. These geostrategic objectives

were a major factor in European competition in the Maghreb.

2- There were economic factors. There was a struggle between the European
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nations over the Maghreb for an open door policy. The US pushed hard to
protect its economic interest in the region. Germany was also motivated by
economic interests for an open door policy. When France violated interna-

tional treaties, it was condemned by both the US and Germany.

3- The Maghreb was also used to settle the European balance of power and to
break Alliances. For example, the German action in the two Moroccan crises
was motivated to isolate Britain and to destroy the Anglo-French Entente.
Moreover, the Maghreb was made use of by the foreign policies of certain
European countries, such as France and Germany, in order to satisfy domestic

demands.

4- On the other side of the coin, individual Maghreb governments tried to use
European competition to protect themselves and to win their independence
and sovereignty. In Algeria, Amir Abd al-Kadir asked the US to help him
against France, and offered the US privileges on the Maghreb coasts. Also
in the Rif war, Amir Abd al-karim looked forward to Britain and Russia
balancing France and Spain’s presence in Morocco during his war with these

two countries.

5- Maghreb leaders tried to benefit from two new ideological principles to sup-
port their struggle. They looked to US President Wilson’s Principles and to
the values of international communism. Both ideologies condemned colonial-
ism. The US and the Soviet Union declared their respectives policies towards

colonialism and called for the decolonisation of the Third World.

The Europeans were affected by strategic, economic and political factors in
their presence in and competition for the Maghreb. To what extent had the super-
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powers been affected by these three factors, and did the ideological factor influence
their policies in the Maghreb? Did the two superpowers differ in their means and

objectives?

The ensuing chapters examine the superpowers’ political relations with the
Maghreb. As a case study for superpower behaviour towards Third World coun-
tries, did they try to replace European colonialism? What did they offer the
Maghreb in place of the European powers? Did they win much influence in the

Maghreb?

It is necessary, first, to discuss the superpowers’ relations with the Third

World.
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Chapter II1

Superpowers and the Third World:

From Decolonisation Policy to Military Intervention

3.1 Introduction

Since World War II, the United States and the Soviet Union have been locked
in a struggle for political influence, economic and ideological advantage, and mil-
itary security. There were many factors influencing the Soviet-American struggle
over the Third World, some of which were domestic and related to the conduct of

foreign policy, others which were related to the regional and international milieu.

The USSR was preoccupied during Stalin’s era with the institutionalisation of
the Soviet political system, and the strengthening of communist power inside the
Soviet Union. In addition, Stalin was struggling to strengthen Soviet influence in
Germany and Eastern Europe, and supporting the coming to power of communist
China. The Third World was less important or attractive to Stalin because of
the presence of the colonial powers domination and his distrust of the bourgeoisie

class.

In the United States, the globalist politicians had succeeded in pushing the
USA into world affairs after the victory in World War II. As a leader of the free
world, with unrivalled economic power and the monopoly of nuclear weapons, the
USA had won a military superiority in the world and as the dominant power in

the western hemisphere.!
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The United States was concerned about the collapse of the European
economies and of the whole of the European colonial system, the domestic problems
of the USSR and later on the breaking of the US nuclear weapon monopoly. The
United States developed the Marshall Plan? in order to build a solid economic bloc
to stop the spread of communism in Europe and to encourage the anti-communist

element inside Europe and the Soviet Union.

Europe was -and still is- the geographical focus of superpower struggle to
dominate the continents, because of its geostrategic value for both superpowers,
and the balance of power in Europe. But despite the longstanding the struggle in
Europe and later competition over South East Asia, the two superpowers devoted
an increasingly large share of their attention and resources to other areas in the

Third World.

The United States had been involved in the Third World, particularly the
Middle East, before the USSR. After World War II, the USA had engaged in polit-
ical and economic competition with Britain over the Middle East’s oil, particularly
in Iran, Irag and Saudi Arabia and the United States was determined to keep an
open door to the Middle East’s oil. The head of the Near Eastern Office in the
State Department wrote in November 1945:

“ We have no intention of becoming again a mere passive spectator in the Near
East. We have been supporting the policy of open door in the Near East with regard
to Investments and Commerce.” 3

Moreover the USA had participated in political competition with Britain over

Syria and Egypt.4

Decolonisation, the polarisation of regional politics in the Third World, the
rejection of capitalism in newly independent Third World countries, and the at-
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titude of the superpowers towards the Third World national bourgeoisie were all

elements affecting superpower behaviour towards the developing world.

This chapter focuses on superpower involvement in the Third World from
decolonisation policy to military intervention. We examine the conduct of foreign
policy by the superpowers and how it affected relations with the Third World.
As the two superpowers have confronted each other ideologically we examine the
role of their ideology in Third World politics and its pragmatic effect on how
they have used ideology to legitimise their behaviour in the Third World. The
superpowers have both encouraged the independence of Third World countries, but
to what extent have they supported the National Liberation movements? With
the emergence of the Non-Aligned movement, why they supported Non-Alignment
and why did the USA attack Non-Alighment as immoral? We also examine the
superpowers’ relations with the military in the Third World, to see to what extent
the superpowers have seen the military as a tool for furthering their influence
in the Third World.® We examine all these factors from the perspective of the
superpowers’ relationship with the Arab Maghreb States: how the decision making
processes, ideology, National Liberation Movements, Non-aligned Movement and
the relationship with the military have affected the Superpowers’ relations with
the Maghreb.

3.2 The Evolution of Superpower involvement in the Third World

Superpower involvement in the Third World has passed through many phases.
After World War II, the superpower priority was to establish the security of Europe
and the Far East. From the Soviet perspective, East Europe and South East Asia
were more important than the other new states in the Middle East, Africa, and
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3.2.1

Latin America. The USA was more interested in the Middle East because of the
strategic importance and oil. The superpowers became gradually involved in the
Third World, until they felt military intervention was necessary to protect their
interests. The Truman Doctrine focused on Turkey and Greece, and the US was

ready to use military force to block Soviet communist influence there.

Phase One: 1950-1965: the Cold War Era

During the 1950s the United States dominated Third World affairs and
strongly influenced Third World politics. The US also experienced the influence of
and competition from the USSR. The American role was encouraged by the decline
of Europe and the USA’s monopoly of nuclear weapons; Third World states had

turned to the US for help in their efforts towards independence.®

When Eisenhower came to office, he set out the USA’s policy of employing
military force against communism in the Middle East. According to Eisenhower’s
doctrine, the President was authorised to assist the Middle East region economi-
cally as well as with armed forces to secure and protect the territorial integrity of
any nation requesting help. During Eisenhower’s years, the USA took on the role
of self-appointed policeman and patron of the Middle East.” Eisenhower’s admin-
istration ha.d also begun to build a series of Alliance Systems’® which could form
a barrier against the extension of communism, according to the “domino theory”,

and provide a form of global containment.’

The United States, as a nation without experience or previous record of impe-
rialism, had become more attractive to the Third World than any other European
nation. American policy during the Suez Crisis, and its anti-aggression reaction,
was part of the USA’s effort to prevent Soviet exploitation of the conflict to en-
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hance Soviet influence in the Middle East. The USA also sought to loosen Nasser’s

link with the Soviet Union by opposing the Anglo-French policy.!?

When John Kennedy became President, he criticised Eisenhower’s policy in
the Third World for failing to align America with Nationalist movements and not
acting to meet the real problems of the developing world. Kennedy supported
freedom everywhere to Africa, Asia and Latin America, and was on record as
opposing colonialism in Africa before he came to power. He viewed American
foreign policy as mistaken in its dealings with the Middle East and other Third
World countries in the context of the East-West struggle. Moreover, he criticised
President Eisenhower for a military cost-cutting programme that ”left America
unprepared to fight limited wars in grey areas”!! of the Third World. Kennedy
did not neglect the use of military force to protect American interests within the
Third World, but he used a different approach to strengthen America’s influence.
He understood that nationalism, economic development, Arab refugees and local
political instabilities were factors shaping Soviet influence in the Third World.
Military force was not the only way to protect the Third World from communism.

“It offers guns and money but guns and money are not the Middle East’s basic

guide.”1?

Kennedy had far stronger sympathies with Third World nationalism than
Eisenhower had. Kennedy was also even more committed to preserving the West-
ern position through military force. North Africa had won strong support from

Kennedy both as a Senator and later as President of the United States.

The Soviet Union started to support indirectly arms and economic aid to the
Third World countries, as in the case of the Egypt-Czechoslovakian arms deal of
July 1955. The Soviet Union tried a policy of keeping a low profile to avoid con-
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3.2.2

frontation with Western powers. The Soviet Union had influence through peace-
ful coexistence, being more interested in the northern tier of Turkey, Iran and
Afghanistan.!3 Moreover the Soviet Union had lost some prestige and allies, in-
cluding China and Third World countries such as Iraq, Syria, Egypt, Tunisia and
Algeria, that suppressed communist parties. Prestige was also lost in the inter-
national community and with military coups in Africa, the Soviet Union lost the

friendship of Ghana (1966), Mali (1968)!* and Algeria (1965).

Phase two: 1965-1975

This decade has been described as a transition period in Soviet and American
relations with the Third World. Soviet influence in Third World countries had
increased during this era, encouraged by many international and regional devel-
opments. At the international level, the Soviet Union moved towards strategic
parity with the United States in nuclear power. It had become more involved
in the United Nations and had also benefited from the detente and arms control
agreements (SALT I).1> The Soviet economy had become more relaxed and self
confident than in the 1950s. The development of the Non- Aligned group, and
American involvement in Vietnam and support for Third World liberation had
advanced the Soviet penetration of the Third World. The Arab-Israeli conflict in
1967 was one important active factor in advancing Soviet strength in the Third
World, particularly in the Middle East. The Arab defeat increased their reliance
on the Soviet Union for weapons. Soviet experience had led to the avoidance of
Khrushchev’s mistakes in Cuba, and the gaining of more friends during the 1960s
and early 1970s.

The Soviet Union had increased its military and economic aid. Between 1955
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and 1965. The Kremlin extended over $2 billion in economic aid and $4.5 billion in
military assistance to Third World countries. These figures climb respectively to
$9 billion and $9.2 billion during the following decade (1965-1975).1¢ But despite
Soviet progress in this area there were a series of setbacks in the Third World, such

as in Egypt during the Sadat era.

On the other hand, the USA experienced a decline in its presence in the Third
World during this period. Its involvement in Vietnam and the bombing of civil-
ians led to Third World condemnation. Inside the USA, its foreign policy was
handicapped by the Watergate scandal and congressional restrictions on CIA ac-
tivities and covert action abroad. American public psychology had been affected
by the Vietnam defeat.l” American relations with Western Europe entered a sensi-
tive stage, because of the US nuclear strategy in Europe over the flexible response
doctrine and General de Gaulle’s suspicion of America’s nuclear commitment to

Europe.

The growth of the European economies had led to more economic competition
between Europe and America, particularly in the former colonies in Asia and
Africa.!® American economic aid declined in this decade. In 1965 the USA spent
$3 billion (about 0.5% of the USA GNP), whilst in 1975 it spent $2 billion on aid
to the Third World( in 1961 dollars).!® The Arab-Israeli war in 1967 had affected
USA-Arab relations because the USA supported Israel. Many Arab countries had

broken relations with the USA as a result of increasing Soviet influence.

The US view of colonialism had dominated America’s relations with the Third
World. But the American perspective on the Third World was shaped by East-

West tension.

“Nixon-Kissinger strategy of Detente sought to entice Moscow into a web of
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3.2.3

economic ties that would deepen the USSR material stake in continued detente with
the United States.”2?

