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ROLE OF THE UNITED STATES IN THE MIDDLE EAST 

DR. HALFORD L. HOSKINS: It shouldn't be at all necessary 

and perhaps it isn't, but in view of the fact that during the 

last half dozen years there have been several instances of 

mistaken identity quite possibly I should introduce myself 

before I introduce the speaker of the evening. 

In view of the fact that there are two men by the name of 

Hoskins who have had the good or ill fortune to have first 

names very similar, there has been some misconception as to 

which Hoskins is functioning at any given time. 

We, both of us, here in Washington during the late war 

had our mail mixed on some occasions. Perhaps I can, by 

referring to an incident that is said to have happened in the 

State of Tennessee not so long ago where one of the local 

countrymen was up before a town Judge for a little misapplica

tion of skill, and the Judge looked at him and said, " Let's 

see your name is Joshua, You are probably the Joshua that 

made the sun stand still." " No, sir. I am the Joshua that 

made the moonshine.• I would Just like to point out that I 

am not the Colonel. 

The subject which we continue to be concerned with this 

evening was one really introduced this afternoon. It has to 

do more specifically in some ways with the role of the United 

States in what we of the Middle East Institute are bound to 

call the Middle East but which our speaker says he still 



prefers to call the Near E$st. 

At any rate I think we know pretty well what area we are 

concerned with and we are certainly concerned with what the 

United States has to do there. 

Obviously, as far as the production of oil in the Middle 

East has references to our economy and perhaps our national 

security, we have essential interests there. To what ex

tent that is, perhaps we will know still better as the eve

ning proceeds. 

Obviously, from this afternoon's discussion some of those 

subjects, economically at least: I think we have essential 

interests in the Middle