American experiences in Vietnam forced the USA to turn more of its Third
World burden over to friends and allies. President Nixon and his Secretary of
State Henry Kissinger focused on the role of regional middle powers. In that
sense he adopted a Two Pillars’ policy in the Middle East, using proxy forces
such as Iran and Saudi Arabia to further American interests. This was later to be
termed the Nixon Doctrine. In non-nuclear conflict the United States would furnish
economic aid and military assistance in accordance with its military commitments.
The American military supplies were the linchpin of the twin pillars’. As Henry
Kissinger explained

“The Iranian armament drive accorded with US global strategy. Owing to the
Vietnam trauma the United States could not play a balancing role in the Indian Ocean
and the Persian Gulf. But by arming Iran, Washington would enable a regional power

to do what America could not do.?!

In sum, this period witnessed the increase of Soviet influence and the decline

of the USA’s influence in the Third World.
Third Phase: 1975-1980

The Soviet Union had engaged in arms control talks with the USA (SALT II),
and the Soviets for the first time extended the Brezhnev Doctrine to neighbouring
countries such as Afghanistan. The Soviet Union was also involved in Angola and
other Third World countries and enjoyed strategic influence in Ethiopia. In this
phase, Soviet economic aid to Third World countries reached $9.9 billion between
1976 and 1980, and the arms deliveries to Third World states totalled $33 billion
for the same period.22
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The Soviet Union also concluded seven treaties of friendship and coopera-
tion with Third World states, including Vietnam. Between 1971 and 1972 USSR
had concluded four treaties with Third World states.? Moreover the USSR had
encouraged the participation of Eastern Europe and Cuban advisors with Third
World countries. Although America accused Cuba of acting as a proxy force for
the Soviet Union, in reality Cuba’s close relations with the Soviet Union were not
quite so simple. In one scholar’s view,

“The Cubans were not mere proxies for the Soviets. They act on their own,
while consulting and collaborating with their allies in Moscow.2*

Meanwhile, the Americans suffered a setback during this phase. President
Carter developed a new approach to American foreign policy. He shifted the Amer-
ican policy on Third World countries to a more regional approach. He was com-
mitted to building a relationship with Third World countries which was based on
a greater sympathy for their political and economic aspirations and was designed
to reduce the potential for Soviet influence in the Third World. Carter’s foreign
policy approach emphasised the economic factor in the age of interdependence,
and also raised Human Rights issues and called for World Order Politics. During
his time as President, many Third World dictators had been thrown out of power,
such as the Shah in Iran and Somoza in Nicaragua.2?® After the Soviet invasion of
Afghanistan and the fall of the Shah of Iran, Carter adopted a policy of more direct
intervention in the Third World, particularly in the Persian Gulf. He announced
the formation of American Rapid Deployment Forces in 1980.26He also supported
his National Security advisor, Zbigniew Brzezinski’s argument for linking Soviet-
American Arms Control talks (SALT II) to Third World countries. According to
Brzezinski, “the SALT negotiation was buried in Ogedon.”” The United States
connected the progress in arms control with superpower co-operation in regional

66



3.2.4

conflicts.

Before 1975, the USA was more inclined to responses military than the Soviet
Union but, in 1975 and after, the Soviet Union moved to more military means.
After the invasion of Afghanistan (December 1979), the United States shifted to a
new political-military strategy (offensive and strength) This policy was motivated
by the American hostage crises in Iran, the US economy, the US military build up,
the formation of American Deployment Forces and the new US Strategic Forces

(MX) missiles.
Phase Four: 1980-1985

When Reagan came to power in the USA, he adopted a realist approach to
foreign policy, emphasising an American globalist approach which related Third
World problems to the East-West conflict. He also developed the Reagan Doctrine’
which was a roll back strategy, designed to limit and eliminate the Soviet presence
in the Third World. He linked arms control and improved relations between the
USA and the Soviet Union to Third World issues. During his first term, Reagan
supported the Afghanistan Resistance with weapons, and also created and encour-
aged the Contras in Nicaragua.?® He adopted a more interventionist approach to
Central America, the Middle East and Africa. The USA supported UNITA with
weapons and invited Zavimbi to the United States. The CIA also worked directly
with UNITA. The United States invaded Grenada in October 1983, and sent troops
into the Lebanon. Reagan’s policy was influenced by American antagonism to the
1970s, wishing to change the American image after the legacy of Vietnam, and he

was influenced by the American Cold War era.

During Reagan’s years, the US ignored Human Rights issues in foreign policy,

67



and concentrated on the overthrow of anti-American and radical regimes in the
Third World. The USA had looked for military bases in the Third World, especially
in Egypt, Somalia, Saudi Arabia, Oman, Kenya, and Transit in Morocco. They
had also engaged twice in military confrontation with Libya, in 1982 and 1986.

Reagan was more realistic in using military force in its foreign policy to achieve
political objectives. He tried to persuade American public opinion in the aftermath
of the Vietnam War,?? that the United States had the capability to counter com-

munist expansion.

Meanwhile, the Soviet Union pursued a more moderate policy towards the
Third World after 1980. The USSR was criticised by the Third World countries for
its intervention in Afghanistan. Moreover, the USSR faced a succession of problems
after the death of three Soviet leaders between November 1982 and March 1985. It
also faced economic problems which reduced the Soviet capacity to send economic
aid to the Third World. Despite the growth of military strength and military aid,
especially after 1985, the USSR has become less attractive to, and lost the interest
of, the Third World.3® Gorbachev’s new thinking had led the USSR to emphasise
its domestic problems and economic recovery rather than its competition with the
West in the Third World. His strategy focused on Soviet security in Europe, the

Far East and America more than Soviet adventures in the Third World.

3.3 US-USSR Political Systems, Foreign Policy and Third World

The political systems of states greatly influence their conduct of foreign policy.
There are important links between domestic policies and foreign policy. The two
Superpowers have different political systems, so their conduct of foreign policy is
significantly different in style.
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States with democratic systems have complicated foreign policy processes,
which makes it more difficult to formulate coherent and consistent policies. Au-
thoritarian state conducts its foreign policy according to their leadership’s objec-
tives and perception. The next section analyses the impact of democratic and

authoritarian systems on foreign policy, particularly toward the Third World.3!

Soviet Political System, Foreign Policy and The Third World

The USSR has an authoritarian system, and its foreign policy has been con-
ducted by the Politburo and the General Secretary of the Communist Party has

been the chief person responsible for foreign policy.

In authoritarian regimes, the personality of the leadership has much effect on
the foreign policy of the regime. In this sense, Stalin’s cult of personality and his
charismatic style dominated Soviet foreign policy. Stalin could effectively ignore
public opinion in making the Soviet Union’s foreign policy. He was more interested
in Soviet relations with Europe and concentrated on Soviet control of Eastern
Europe. He adopted a continental approach in his foreign policy and his relations
with developing nations were less effective, except in the USSR involvement with
China, Turkey and Iran. Stalin did not trust the national bourgeoisie in Third
World states, and he suspected the new independent states of being puppets in

the hands of colonial powers.32

After Stalin’s death in 1953, the Soviet Union had a short period of collective
leadership. After a brief power struggle between Molotov and Khrushchev, Molotov
was ousted. Khrushchev strengthened his power and held the USSR foreign policy
under his direct control. The Cuban missile crisis provides an example of such a

concentration of decision making authority in a circle even smaller than the Party’s

69



Politburo.3 During Khrushchev’s time in power, the military were involved in
foreign policy to the extent that the political leader would seek their advice but
their role was more effective in defence policy than in foreign policy or in military
aspects with the Third World. After Khrushchev’s era, the military had much more
influence in the Politburo and as a lobby, particularly when the Communist Party
invited the soldiers to participate in decision making on foreign policy issues. The
promotion of Marshall Andrey Grechko (1973) to full membership of the Politburo
was naturally significant, as this gave the military access to key decision makers.

They worked as professional advisors to the political leaders.34

During Brezhnev’s era, Soviet foreign policy was under Politburo control de-
spite military influence in the Party itself. To some extent Soviet decision makers
no longer have quite the same free hand in foreign policy affairs as their predeces-
sors such as Stalin. As Adam Ulam has argued, foreign policy successes are for
the Soviet elite a principal means of legitimising their political system.3® But it
remains true that the Politburo has the deciding say in determining foreign pol-
icy in all major issues including Third World countries.3® General Yurii Lebedev,
Deputy Chief of Soviet General Staff, in 1984, explained the relation between the
military and civilian politicians as follows:

“Those who refer to a so called military lobby in the USSR are deliberately
lying or know nothing about my Country’s political organisation and structure. The
military, however high their rank, are placed under the permanent control of state

and party organs. If, to take a pure hypothesis, there were some deviation, believe
me it would be very quickly crushed.”3"

In any event, foreign policy making in the Soviet Union has been described as
centrally controlled in the hand of the Politburo, and despite expert or professional
advice, has been seen as one of the major factors behind Soviet failure in the Third
World. Foreign policy making is centralised and highly controlled from above in a
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3.3.2

routine manner. As Khrushchev observed about Foreign Minister, Gromyko’s role

in Soviet foreign policy:

“Gromyko only says what we tell him to. At the next Geneva meeting he will

repeat what he has already told you. If he does not, we’ll fire him and get someone
who does.”38

Under Brezhnev, the International Department (ID) of the Central Commitee
of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union (CPSU) had played a large role in con-
trolling the Soviet foreign policy towards the Third World. But under Gorbachev,
the role of the International Department has been declining and the Foreign Min-
istry under Shevardnadze has held the power and been with Gorbachev, in control

of foreign policy.

The American Political System, Foreign Policy and The Third World

The United States has a democratic system with two main political parties
competing for power. Despite the influence of an international system and envi-
ronment on American foreign policy, domestic factors have played a great role in
determining foreign policy particularly toward Third World countries. Within the
United States, there are three factors to consider in the foreign policy process. (i)
The relation between the Congress and the executive branch of government; (ii)
bureaucratic policies and politics within the executive branch of government; and
(ii1) the nature of public opinion with its attendant effects on foreign policy. There
are also special interest groups and important elites exercising a powerful role over

certain aspects of foreign policy such as Think Tanks and the media.3?
i. The Congress and US Foreign Policy:

One of the oldest conflicts in the American political system is that between
Congress and the President of the United States as the head of the Executive
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branch, over the right to formulate and implement foreign policy. The struggle for
control over foreign policy came to the fore in the twentieth century, with Amer-
ica’s reluctant entry into world affairs. After World War II, the US has become
more active in world politics. It functioned in a bipolar system facing the com-
munist bloc and the struggle for influence over the Third World. Foreign policy
had become more difficult for the Congress and the US government in a situation
of international interdependence. The role of Congress increased in foreign policy
but, since Vietnam, Congress has become even more assertive in American for-
eign policy. The war was a watershed in the American executive’s relation with

Congress. 40

The 1970s were marked by Congressionally initiated foreign policy legislation
that limited the President’s range of options on a number of issues such as arms
sale, human rights, trade, economic and military aid, CIA intervention and covert

action, and dispatching American troops abroad in crisis.

The President’s freedom of action was restricted and limited by a series of
legislative Amendments. For example, the Hickenlooper Amendment passed by
Congress directed the USA government to terminate aid programmes to any coun-

try that nationalised American owned property without fair compensation.4!

In 1974, the Nelson Bingham Amendment to the Arms Export Control Act
(PL.93-559) required the President to give advance notice to Congress of any offer
to sell to foreign countries defence weapons valued at $25.00 million or more. The
Congress has rejected many times arms sales to Third World countries, such as
the selling of AWACS to Saudi Arabia in 1980, or HAWK missiles to Jordan, or
the Turkish arms embargo of 1974 after the Turkish invasion of Cyprus, and arms
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sales to Morocco in 1979. Another major area of congressional intervention was a
series of anti- war amendments. The Congress forced the US government to early
withdrawal of American forces from South East Asia and cutting American aid
to Vietnam, Laos and Cambodia. The most important act in Congress during
the 1970s was the War Powers Act (PL.93-148) of 1973.42 The Act grew out of
Congress’s frustration with the war in Vietnam and its desire to prevent such
a situation from ever happening again. The Act probably influenced President
Nixon’s decision to formulate the Nixon doctrine to use regional powers as proxy
forces in regional conflict or upheaval to protect American interests, such as the

role of the Shah of Iran in the 1970s, and the policing of the Gulf.

Congress also restricted CIA activities abroad, the Church Committee (1975-
1976) and the Hughes-Ryan Amendment of 1974 prohibited any CIA activities
without Congress knowledge. During the years 1974-1976 Congress enacted a
series of measures restricting military, economic and financial assistance to gross
violators of human rights and humanitarian affairs, and established in the State
Department a new bureau of human rights headed by the Assistant Secretary of
State. During Reagan’s era, Congress’s restriction on arms shipment and delivery

to the Contras in Nicaragua helped create the Iran-Contra scandal.3

Finally, Congress has played a major role in the restriction of American in-
volvement in Third World countries, particularly military intervention, and created
a situation where American foreign policy makers have to depend on foreign coun-
tries to use forces for the sake of American interests, such as Morocco’s intervention
in Zaire in 1977, and Egyptian forces creating regional alliances to protect unpop-
ular regimes in Third World countries such as GCC after the Iranian revolution.
The United States appproached Jordan to create Jordanian Rapid deployment
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force to be used in the Gulf States instead of direct American forces.**

ii. Bureaucratic policies:

The American administration has several voices speaking on foreign policy,
and sometimes they contradict each other. The State Department is the main
responsible body regarding foreign policy, but inside the department itself there
are conflicts of ideas on foreign policy, particularly in regional policies. In the
1950s, the struggle inside the State Department on foreign policy issues was clearly
between the globalists and regionalists. For example, to avoid alienating North
Atlantic Alliances (NATO), the State Department Bureau of European Affairs
opposed the use of pressure on European states, especially France, in respect of
decolonisation policy, while the Bureau of Near Eastern South Asia and African
Affairs on its part favoured using American influence to further decolonisation such
as in North Africa. The African Affairs of the Commerce Department supported

the open door policy.

“They accepted the view that open door was mutually beneficial for the host

country and the United States.”*®

On the other hand, the Departments of State and Commerce were divided
largely on geographical and functional lines. Not only were there disputes in many
cases between the Departments of States and Commerce, but also between Defence
and State over foreign policy. Moreover, the National Security Council has been
involved in conflicts over foreign policy, as in the case between Cyrus Vance, the
Secretary of State during the Carter era, and Zbigniew Brzezinski, the National
Security Advisor to President Carter over intervention in Iran during the Iranian

revolution in 1979.

When Morocco asked President Carter’s administration for arms in 1979, the
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USA administration was divided on the issue. Cyrus Vance, USA Secretary of
State, and the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, sought to distance the US
from the Moroccan invasion of Western Sahara, because they did not like to alienate
Algeria, or to encourage Soviet arms sales to Libya and Algeria by supporting
Morocco with arms. Within the State Department, the Near East Bureau was
strongly in favour of meeting King Hassan’s demand for arms because of the peace
process in the Middle East and King Hassan'’s role in it, and the African Bureau in
the State Department advised against arms to Morocco from a regional perspective,
( because of Algeria and other African neighbours of Morocco). On the other
hand, President Carter and the Secretary of Defence, Brown, and Chief of Staff
and National Security Advisor Z. Brzezinski, supported Hassan to prevent another
Iran. The Congress was similarly divided on the Moroccan issue, Stephen Solarz,
Chair of the Subcommittee on Africa for the House Foreign Affairs Committee,
argued against arms to Morocco while other members of the Congress and Senate

supported Morocco’s request.

The major conflicts in American foreign policy during the 1980s were Iran-
gate and Contragate during the Reagan era. The case reflected the deep division
amongst the bureaucratic foreign policy makers, while the Secretary of Defence,
Caspar Weinberger, and Secretary of State George Schulz, had refused in principle
to participate in Iranian- American arms deals for hostages. The CIA and National
Security Council had carried out the mission. The personality of the President
and his knowledge of and involvement with foreign policy played a great role in

the control of the bureaucratic conflict and the decision making process.

Moreover, the other major contradiction in opinion towards foreign policy
estimation has come from the intelligence community. While the United States
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has numerous intelligence organisations, the CIA has played a major role in foreign
affairs. The CIA has assessed the stability of regimes and advised in respect of
King Hassan of Morocco that his regime was too weak to survive. Despite the
Intelligence community role as providing information rather than intervening in
politics, the CIA Director is close to the President and plays a great role in decision
making. William Casey’s relations with Reagan appear to have influenced US
foreign policy decisions. The Bush administration has tried to put a limit to the
CIA involvement in decision making, putting the main emphasis on its duty to

supply information.46

iii. Public Opinion:

The American public is poorly informed about foreign policy and world affairs
but public opinion has a powerful influence on American decision makers. The

United States has an open society and its government responds to public opinion.

The American public are against any kind of military commitment which
would involve American troops in a way such as that which took 50,000 American
lives in the jungles of South East Asia. It is axiomatic in American politics that
the American people want no more Vietnams’.4” In some cases, American public
opinion determined US action in Third World countries, for example, 24 hours after
the American Marines were bombed in Beirut, Lebanon in October 1983, when
143 Americans were killed, US troops invaded Grenada. The deaths of servicemen
were a personal blow to President Reagan, who was keenly aware of his role as
Commander in Chief. So many men had not been lost since Vietnam. He had to
shift public attention from Lebanon to Grenada. The invasion of Grenada was a
public relations coup for the White House and distracted attention from the Beirut
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tragedy.

Moreover, America’s act against Libya, in April 1986, was part of an attempt
to appease American public opinion following American failure to counter anti-
American terrorism. An important factor shaping American action is electoral
considerations. Presidency elections handicap the President in foreign policy issues
and many Congressmen and Senators support Israel to win the Jewish lobby’s

support in elections.*8

iv. Interest Groups:

In a democratic society with private businesses, interest groups play an active
role to protect their interests, particularly in the Third World where American

companies are seeking economic projects, oil, raw materials and markets.

Some interest groups have been powerful to the degree that they influence
the decision makers in many cases, or they cooperate with government agencies in
covert action in the Third World. American businesses in the 1950s had pressed the
US government to act against France because of French restrictions on American
businesses in Morocco. On the other hand France also complained that Moroccan
Nationalists in the United States solicited money from businessmen and others
to buy arms. Among backers of Moroccan nationalists were Coca-Cola company
representatives, James Hall and Kenneth Pendar, a former American auxiliary vice-
consul at Casablanca, who had been involved in intelligence activities in Morocco
during the Second World War. Also, American oil companies had supported the

independence of Libya, and many oil companies had been involved with the politics

of the Middle East.49

American multi-national companies have cooperated with the American gov-
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ernment and CIA covert action when it is in their interests. The CIA cooperated
in 1973 with the company International Telephone and Telegrams (ITT) to help
overthrow Allende in Chile. Also, several American firms opposed the embargo of
high technology trade with the USSR that President Carter imposed in retaliation
for the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan. Some have equated America’s national

interests with American corporate interests:

50

“What is good for General Motors is good for America.

In addition, there is the proliferation of new single interest lobbies that are
often able to hamstring foreign policy. There are many and various religious groups,

the human rights lobbies, the nationality groups and the political action commitees.

More recently, when the State Department proposed to cut Morocco’s foreign
aid for 1990, Morocco hired Mill & Co., a Washington lobbying firm. It recruited
Senator Robert Kasten, an Appropriations Committee member, who got $8 million
restored. To do so, Kasten enlisted the support of Senator Daniel Inouye, another
Committee member, in exchange for Kasten supporting $30 million for Inouye’s pet
country, Tunisia. Inouye in turn got White House backing for Tunisia in exchange

for his earmarking $20.00 million extra that President Bush wanted for Jordan.51

v. The Media :

The media has been playing an increasing role in foreign policy. It can be
accurately termed the Fourth Estate’. The causes of this new media involvement
are principally money, power, or the desire for it. The United States are more
vulnerable to the influence of the media than any other state, because it is an open
society and the media is owned by private companies or rich families or groups.
The American constitution protects the freedom of the press. President Nixon had
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resigned from office after the press uncovered the Watergate scandal. American
public opinion reaction to America’s involvement in Vietnam was strongly anti-
USA policy after the media coverage of the mass killing in Vietnam. The media
coverage of the hostage crisis during 1979 generated a negative view of Carter
during the 1980 election. Moreover, the human rights abuse in most Third World
countries and the media coverage of this had a strong effect on USA foreign policy
towards such areas, and affected American military and economic aid. The media
coverage of terrorists in the 1980s during Reagan’s era led to many confrontations
with Third World countries such as Iran, Libya and Syria. The USA attacked
Libya in 1986 largely as the result of American failure to combat terrorism in

other areas and media coverage of Libya involvement.%2
vi. Think Tanks :

In democratic societies the government may be advised on policy problems
by bodies of individuals not part of government. Think Tanks play a great role in
USA foreign policy as external advisory bodies to the government. Think Tanks

could be reasonably referred to as the Fifth Estate.5

There are several means by which the Think Tank can influence foreign policy.
Most of the Think Tank experts have moved between government institutions and
the Think Tank, and most of the Think Tanks have been preparing studies for the
government organisations on foreign policy issues, or by influencing Congress with

background papers on foreign policy issues.

The Rand Corporation has been the most influential private organisation on
Defence policy since the 1950s.54 In 1989, Rand had a $95.5 million annual budget,
78% of which comes from the USA military branches.?® Moreover, the Brookings
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Institute has much influence over Democratic policy makers, especially during the
Carter era. Brookings had prepared the Carter Middle East proposal. Z. Brzezin-
ski and William Quandt were affiliated to Brookings before they joined Carter’s
administration. The Heritage Foundation has much influence in Republican party
circles, particularly during the Reagan era. As a conservative Think Tank, the
Heritage Foundation had argued that the Reagan Administration should support
Morocco in the Western Sahara and argued that the USA government should offer
military and economic aid to Morocco. On the other hand, the Foundation argued
that the USA government should use military force and sanctions against Libya

and had labelled Libya as a terrorist state’.56

Moreover, the Think Tanks have strong relations with academic institutions,
and they have been involved with the preparation of major studies and hold con-
ferences with the support of the US government to discuss major issues. Rand
Corporation studies in terrorism and Soviet Third World policy have been widely
distributed. Harvard University also held a conference on Islamic Fundamental-
ism which was sponsored by the CIA; the Defence Intelligence Agency supported
studies on Islamic organisation in the Third World. One important study was pre-
pared by Samuel Huntington and Richard Bett, which focuses on the dictators and
authoritarian regimes in the Third World and the instability of their countries in
case of sudden death and disappearance.5” The United States have tried to avoid
Iranian mishandling of 1979, and had adopted a policy of easing out dictators, as
in the case of the Philippines (1985), Tunisia (1987) and others in Third World

countries.

In general, the democratic states have more complicated foreign policy pro-
cesses than totalitarian states. The United States has a crisis management and
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crisis foreign policy rather than a systematic foreign policy. The democratic state’s
foreign policy is less effective because of conservative paralysis and a correspond-
ing inability to deal with pressing problems. In authoritarian regimes and closed
societies such as the Soviet Union, they have less difficulty in pursuing their for-
eign policy because of the reduced influence of public opinion or bureaucratic or
interest groups. They have a more systematic policy because the foreign policy is

concentrated in the hands of the leadership.

3.4 Superpowers, Ideology and Foreign Policy

After the Second World War, the world had been divided ideologically into
two blocs. The United States has represented the capitalist world, and the Soviet

Union dominated the Eastern bloc.

Ideology was a major factor in the Cold War, despite the revisionist school’s
emphasis on American economic interests as a main cause of the Cold War. Ide-
ology could not be seperated from the economy, because the economic system is
founded upon ideology. With the spread of the Cold War and ideological conflict,
the United States has adopted the Containment Policy to control the spread of

communist ideology to Europe or Euro-Asia.58

Hans Morgenthau, one of the realist school theorists, has explained the way
ideology tends to change the international system. Ideology not only contributes
to the development of unlimited national objectives, but it also eventually creates
states whose goal is to overthrow the existing international system.% Historically,
the new revolutionary states in the grip of fundamental ideological principles have
tried to change the international and regional system. Revolutionary Iran in 1979
tried to change the regional system, while revolutionary Russia in 1917 tried to
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change the whole international system.

But despite concern with the emphasis of the role of ideology in the policies of
the superpowers, reality suggests other factors predominate in the relations with
the Third World. Ideology might explain some aspects of Soviet foreign policy,
particularly in the early days of communist revolution, but not every action of
Soviet foreign policy. Lenin had concentrated on building an ideological state,
but the ideas of Marx and Lenin were not the only influences affecting the Soviet

diplomats’ perspectives on international affairs.

There has been a long evolutionary process, as a result of which the perceived
national interests of the USSR superseded the ideological dimension of Soviet poli-
tics. The Brest-Litovsk Treaty of 1918 between Germany and Russia, the entry into
the League of Nations; the Hitler-Stalin pact (1939), the 20th Communist Party
Congress, and the Sino-Soviet split are taken as landmarks that demonstrate the
increasingly deep contradiction between national and state interests and ideology
in Soviet international behaviour.%9 There has therefore been a tension between

ideology and pragmatism in Soviet behaviour toward the Third World countries.

Soviet leaders have closed their eyes to the oppression of local Communist
Parties in the Third World while engaging in cooperation with the ruling circles
in the Third World. The Communist Parties in most of the Arab countries have
been banned, oppressed, jailed and executed, while the Soviet Union has kept
full political and economic relations and has given military and weapon support.
Iraq has arrested Communist Party members on many occasions, Tunisia banned
the Communist Party, Algeria limited its political activities and, in the Sudan, a
Communist Party leader was executed. The failure of the Communist Parties in
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the Arab world, and as small parties with little support from the Arab masses, has
led the Soviets to build a two way contract with Arab regimes, one with communist
parties, the other with the official channels of Arab governments. In this regard,
ideology has less influence in Soviet relations with the Arab world than the links
with the ruling classes in the Arab regimes. Moreover, the Soviet Union stands by
when Marxist regimes are being crushed in many Third World countries such as

Chile and Guatemala.

From a historical perspective, the Soviet Union was more ideological in its
foreign policy orientation towards the Third World during the Stalinist period.
When Krushchev held power in the USSR, he developed a peaceful coexistence
ideology to legitimise policies of cooperation with the USA and other national-
bourgoisies in Third World countries. Robert Tucker has described the Soviet

ideological behaviour as follows:

“Its leadership remains ideologically committed to the goal of a world wide com-
munist revolution, but the pattern of Soviet conduct in world affairs has increasingly
become that of a status quo power rather than a revolutionary power.”%!

The post Stalinist leaders give little evidence of being radical in their outlook.
The Soviet Union can no longer be accurately described as a revolutionary power
because revolutionary organization is not central to Soviet policy in the Third
World. The Soviet Union was attractive to the Third World ideologically, but the
USSR also had the advantage of being a new major power on the Third World
scene. It came with clean hands, unburdened by a colonial past in the Arab world,

South Asia, Africa and Latin America.5?

The ideological split between Moscow and Peking meant that there was com-
petition between China and the Soviet Union in influencing Third World states.
China was seen by some Third World countries as a true communist state while
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the Soviet Union tilted toward peaceful coexistance with the capitalist world. But
because of the Soviet Union power and military and economic aid most of the
Third World built strong relations with the Soviets. China was not a member of
the UN, was preoccupied with its internal cultural revolution and too poor to offer

much aid or political support in the UN to the Third World.

In sum, whereas ideological disposition was the measure of an ally in the
past, economic imperatives make relations with the bigger capitalist orientated
states more attractive because the economic imperatives offer great opportunities
for direct trade and better returns on Soviet investments. Soviet foreign policy
makers sought therefore to expand its ties with the newly industrialised economies

of South East Asia, Brazil, Indonesia and Nigeria.

When the Soviet Union moved towards supporting Third World countries
in the 1970s, it was Soviet military power and the ideological orientation towards
detente that encouraged Brezhnev to do so. It should be said that, with Soviet for-
eign policy in the Third World, the ends justify the means, and that manoeuvring,
flexibility, pragmatism and opportunism are thought necessary in Third World
relations. The new Soviet leadership no longer seeks to revise the international
order in accordance with the principles of world communism, but rather to join
the international system in pursuit of more conventionally defined Soviet national
interests. The Soviet Union has withdrawn from Ethiopia and Angola, has also
established diplomatic relations with the conservative Arab Gulf states, and has
sought economic relations with the Iranian fundamentalist state. The Soviet Union
has moved to a pragmatic de-ideologised foreign policy in search of a permanent
position in international society.5
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Ideologically, the United States has adopted two approaches in foreign policy
towards the Third World. One approach focused on US ideological confrontation
with the Soviet Union, and tried to eliminate any Soviet ideological influence in the
Third World. The second approach, in practice, involves the United States ignoring
the Third World problem, has worked to support dictators and oppressive regimes
as long as they have served American interests, despite a rhetoric of political

modernisation and democratic values.

In confronting the Soviet Union ideologically, the US policy has been influ-
enced by George Kennan’s argument in his article on Foreign Affairs The Sources
of Soviet Conduct in 1947.5* Kennan alerted American officials to the danger of
Soviet ideological expansion in the Third World, particularly the Euro-Asia belt

surrounding the Soviet Union.

On the other hand, the spread of nationalism and the liberation movements in
the 19508, along with the anti-colonialism of the Third World, created a vacuum of
power in the Third World. The colonial experience had led Third World peoples to
look to communist, socialist and American values as an alternative to the European

colonial legacy.%°

In the case of the Muslim world, which represents a large part of the Third
World, the defeat of Islamic political power, the Ottoman Empire in the First
World War and the abolition of the Islamic Caliphate (which represented the cen-
tral authority of Islam as a sign of unity) in 1924, had led to a psychological defeat
among the Muslim elites, and they had turned to socialist and Western capitalist
values as a way of life to follow in the industrialised and civilised world. Histori-
cally, the conquered nations adopted the values of the victors. Moreover, we have
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to note here that the new communist regime in Russia in 1917 had withdrawn
from the First World War. The new revolutionary regime in Russia uncovered
secret negotiations between France and Britain to divide the Ottoman Empire and
condemned these secret plans of colonising the Muslim world. Hence the Third

World was ready to absorb the new ideological values of communist Russia.%

The United States had encouraged and participated in the Alliance system
to counter Soviet influence in the Middle East and South East Asia, despite the
ideological rhetoric of its foreign policy. By 1951, two western allies - Britain and
America - were at odds not only in South Asia but also in the Middle East. The
Baghdad Pact was more a product of Anglo-American rivalry for supremacy than
a well considered military strategy to bolster Middle Eastern and South Asian
defences against a Soviet threat. The US attended the Baghdad pact merely as
an observer, not as a member in the pact. It was intended to be a political
and ideological screen behind which to preserve pro-western ruling groups in the
member states. After the July 1958 military coup in Baghdad, Iraq left the pact

which was then renamed the Central Treaty Organisation (CENTO).%7

During the Nixon era, the US showed little concern for the Third World from
an ideological perspective. The Nixon administration was preoccupied with the
Vietnam war and took strong action in the Indo-Pakistan situation, and the Octo-
ber war in 1973 between the Arabs and Israelis. Nixon was also occupied with the
US-Soviet detente and rapprochement with China. Nixon and Kissinger adopted
a geopolitical approach in dealing with Third World countries, being interested in
states which were strategically valuable to the USA. Under Carter, human rights
issues began to play a significant role in foreign policy. Despite this, Carter used
the theme of self-determination and human rights to advance his own crusade
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against the Kremlin's strategy of expansion and its repressive practices at home.

The US supports democracy in the Third World countries but, if democracy
contradicted American national interests in the Third World, the United States
often preferred to pursue its interests rather than promote democracy. The USA
has supported repressive regimes in the Third World i.e Philippines, Indonesia,
Guatemala and Korea because of perceived US national interests. George Bush

praised the Philippine dictator F. Marcos before he was ousted

“We stand with you sir ... We love your adherence to democratic principles [sic]
and to the Democratic processes. And we will not leave you in isolation.” %8

Later, America was involved in his removal because of American experiences in
Iran, and to avoid the upheaval before it occurred. The USA adopted a preemptive
removal strategy to protect American interests from democratic regimes opposed
to American domination. In some cases American policy rﬁakers did not support
the desires of the Third World people, and reacted to events with a military coup
to prevent a democratic government from holding power. As with Chile, Kissinger

stated clearly

“I don’t see why we have to stand back and watch a country go communist
because of the irresponsibility of its own people.”®®

During the Reagan era Jean Kirkpatrick stated that Third World peoples are
not ready for democracy, and she criticised Carter’s human rights approach in the

Third World because it did not protect American interests.

“Because of the miseries of traditional life are familiar, they are bearable to
ordinary people who are growing up in society, learn to cope, as children born to un-
touchables in India acquire skills and attitudes necessary for survival in the miserable
roles they are destined to fill.”"®

In foreign aid, the US is more ideologised than the Soviet Union. The United
States has been reluctant to give dollars to any nation that could not support
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American policy. When Jordan adopted an independent position during the Gulf
crisis, August 1990 because of Jordanian national interests, the United States
stopped aid to Jordan. When Jordan accepted the James Baker peace plan to the
Arab-Israeli conflict June 1991, the United States released economic aid to Jordan.
As John Spanier put it,

“If countries wanted US money surely the last thing they could do was to stand
up and be counted.””?

In the case of morality in US foreign policy towards the Third World, President
Kennedy pledged that the US would pay any price, bear any burden, meet any
hardship, support any friend, oppose any foe, in order to assure the survival and
success of liberty, but in practice the US has not always supported the values of
liberty and freedom inside Third World countries.” The US has adopted the realist
approach in its foreign policy and has abandoned democracy when it opposes or
threatens the US national interests in the Third World. George Schultz describes
USA foreign policy as

“A foreign policy based on realism, therefore cannot ignore the importance of
either ideology or morality. But realism does require that we avoid foreign policies

based exclusively on moral absolutes divorced from political reality. Hans Morgenthau
was right to warn against the dangers of such moral crusades or escapism.”"

George Schultz’s argument supports the idea that US presidents, who largely
formulate US foreign policy, are not over concerned about social justice in Central
America or other Third World areas. The White House is willing to tolerate
a variety of Central American governments if they are supportive of American
national interests. Dictators are easier to do business with and American presidents
regularly clamp down on popular rebellions.” Practically, the USA supported
the regimes sympathetic to USA foreign policy and opposed to the Soviet Union.
Despite the rhetoric about liberalism in the US foreign policy, US administrations
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have approached issues from the position of the US interests. Kissinger emphasised

this when he described US foreign policy after World War II:

“If you look at the entire American post war foreign policy, you will find
that changes in the major directions of foreign policy have not been all that sig-

nificant. What is different between various presidents is the style, the method of

doing business.”®

The two superpowers had approached the Third World in the 1950s from an
ideological perspective, but in the next decades the realist approach has dominated
their relations in this area. It does not seem that ideology has played any significant
role in Soviet Third World policy in the last three decades. For example, Third
World communists were always dispensable if they became an obstacle to Soviet
interests.”® Although the realist and geostrategic perspectives have dominated USA
foreign policy, to some extent American administrations have been more ideological
in their foreign economic and military aid and political support to Third World

countries than Soviet administrations have been.”’

3.5 Superpowers and Third World Liberation Movements

The superpowers have supported national liberation movements from two

perspectives; ideology and national interests.

Ideologically, the Soviet Union as a Marxist-Leninist power has supported
anti-colonialism, anti-feudalism and anti-imperialism, and it has encouraged the
revolutionary struggle in the Third World, particularly since Khrushchev. The
Soviet Union encouraged nationalism, and supported Arab nationalism because it
was anti-colonial. The Soviets also encouraged national libération movements be-
cause it saw political and economic independence and social revolution as leading
ultimately to socialism. The USSR has accepted the use of violence as a legiti-
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mate means of liberation, in order to achieve the political and social objectives
of nationalist movements in the Third World. In Pravda on 28 June 1965 Soviet
officials explained the Soviet approach to national liberation movements as anti-

imperialist struggles by any means,

“The Soviet Union advocates the use of every form of struggle for national lib-
eration. The people’s right to freedom and independence, whether established by
peaceful means or in armed struggle, is sacred. The Soviet Union gives comprehen-
sive assistance to the people fighting with weapons in hand against imperialism and
colonialism.”7®

From an ideological perspective, the Soviet Union has seen the revolutionary
struggle against capitalism in global terms, and national liberation as wars of the

oppressed classes against the oppressing classes.

From the perspective of national interests, the USSR has seen the liberation
movements as a chance to eliminate western influence in the Third World. The
Soviet purpose in supporting the national liberation movements was to overthrow
an indigenous orientated anti-Soviet leadership, as in their support of the Dhofar
in Oman. The Soviet Union has supported anti-western movements in Central
America such as the left wing organisation in Salvador, and had helped Castro to
hold power in Cuba. In Africa, the Soviet Union supported the African National
Congress (ANC) in South Africa, and the People’s Movement for the Liberation
of Angola (MPLA) group holding power in Angola in 1975. The Soviet Union has
also supported the national movement in the Horn of Africa, and has helped the
Southern Yemen Socialist Movement to win in South Yemen. The Soviet Union’s
strategic considerations such as in the Middle East and South East Asia stimulated
efforts to eliminate any western presence which threatened Soviet national security,
regardless of the ideological differences between movements.” Also, in supporting
Third World countries in their revolutionary struggles, the Soviets calculated that
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the nationalisation of national resources in the Third World would cut Europe off
from raw materials and economic advantage there. Economically, the Soviet Union

was interested in weakening the western countries’ economic relations with the new

Third World countries.

Moreover, the Soviet Union supported the national liberation movements to
counter Chinese influence in Third World countries, and to limit the Chinese ide-
ological challenge to the Soviet Union as a more radically socialist state than the
Soviet Union itself. The USSR had sought prestige in international politics and
world affairs, particularly among new Third World countries and the Non-Aligned

movement, and with the anti-war groups in the west.

Despite the Soviet support for national liberation, they have adopted a cau-
tious approach to avoid military confrontation with the West.80 In the late 1960s
and 1970s, the Soviet Union had moved to more direct involvement in Third World
liberation movements. The Detente and Soviet nuclear parity with the USA had
encouraged the Soviet Union to move from an indirect approach to a more direct
policy of military and economic aid in Africa and Asia. Brezhnev’s view of peace-
ful coexistence was similar to Krushchev’s, but Brezhnev had come into a more
relaxed international environment. In 1966 Brezhnev declared that

“There can be no peaceful coexistence when it comes to the internal process of

national liberation struggle.”®!

Although it has never experienced colonialism, the US President Wilson ar-
gued in 1919 for self-determination for the peoples of Asia, Europe and Africa
which were under European colonialism. The US, from an ideological and cultural
point of view, has been more familiar with the concept of self-determination than
that of liberation in the Third World. The US also opposed the use of violence to
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gain economic independence and social revolution. As a global power after World
War 11, the US has shifted to a global policy with global interests in economic and

strategic directions.

The US found itself obliged to support the national liberation ambitions of
the Third World because of its interest in limiting Soviet influence in new Third
World independent states. But the USA regards radicalism of any sort as coun-
terproductive and as an invitation to communism. Eisenhower’s administration
supported North African independence politically, and asked for an open door pol-
icy. He used the communist threat as an excuse to oblige France to withdraw
from North Africa.82 The USA has used double standards with regard to libera-
tion movements and terrorism: if the liberation movement is loyal to the Soviet
Unioﬁ or at least does not cooperate with the United States, then US officials label
the movement radical, violent and terrorist, such as the Palestine Liberation Or-
ganisation. If the movement serves US interests, then it is a liberation movement
involving freedom fighters’ such as Mujahedin in Afghanistan. The US hopes to
use anti-communist national liberation groups as instruments of leverage to force
Soviet clients to moderate their behaviour, but also the US has sold out on move-
ments such as those supporting the Kurds in Iraq. After the Algerian agreement
in 1975 between the Shah of Iran and Iraq, the US stopped the support which it
had been offering to the Kurds, despite the USA’s direct involvement. The CIA
has had direct relations with many liberation movements, and in many cases the
US has used its influence to limit the radicalisation of the movement’s attitude
and to stop its activities when the US prefers to deal with another party. Hence
the US used its relations as a containment of revolutionary attitudes, such as in
Afghanistan and with Savimbi’s Unita in Angola, or in Central America.33

92



The superpowers supported national liberation but with different concepts
and objectives to replace European colonialism and to counter each other’s influ-
ence. Despite their ideological orientations, the two superpowers stopped their
support for national liberation movements when it clashed with their national in-
terests. The US supported Algeria indirectly to keep its relations with France as
a member of NATO and the Soviet Union supported Algeria in the last phase of
the liberation movement so as not to disrupt its relations with France because the
Soviet Union had tried to isolate France from NATO. The US has also seen liber-
ation from political points of view and has denied its economic and social aspects,
while the Soviet Union has seen liberation movements from a Marxist perspective

as part of a social revolution.?

3.6 Superpowers and the Non-Aligned Movement

The two superpowers had reacted to the Non-Aligned movement from differ-
ent perspectives, ideologically and according to national interests. In 1955, the
Bandung Conference of Afro-Asian states was the first gathering in the Third
World. The gathering was a result of the Cold War between East and West. The
29 nations which attended the conference addressed many issues, denouncing colo-
nialism, speaking with urgency of the need to promote economic development in
the Third World and calling for friendly cooperation and peaceful coexistence.
It was not until 1961 that a major international conference brought together the
leaders of Third World countries in their first Non-Aligned conference in Belgrade.
Morocco and Tunisia attended the conference along with 25 other nations, and

Algeria attended as a revolutionary movement before its independence.

The Soviet Union reacted positively to the Non-Aligned movement, because

93



the Soviet strategy of military denial in the Third World was originally designed to
hamper the creation of new alliance systems by the West in the 1950s and to pre-
vent military links between the newly independent states and the Western powers.
Also the Soviet Union tried to isolate the USA and Western Europe through the
nationalisation of foreign holdings in the Third World, which led to contradictions
between the capitalist states because the area open to alleged exploitation had
been reduced and the struggle between the capitalist states for markets and areas
of investment was intensified. The Soviet Union also calculated that Non-Aligned
states might adopt the Soviet Union as a model for rapid industrialisation and mod-
ernisation, which would create conditions ripe for the development of communist
parties. The Soviet Union further sought to obtain the support of neutral states
for specific proposals in the United Nations, or at least neutralist abstention and
the acceptance of Soviet foreign policies such as general and total disarmament,

and the reduction of nuclear weapons.5®

The four criteria of the Non-Aligned movement: an independent foreign policy
devoted to peaceful coexistence, the support of national liberation movements, non-
participation in military pacts, and unwillingness to grant military bases to great

powers, were all acceptable to the Soviet Union.36

The Soviet Union reacted favourably because peaceful coexistence had become
the cornerstone of Khrushchev’s foreign policy. The Chinese were less in favour
of this, but praised the Non-Aligned movement while warning against the illusion
| of peaceful coexistence with imperialism. Ray Allison stated the objective of the
Soviet Union toward the Non-Aligned movement in the 1950s and 1960s as a hope

for close relations with the socialist bloc anti the West.

“Soviet officials, at least until the late 1970s, considered non-alignment ideally
as a policy of short-term military and political denial to the West which prefigured a
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longer term tendency common to the Third World as a whole of increasing political

and possibly military integration with the Eastern system of states.”87

The evolution of Non-Alignment has not been as complete as the Soviet Union
expected. The first decade of its policies were defined by the Cold War conflict
between East and West, and in this decade the Soviet Union’s objectives had been
achieved. In the second decade of its existence, its policies were defined largely by
the members’ grievances against the West alone; the Algerian summit in 1973 had
condemned the economic domination of the Western world and argued for a new
international economic order in favour of Third World countries. After the Ha-
vana summit in 1979, its policies and politics have been determined by interaction
with both of the world’s power blocs, and this is more complex than that which
characterised the movement’s first two decades. It has become more heterogeneous
with conservative, radical and moderate elements, and the issues raised reflect the
South-North relationship more than decolonisation, and the movement has been
penetrated by the superpower clients.3® Egypt became closer to the United States

with Cuba supporting the Soviet Union.

In the case of the United States, when the Non-Aligned movement was formed
the US tended to ignore it because the combined political, economic and military
power of its members was so negligible. In the 19508 US foreign policy had been
hostile towards neutralism and John Foster Dulles had a strictly bipolar vision
of world politics, black and white, and there was no in-between. The weight of
Bandung’s anti- colonialism, and economic development principles, had seemed to
be directed against the West. Dulles persisted throughout the decade to denounce

the principle of neutrality as immoral and short-sighted.

During the 1960s and after, the US had begun to moderate its policy toward
95



the Non-Aligned movement. It was no longer openly antagonistic towards either
neutralism or non-alignment. The moderate reaction of the US was a result of many
factors. First, the size and influence of the neutralist camp had grown; second,
American experience with Egypt in 1956 and the cut off Aswan Dam funding had
not changed Egypt’s foreign policy. President Kennedy noted in November 1963
that the withdrawal of American aid to Egypt had not induced Egypt to follow the
US, and in fact produced the opposite result. Third, the US received diplomatic
support from the NATO members and the Non-Aligned movement during the
Cuban crisis. The Secretary of State, Dean Rusk, said in 1965

“US also received powerful support, much in private behind the scenes from the
non-aligned countries who wishes the US well in coming through in a way satisfactory
to the free world.”?

Fourth, Afro-Asian nationalism provided a far better barrier against commu-
nism for the free world than Western sponsored alliances like the Baghdad Pact
and SEATO. Fifth, the US welcomed the concern and interest of neutralists be-
cause the initiative of the Non-Aligned movement brought the idea of peace and
cooperation. Sixth, the Non-Aligned states had been used as mediators between
the superpowers, for example Indian mediation during the Vietnam conflict. More-
over, the US was satisfied that communism was not attractive to the Third World.
As Kennedy said, no nation from the fifty in the United Nations had succumbed

to communism.

The Maghreb states, as members of the Non-Aligned movement, had played
a great role in the movement, particularly in Algeria. In 1973, the Algiers Non-
aligned Summit effectively adopted the economic platform of the group of 77.%0
The group of 77 had been set up at the first United Nations Conference on Trade

and Development in 1964, as a kind of Third World lobby on economic issues.
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The Soviet Union hoped to direct Third World radicalism over economic issues
against the Western states, but had to overcome the suspicions of Non-Aligned
states through the policy of detente. The Soviet Union was seen as cooperating

with the West to the economic detriment of the Third World.

In their message to the conference, Podgorny and Kosygin noted that detente
opened up favourable prospects for reducing military expenditure and increasing
allocations of aid to developing countries. These assurances notwithstanding, Al-
geria brought economic issues to the forefront of the agenda of the Non-Aligned
states. The summit called for a new international economic order, and demanded
the convention of a special session of the UN General Assembly to discuss it. In
the following year (1974) the Algerian President, Houari Boumedienne, addressed
the General Assembly. But it is interesting to note that during the Algiers sum-
mit, Algeria and Libya adopted the theory of "two imperialisms”, the Soviet Union
and the USA. Brezhnev’s letter to the conference on 5 September 1973 criticised
the theory and said there were differences between socialism and imperialism and
that the summit should side with the socialist camp. Fiedel Castro of Cuba, who

attended the summit the first time, also opposed Algeria’s and Libya’s theory.?!

In general terms, the Non-Aligned movement itself could be categorised into
three groups: those of socialist orientation (Algeria, Yemen, Libya, Syria), the
pro-Western orientation (Saudi Arabia, Morocco, Tunisia, Zaire, Zambia) and the
legitimately centrist group which supported the first principle of the Non-Aligned
movement in the 1950s and 1960s (India, Yugoslavia). But the problem of this
category is the unstable situation in Third World countries, from pro-Soviet to
pro-West. For example, since independence in 1960 Somalia followed first a Non-
Aligned policy, then a pro-Soviet one, and now a pro-Western foreign policy; Libya
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was anti-Soviet in the 1960s and early 1970s, then pro-Soviet, at least politically.??

The two Superpowers have penetrated the Non-Alignment movement, and
the concept itself has become more confused. Some states have American mili-
tary bases, such as the Philippines, and security cooperation with the USA, such
as Morocco. Cuba has a strong ideological relationship with the Soviet Union.
The weight of the movement in the United Nations and other international or-
ganisations has led the superpowers to give considerable political value to the

non-alignment movement.

When the United Nations General Assembly voted 113 to 18 to call for So-
viet withdrawal from Afghanistan, Third World states comprised the bulk of the

majority.93

Maghreb states, particularly Algeria, as representatives of non- alignment,
had become attractive not only to both superpowers but to France as a gate to the
Third World. The superpowers, with cooperation from their friends in the Non-
Aligned movement, have been trying to contain Third World radicalism in their
political and economic policies, hoping to guide them to more moderate policies

with the West, and it seems they have been successful in this.
3.7 Superpowers, Military Coups and the Third World

The superpowers have paid much attention to the military in the Third World.
During the past three decades the military in the Third World has played a great
role in intervention in internal politics and government. A number of studies
have pointed out the importance of the military, and it is the strongest and most

powerful institution in society. The military has power to be well organised and
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compared to politicians they often appear to be less corrupt, so they determined
the leadership and foreign policy orientation of the country, the military being able

to intervene successfully against other groups.

Western political scientists, such as Samuel Huntington, have discussed the
importance of the military and the best way to deal with it. It has been thought
that only a military regime can have the power to prevail against communist par-
ties. Others believe that military regimes can and will be more effective than polit-
ical parties in modernising their societies. According to Keith Hopkins, politicians
in the Third World lacked an appreciation of, or had neglected, modernisation,

and the military was the group most likely to favour modernisation.%

The US have supported the military in Third World countries, and focused
on the military in the 1950s, leading many military coups in the Third World
through covert action. The US has realised the importance of the military in
the Third World for many reasons: first, according to Rand’s 1959 conference
on the Military, the military alone in the Third World possessed the technical
and administrative proficiency essential for more rapid modernisation and was in
fact the leading carrier of industrial and secular values.?® Second, modernisation
theorists, particularly in the USA, added that civilian institutions could not direct
or control civilian demands but the military’s efficiency, honesty and nationalism
could do more for the country. Third, the low political participation by civilians
in government in states where coups occur. Fourth, absence of a strong sense of
legitimacy of the existing government also increases the likelihood of a coup. The
US had removed many Third World leaders after their political legitimacy had
come under question, as in the Philippines, Haiti and Tunisia. Fifth, despite the
rise of nationalism, most Third World states have very low levels of meaningful
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participation in politics.

The US has used different means to penetrate the Third World military. The
US government has offered a police training programme which operated under
American international development. It opened American police training schools
in both Panama and Washington, as well as in Liberia (Africa). By 1968, the
USA had 458 US police experts in 34 countries, and by 1973, it had trained over
7300 foreign police in the USA alone. Many Third World leaders had trained in
the USA, including former President of the Sudan, Nimeri and the President of

Tunisia, Ben Ali.

The US has successfully overthrown regimes hostile to US interests and re-
placed them with a pro-American leadership, also defending a sympathetic regime
from a coup in the case of Ethiopia in December of 1960. The US was also sym-
pathetic to Mousadeq’s demand for a greater Iranian share of oil revenues and
recognised that Mousadeq was not a communist. The US supported the Egyp-
tian revolution in 1952, and encouraged Nasser. According to the late Egyptian

president Anwar Sadat,

“We were sitting with an American Ambassador while the British Ambassador
was looking for the identity of the Coup’s leaders.”®®
In 1962 the USA National Security Council approved a national policy on a
grant strategy towards the Third World. The National Security Council favoured a
greater readiness to act even when there was no direct Russian or Chinese involve-
ment, but when they might objectively form other types of subversion inimical to

USA interests.

In class terms, both superpowers were interested in middle class officers be-
cause they are thought to be more loyal. Most Middle Eastern officials were from
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middle class backgrounds and deeply linked to it. The middle class in the Middle
East is more loyal to the army, on which they depend completely for their income.
Other classes are less dependable and less loyal to the army. Most officers in Libya,
Algeria, Tunisia, Iraq, Syria and Egypt have come from the middle classes. In the
sense of interest, organisation, power and loyalty, the armies in the Third World
are fertile for US penetration. So US policy has been that it is better to deal with
the military than with the civilian government. The former American National
Security advisor, Walt Rostow, stated that the United States supported the coups

when it is in the American interest to have military in power,

“it is USA policy when it is in the USA’s interest.”®’

The Soviet Union approached the Third World military organisations after
the United States. The first time, the Soviet Union was suspicious of the military
in a new independent state as a legacy of colonial power. M. Heikal described the

Soviet position during the first phase:

“Their thinking has been largely influenced by the long history of right-wing
military coups organised by the armed forces in Latin America, and by the early
armed coups in Syria, which they regarded, with a good deal of reason, as being
the outcome of rivalries between the big British and American oil companies in the
era.”OB

The Soviet Union was suspicious of the bourgeoisie and despite approaches
to this group in the time of Khrushchev, the Soviets still did not trust them. For
example, they persisted in seeing Jamal Abd al-Nasser as simply a pawn in the
struggle between the colonial rivalries of Britain and America in the Middle East.
Even after the Bandung Conference of 1955, the Soviet radio continued to describe

Nasser as a tool of imperialism.%

In the 1960s and after, Soviet ideas about armies in the Third World began to
change. The Soviets realised the power of the military and that this was the only
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group organised enough to hold power in the absence of vanguard parties. But
they also emphasised the class element of the military, preferring the military of
the lower class, and accused the military of being a bourgeois tool of colonial power.

Soviet Izvestia , 15 January 1965, supported this argument in Latin America:

“In Latin America military coups occur in countries with strongly pronounced

class divisions in society. Coups as a rule are designed to strengthen the authority

of the capitalist landowner clique which is closely connected with foreign monopolies

and relies on the support of foreign powers.”1%

Also, the Soviet Union had seen the army as alternative to class; in the Soviet
concept, when classes in the modern sense are embryonic, weak and unorganised
in the newly emerging states in the Third World, the army can act objectively
as the most important stable, broad and independent organisation. According to

Lenin the army is not a class by itself, or a supra-class force; rather it is a tool in

the hands of a certain class,

“In every class society, the oppressing class is always armed.”%!

Despite the Soviet emphasis on the role of the military in the Third World,
they have realised the weakness of the military without a vanguard party. In
the Soviet view, if the victory of a revolution is to be made secure and a new
. society is to be built, there must be a party that reflects the ideology of the
working class and bases its activities on a knowledge of the objective laws of social
development. Moreover, an army lacking social and ideological unity will find itself
split into two opposing camps as soon as it comes to choosing the road to national
development.!?? Vanguard parties would strengthen regimes against coups through
their centralisation of power, politicisation of the military and mobilisation of the
masses in support of the existing pro-Soviet regimes. Vanguard parties may also
have facilitated the backing of a Soviet coup. Despite all Soviet efforts, its influence
has only increased after coups with the military, as in Benin in 1972, Ethiopia
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1974-1977, Afghanistan 1978, Southern Yemen in 1978 and Grenada 1979.

In Arab Maghreb states, as in other Third World countries, the military has
emerged from the middle or lower classes. The military is the only organised and
powerful group in the society, but the Maghreb states also have trade and labour
unions which go back to the French colonial era. These were part of French unions
but, despite them, the military has a powerful role. Most African military officers,
particularly in Tunisia and Morocco, trained at French academic schools or had
worked with the French before they joined the national armies after independence.
The lack of confidence and trust in political parties in Maghreb states has given

the military a potential role in the future.

In four out of the five states in Maghreb (Libya, Tunisia, Algeria and Mauri-
tania), the military has been in power. Only Morocco has a civilian government
with a King in control; but, despite this, the Moroccan military has been involved

in many attempted coups.

Libya witnessed its first military coup in September of 1969, led by the present
head of the Libyan government, al-Qaddafi, originally from the nomadic tribes of
Libya, which are of the middle rather than lower classes of the country. There
was much debate about the role of external powers in the Libyan coup. According
to American and British sources, Libya’s internal situation before 1969 was ripe
for such a coup and political change, and the army was the only organised and
powerful enough organisation to overthrow King Idris of Libya. The decline of
King Idris’s popularity and the presence of foreign military bases because of the

Arab-Israeli conflict put the monarchical regime in danger.

The former American Ambassador to Libya, David Newsom, until shortly
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before the coup in 1969, stated that there had been widespread rumours about a
military coup. But, according to other reports, US officials knew ten years before
that the King was unpopular. In a Presidential Committee study, March 1959, it

suggested

“the possibilty of grooming a reliable military elite for a future governing role
merits thoughtful consideration. The creation of a national staff unifying the various

forces at the top level may prove desirable as step toward facilitating the transfer of

political power,”103

According to the US sources the United States had seen the Military as a
solution to the succession problem, national unity and the stability of Libya. Other
reports to the White House from the National Security Council on 17 June 1967
stated the possibility of Nasser influencing Libya and thus putting pressure on
Tunisia, which had a conservative pro-West government. Abd al-Hamid Bakoush,
former Libyan Prime Minister and then a Libyan Ambassador in France, confirmed
that Americans knew of the coup because he was told by the CIA station chief
during a visit to the American Embassy in Paris two months before the coup. Mr.
Bakoush later led an anti-Qaddafi group, with the support of the CIA and the

Egyptian government,!04

Despite American denials of knowledge of the Libyan coup, it has been stated
by Colonel Ted Lough, the head of the British military mission in Libya 1960-
1966, that a lot of Libyan officers were pro-Nasser, anti-Western and particularly
anti-American. Colonel Lough also stated that the British and American claims
of ignorance were incredible. The British had a record on Qaddafi dating back
to 1966 when he was under training in Britain. Wilbur Eveland, a former CIA
officer who was involved in the Libyan affairs emphasised American Knowledge
of the political situation inside Libya, and both the American oil companies and
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American officials in Washington were well informed about the Libyan political

upheaval 105

Despite all these arguments, the Libyan army was only 5,000 strong, the USA
and UK had military bases and an intelligence station in Libya. They had received
reports of growing disturbances and popular unrest, so in this case the external

factor played an important part in the Libyan military coup (see chapter five).

In Algeria, the FLN was the only organised group. Algerians had fought for
their independence, and the FLN has been in power since independence in 1962.
So the military operated through the legal powerful political organisation (FLN)

until 1988 when the Algerian government allowed a multi-party system.

Since Algeria won its independence from France, President Ben Bella of Alge-
ria was engaged in a power struggle with the army Chief of Staff, Colonel Boume-
dienne. Ben Bella’s support came largely from local political leaders and from
their guerrilla forces, while Boumedienne’s strength was drawn from the regular
army. When Ben Bella attempted to supplant the role of the army by creating a
people’s militia composed of guerrilla troops loyal to him, Boumedienne replaced
Ben Bella as the head of state in a military coup in June 1965. The Soviet Union
played no role in the coup, but they were affected by its consequences. While the
removal of Ben Bella did not result in Algeria adopting a pro-Western stance, the
strength of Algeria’s Soviet alignment was diminished and Moscow had lost one of

its earliest and closest friends in the Third World.

The US knew of the military coup before it occurred. On 24 November 1963,

a CIA memorandum predicted a coup in Algeria and named Houari Boumedienne

as its likely leader. The document outlined the kind of policy he was likely to
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pursue.% One American source told the author that he had been informed of the
coup when he was working as a consultant to American oil companies in Algeria in
1964. Whatever American knowledge of Algeria was, the Americans had evaluated
the situation and the political struggle, and Boumedienne was not seen as pro-
Soviet and thought to be easier to deal with than Ben Bella.1%7 But it does not
mean that the American had supported the coup. The American found themselves

in position of being unable to stop internal struggle in Algeria.

In Tunisia the army had been isolated from politics during Habib Bourgiba'’s
era, but had been brought in when there was political unrest. The rise of Islamic
Fundamentalism in Tunisia, the struggle between trade unions and the conflict
among the opposition groups had led to a reevaluation of the role of the army in
Tunisia. In 1986, a study was released by MaxAir Force Base in the USA which
focused on the role of the military in Tunisia after Bourguiba. In November 1987,
Ben Ali ousted Bourgiba in a palace coup. Many sources confirmed Ben Ali’s
connection with America; when he held the presidency of Tunisia the military
entered political life for the first time, and Ben Ali himself has worked all his
career as a military man, trained in the US and France. Vernon Walters, after a
trip to Tunisia in spring 1987, reported to the US government that Ben Ali and

the military were the only force capable of holding power in Tunisia.l08

In Morocco, the military, despite its isolation from politics, had been involved
in two military coups against King Hassan. The military played a complicated role
in Moroccan politics after the two attempted coups and the war in the Western
Sahara. The corruption inside the government, the frustration of the people with
the political parties, and the military relationship between the King and external

influences will be discussed in the following chapters.!09
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3.8 Conclusion

The superpowers have used different means to penetrate the Third World
countries and to extend their influence. At the same time, they try to limit or
eliminate each other’s influence. The Third World has become during the last
three decades part of the superpowers grand strategy. In this chapter we have seen

that;

i. The United States’ grand strategy in the Third World started directly after
World War II. The US adopted its global approach and left its isolationist
policy. It has sought to dominate the world as a global power economically,
politically and militarily. During the first phase in the 1950s, the US was
influenced by its strategy of containment in the Euro-Asia belt. On the other
hand, the Soviet Union’s policies evolved later and in reaction to the United
States, and the Soviets have attempted to undermine the US containment
policy, particularly in the Arc of Crisis, to reduce the Western presence in
the area surrounding the Soviet Union, and to weaken the Alliance system
which was formed by Western powers to control Soviet ideological and military
penetration of the Northern belt. The Soviets adopted a cautious approach
to the Third World and they have benefited from a stepping stone theory of
expansion of their presence in the Third World, firstly in South East Asia,

the Northern belt of the Middle East, and then in Africa and Latin America.

ii. The two superpowers have been influenced in their foreign policy towards the
Third World countries by the nature of their political systems. While Soviet
decision making is more centralised and concentrated in the hands of the
Politburo, practically eliminating the pressure of public opinion, the US has
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v.

a complicated decision making process which limits US action in the Third
World. Congress, public opinion, the media and the Think Tanks have much
influence on the foreign policy-making networks. Congressional restrictions
on US foreign policy has led to many scandals and covert action to avoid

public disapproval and congressional constraints.

. The two superpowers have used ideology to legitimise their intervention and

policy in the Third World. Although the Soviet Union has allied itself with
leftist regimes and the US has not, neither superpower has insisted that its
allies follow domestic policies similar to its own. The superpowers appear
not to care very much about internal ideology or democratic values inside
Third World countries. Superpowers are more pragmatic and realistic about
achieving their interests, despite oppression and dictatorship. The USSR has
ignored the communist parties in Third World countries when it has come to
its own interests, and it has built relations with governments to protect these
interests. The US has been more ideological in its aid to the Third World in

many cases.

The two superpowers approached the Third World with new ideological per-
spectives after WWII, condemning European colonialism, and trying to re-
place Europe in the Third World. They have used their ideological perspec-
tives as non- imperialist states, to attract the new independent states to their
side. The two superpowers have supported national liberation movements
with different concepts to liberation. The US concept of liberation is limited
to self-determination and to political parties. The Soviet Union has a broad
concept of liberation as being economic, social and political. The USSR has
supported violence as a legitimate means to liberation. Theoretically, the
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vi.

US has supported non-violence to achieve independence, but even so the US
has encouraged the use of violence when it has been in its own interests.
It has armed the Contras of Nicaragua, Unita in Angola, and Mujahedin in
Afghanistan with weapons. The US displays inconsistant standards in its

attitude to liberation movements.

The two superpowers have approached the Non-Aligned movement with dif-
ferent perceptions. In the first phase of the movement, the US condemned
the Non-Aligned movement and neutrality as immoral, then in the 1960s and
after, the US supported non-alignment and has built up a relationship with
Third World states which have potential and practical influence in the move-
ment, and it has also encouraged its client states to join the movement. The
US has penetrated the movement and has restrained its radicalism, and di-
rected it towards a more conservative, moderate line. In 1979, the Havana
Summit failed to side with the Soviet Union in spite of the Cuban proposal. In
the case of the Soviet Union, it has supported non-alignment from the begin-
ning because it has served USSR objectives, at least to limit Western influence,
presence and military bases in the Third World. The USSR has supported
non-alignment principles despite its disappointment with the movement’s be-
haviour in the 1980s. The USSR has encouraged non-alignment to be neutral

in East-West conflict if they do not wish to support the socialist camp.

The two superpowers have realised the value of the role of the military in
the Third World. Soviet support for military regimes and coups in the Third
World has been characterised as selective and it has been seen from a perspec-
tive of class struggle. In the case of the US, it has adopted the military coup
as its strategy as a means to protect US interests. The 1960s were called the
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Decade of the Generals because of the USA’s leading role in the military coups
in the Third World. From 1945 to mid 1985, there have been 183 successful
and 174 unsuccessful coups in the Third World. The US strategy in these
coups has been to overthrow regimes hostile to US interests, and to defend
regimes from coups if this is in US’s interest. The USA has trusted the mili-
tary regimes in the Third World as more powerful, stable and easy to deal with
than civilian governments, and moreover the military are more supportive to

modernisation and to American secular values than other governments.
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Chapter IV

Maghreb relations with the US and Soviet Union:
From World War One to Independence.

4.1 Introduction

Maghreb relations with US and Russia reach back to the eighteenth century,
when the US attempted to protect its shipping from piracy in the Mediterranean.
As Russian shipping was also affected by piracy, Tsar Alexander, threatened to
send Russian ships to North African coasts to protect American and European
ships. Russia had built up commercial relations with North Africa and assigned a
British merchant James Simpson as a Russian Consul in Tangier. Russia was also

concerned to protect its routes to the Atlantic.

Maghreb relations with Russia were affected by Turkish-Russian relations
because the North Africans states, with the exception of Morocco, were part of
the Ottoman Empire. North Africans fought alongside Turkish Muslims against
Russia, and many North African sea captains had answered the call of the Grand

Sultan during his war with Russian in the Black Sea.!

This chapter focuses on Maghreb relations with the US and the Soviet Union
between the two world wars; on the role of the US and the Soviet Union in the
movement for the independence of the North African states; and the superpowers

objectives and means during this period.
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4.2

4.2.1

Maghreb-US relations

Before North African states independence, Maghreb relations with the US
can be divided into two phases: first, prior to World War Two; second, during
World War Two. The second phase is a turning point in the US-Maghreb relation
because of American landing forces in North Africa. The North Africans saw the
United States as a great power and had much influence over France after the latter
defeat in the war. On the other hand, the United States started to perceive the

Maghreb from new American global strategic interests.

Maghreb-US relations prior to World War Two

The first US contact with the Maghreb was the establishment of diplomatic
relations and a permanent consulate in Morocco in June 1786 for the protection
of commercial interests and the safety of American citizens. In 1785, Morocco had
almost entirely given up sea raiding; but Algiers, Tunis, and Tripoli continued to
send out their armed cruisers in the Mediterranean. Most of the Christian nations
were quite willing to pay cash or its equivalent for the privilege of having their ships
trade in the Mediterranean unmolested. The US paid North African principalities
for the safety of its ships, and sometimes it engaged in hostilities to protect its
citizens and ships. It finally signed a treaty of friendship with Algiers in September
1795, with Tripoli (Libya) in November 1796, and with Tunisia in August 1797.2
While the Monroe Doctrine restrained the US from pursuing an active role in the
Maghreb, there was another important factor exercising a restraining influence
on US-Maghreb relations. It was the special diplomatic relations with France, in
contrast with other European powers.® Until the Second World War, and even
until now, the “French element” in the Maghreb has required special attention
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in the formulation of US foreign policy in the Maghreb.4

When the French began to settle in Algeria, they were confronted with strong
resistance by the Algerian leader Abd al-Kadir al-Jazauri. In order to gain political
support and secure weapons against French occupation, Abd al-Kadir offered the
US the Algerian coast if it would assist him against France. The US, unwilling
to antagonise France and unconcerned about European affairs in the Maghreb,

refused to assist Abd al-Kadir in his resistance against the French occupation.’®

Morocco took a positive attitude towards the US. As expressed by an Amer-

ican consul, the US was in Moroccan eyes

“about the only nation that attends to its own business and that acts upon just
and bilateral principles.® "

In deterring European intervention, Morocco continuously and forcefully
fought to win American support. During the 1849 crisis over French rights in
Morocco, the Moroccan sultan tried to submit the dispute to American arbitra-

tion, but France rejected arbitration and demanded direct negotiations.”

In 1871, Sultan Sidi Mohammed appealed to the new American consul in
Tangier for greater American support for Morocco. He went as far as requesting
that the US bring Morocco under its direct protection. The US government de-
clined to make such a commitment. In 1904, the Moroccan government turned
to the US and Germany to obtain loans, both of which rejected the Moroccan
request.® When French ambitions in Morocco were being realised, Sultan Abd al-
Aziz of Morocco wrote a letter in 1906 to President Theodore Roosevelt indicating

that

“we also confidently hope that your good offices and those of your great nation
will be vouchsafed to this Moroccan Empire in accordance with the traditional pure
love which has always existed between your most exalted nation and our ancestors
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4.2.2

and our Shereefian Empire and thus shall the existing state of affairs be improved

and the empire of Morocco shall realise its fondest hopes.”®

In the closing decades of the 19th century, American public opinion and Amer-
ican officialdom perceived Germany’s aim in Europe and elsewhere to be disruptive
to the political balance of power of the world system. The US supported France
(the second state to have recognised the US after Morocco) in its ambitions in
Morocco. However, the US supported the open door policy in Morocco. It is inter-
esting to note that America was the first to popularise this policy when Secretary
of State, John Hay tried to get the European nations to agree to the principle of

an open door policy for China in 1898.

After WWI the United States focussed on its commercial interests in North
Africa and its trade relations with the region. The United States adopted an of-
ficial neutral position on the Riffian war between Amir Abd al-Karim and Spain
despite Amir Abd al-Karim’s appeal to the American Charge d’ Affaire in London,
he sent two letters to the latter, the first one, was in January 1922, it recited a
long list of grievance which had implied to the Riffians, but the only aid to the
Riffians came from an American volunteer organization, the “American Friends of
the Riff” which established the America’s Commission for the Rif. The Commis-
sion’s objective was to secure justice and autonomy for unconquerable people. The

Commission also condemned Spain for its graft, inefficiency, and exploitation.!?

US-Maghreb Relations during World War Two

The international system changed during World War Two. Many factors
influenced this change. These factors also affected the Maghreb: the defeat of
France in 1940; the Atlantic Charter of August 1941; the landing of American
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forces in the Maghreb 1942; the Casablanca (Anfa) Conference of January 1943;

and the Tehran Conference later in 1943.

When France was defeated in 1940, the defeat shook President Franklin Roo-
sevelt’s confidence in France and influenced his attitude about Morocco’s future
relations with France. In August 1941 in his eighth point of the Atlantic Char-
ter, Roosevelt promised decolonisation and freedom of all colonies under Euro-
pean power. He emphasised decolonisation for all countries, European and non-

European, and stressed self-determination for all countries.!l

The landing of American forces in Casablanca, Oran and Algiers, in November
1942 added another card to the hand of Maghreb national movements which they
could use to try to win their independence from France. This was the beginning of
operation Torch, the American portion of the combined Anglo-American operation
to drive Rommel and the Axis Forces out of Northern Africa. By April 1943,
400,000 American troops were in the Maghreb, and by the end of that year the
operation had been brought to a successful conclusion. The American presence
had a substantial psychological and social effect on the nationalist movements.
Farhat Abbas, the Algerian nationalist, sent on 20 December 1942 (just six weeks
after the American landing) a “Message of the Muslim Algerian Representatives”
to the responsible authorities, the Anglo-American landing forces. This was the
first time Americans were mentioned in the nationalists’ petitions. By the end
of 1943, the Moroccan nationalists had collected signatures for an independence
manifesto which was presented on 11 January 1944 to the embassies in Cairo of
the governments of France, US, Britain and Soviet Union.!2 The North African
nationalists perceived the American presence as having the capability of bring
about fundamental change in the status of their countries because they became
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aware that France was no longer the power it had been.

Roosevelt tried to create a favourable atmosphere for the alliance forces in
the Maghreb by promising independence for the Maghreb states. During the
Casablanca Conference of January 1943, President Franklin Roosevelt and the
British Prime Minister, Winston Churchill met with the Sultan of Morocco, sepa-
rately from the French authorities. According to the Sultan’s conversation with the
President, he believed that the US would support Moroccan and Algerian demands
for independence. Both the Algerian and Tunisian nationalists also contacted Roo-
sevelt in Casablanca in order to win American support for their nationalist cause.!
It is interesting to note that the Maghreb soldiers in the French army had fought
together with the Allied forces against the German forces. Moreover, the Sultan
himself refused the German and Vichy government demands to attack the Moroc-
can Jews. Some leaders of Maghreb nationalist movements visited Germany, such
as Balafrej and Taqi Adden al-Helali from Morocco; al-Hamami from Algeria; Abd
al-Rahman Yaseen from Tunisia. However, there were no serious promises from
Germany except for a hint that, were the Axis Forces victorious, Italy would re-
place France in North Africa. Accordingly, the Maghreb nationalists ignored Hitler
and Germany’s request for co-operation. The Sultan of Morocco refused to receive
the German representative in Morocco, pledging support for the Allies, despite the

French collapse and defeat.!4

General Franco of Spain had sympathy with Hitler during World War Two,
and the Allies tried to put pressure on Spain from bases in the northern part of
Morocco. In 1947 France, for its own interests, tried to bring back Amir Abd
al-Karim al-Katabi (the Amir of the Rif, see chapter two) from exile in Reunion
Island. The French objective was to lean on the Sultan of Morocco because of his
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Alliance with the Moroccan National Movement against France, and threatened
him with being replaced by al-Katabi. The US had different objectives from those
of France. The Americans tried to use al-Katabi as a card against Spain in North-
ern Morocco that the historical leader of the Riff might encourage the Riffian to
revolt against Spain. It seems, however, that Britain was cleverer than either, for
when the news reached Cairo, the leaders of the Maghreb nationalist movements,
who were in exile in Egypt, arranged for al-Katabi to land in Egypt during his
passage from the Suez Canal. This was without the knowledge of France. It is
hard to believe that the plan, whiéh was approved by King Farouq of Egypt, was
without the knowledge and approval of Britain. The British tried to influence the
Maghreb nationalist movements by allowing them to use Cairo as a centre for their
activities against the French, and as a place for exile. Britain also attempted to
increase her popularity in North Africa in general, and in Morocco in particular,

because of British and Spanish conflict over Gibraltar.1®

It is perhaps surprising that despite the depths of the Maghreb’s co-operation
with the Allies and to the cause of Free France during the war, France ignored
North Africans efforts and their achievement in the war and refused to give in-
dependence to the Maghreb states. The blow to North African aspirations came
out of Brazzaville Conference, 30 January 1944, when General de Gaulle pledged
that France would lead the colonial people in Africa down the road to integra-
tion in the French community. General de Gaulle refused the United States and
Britain’s request to send Allal al-Fasi back to Morocco with his endorsement of
Moroccan independence. It was a sign to the North Africans that despite their
support for the Allies and their fighting against the Axis Forces, there was no hope
of independence for them.16.
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The most important change after the war was that the American attitude
in favour of decolonisation hardened. The US clashed with France and Britain
over Morocco and Libya respectively. This clash was part of the American global
strategy after World War Two as a leading world power to replace the European

allies in their colonies.!”

At the Tehran Conference in 1943, the US and the Soviet Union reached a
preliminary agreement on the need for decolonisation to continue after the war.
The US, with the world economy in mind, had encountered many obstacles to
its economic and commercial interests in the restraints and protection of colonial
areas. The American experience with French economic restrictions was well known,
and according to French scholars, the Americans challenged the French in North
Africa,

“The Franco-Moroccan conflict may be considered as having begun on 22 Jan-
uary 1943 with the meeting at Anfa between Sultan Mohammed ben Yousef and
President Franklin D. Roosevelt.”18

The US perceived Morocco as a strategic and economic asset after the war.
The US urged the Maghreb towards independence. King Hassan II of Morocco
(then Crown Prince) described President Franklin D. Roosevelt’s position regard-
ing Morocco:

“If he had not died, the US would not have failed to accelerate the process of
liberation of Morocco.”?

The most serious crisis between France and the US over Morocco came when
France issued a decree on 30 December 1948, restricting imports from outside the
French zone by imposing a special licensing control for such imports, at the same
time exempting France and other parts of the French union. The US protested
at the French restriction, and American businessmen appealed to Congress. They
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succeeded in attacking the Hickenlooper amendment to the French economic aid

bill in 1951.20

According to the Hickenlooper amendment, economic aid would be withheld
from France if it failed to comply with the existing treaties of Madrid (1880) and
Algeciras (1906). When the US government submitted the case to the International
Court of Justice, the Court’s decision was in favour of the US government. The
decision stated that the 1948 decree by the French authorities in Morocco was a
clear violation of the Algeciras Treaty. The US saw the Maghreb as part of its
global strategy after the Second World War.2!

The effects of World War Two on Libya were significant: 1. Italian colonial
rule had been brought to an end by the Allies, after the Italian and German defeat
in North Africa. 2. The war created a limited alliance between Amir Sayyid
Idris (then Amir of Cyrenaican and the head of Sanusi order who was in exile in
Egypt and later on the King of Libya until 1969) and the British. Idris succeeded
in dominating those of his countrymen who were alarmed about the dangers of
antagonising the Italians, and he resisted the approaches of those who argued that
the alliance should be made only on the basis of a promise of independence. 3.
Under British organisation and command, a Sanusi Force was recruited, eventually
numbering some 10,000 men, to take part in the Libyan Campaign, and to embrace
those Libyans who deserted from the Italian Army. 4. On the defeat of the Axis
armies, Libya was placed under British and French military administration, the

British responsible for Cyrenaica and Tripoltania, the French for Fezzan.??

When the peace treaty with Italy was signed in 1947, Italy renounced all
claims to its colonies, and the allies agreed that the problem of Libya should be
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taken to the General Assembly of United Nations if no settlement were agreed.
Libyans were opposed to the partitioning of their country. Moreover, British in-
terests appeared secure, reinforced by the continuing alliance with Idris which
produced an agreement for Cyrenaican independence shortly before the UN vote
of October 1949. In November, a U.N resolution was proposed calling for the es-
tablishment of Libya as a sovereign state no later than January 1952, with the
assistance of the U.N Commissioner. The resolution was upheld by a vote of 48:1
with 9 abstentions. Rivalry between the European partners had prevented an im-
perial division of Libya under the guise of trusteeship. On 24 December 1951, the
Kingdom of Libya was proclaimed and diplomatic relations established between

Libya and the United Kingdom and the United States of America.23

Regarding the Libyan question, the US had denounced in 1949 the proposal
for the partition of Libya between the British, French and Italians. The US saw this
partition of Libya as an imperialist method of control, and the US supported self-
determination for Libya and the unity of the country. The Americans had pushed
for the independence of Libya as a part of the grand design of American strategy
towards the Maghreb and the whole of the Middle East. American reaction in Libya
it was hoped would affect the French position in Tunisia, Algeria and Morocco.
W.R. Louis explained the American support of Libya in terms of the American
desire for independence for the Maghreb. He stated that

“the State Department continued to press the idea of Libyan independence in
the hope that the pressure on the French might force them to move in the same
direction in Tunisia, Morocco and even in Algeria.”?*

After Libya won its independence, the Americans and British built their mil-
itary bases in Libya for strategic reasons connected with the Mediterranean area.
In the assessment by the British Chief of Staff, they regarded Libya as the future
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pillar of British strategy, because it might affect the strategic balance of power
in North Africa and the Mediterranean.? A major advantage for Britain was the
siting of alternative bases to the Suez base in Egypt as a route to East Africa and

the Far East.

The US was successful in negotiating the continuation of the lease of its base
at Wheelus Field, for which a payment of $42 million over the period 1954-1971
was agreed, together with immediate aid in the form of wheat valued at $3 mil-
lion. During the Libyan monarchy the US maintained close relations with King
Idris until his overthrow on 1 September 1969. In the 1950s, Libya welcomed the
Eisenhower doctrine and received visits from Vice-President Richard Nixon and

Eisenhower’s special representative, James P. Richards.

The discovery of oil in Libya added a new dimension to the strategic value of
Libya, and American oil companies were encouraged in Libya. In November 1955,
the first concessions were granted to American oil companies.26 It is interesting
to note that France was unsuccessful in its attempts to secure military bases in
Libya. The US was strongly against French bases anywhere in Libya, because of the
French presence in Algeria. By the end of 1956, all French troops were withdrawn
from Fezzan.?” During the Algerian war of liberation against France 1954-1962,
Libya became a supply route for arms coming from Egypt through Libyan desert

to Algeria. Libya and Egypt were strong supporters of Algerian independence.

4.3 Maghreb Independence and International Trade Unions.

The US was unable to announce directly and unequivocally its support for
Maghreb states’ independence. This was for strategic and political reasons on the
eve of the cold war. US relations with France took precedence over the indepen-
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4.3.1

dence of the Maghreb. The French role in NATO was vital to the US strategic
interests in Europe. The Americans used two approaches to avoid French criticism
of American official support for Maghreb: first, the US government encouraged
American trade unions to push for Maghreb independence through international
trade unions. Second, it built direct contacts with the leaders of the Maghreb
labour unions. During the Tangier Conference of American Consular officials in
North Africa, in June 1949, the conference suggested to the State Department that
it appoint a regional labour attache for Morocco, Tunisia and Algeria. According

to the official report

“It was unanimously agreed that the labour attache and political officers should

co-operate intimately in view of the obvious close connections between labour prob-

lems, politics and more particularly communism.”?8

American relations with Maghreb labour unions would prevent communist
influence on one hand, and avoid the disruption of American relations with France.
The American behaviour was influenced by the cold war and possible communist

influence in North Africa and Franco-American relations in NATO.

Superpowers and International Trade Unions

International trade unions played a major role in superpower relations with
Third World countries, particularly with the Maghreb states. They supported the
struggle of the Third World trade unions for independence, decolonisation and
national aspirations. Neither superpower wanted to disrupt their relations with
Western Europe. In the 1950s and early 1960s, the two superpowers used the
international trade union movement to support the Third World indirectly. The
Soviet Union used the World Federation of Trade Unions (WFTU) to penetrate
the trade unions of Western Europe and Third World countries, whilst the US
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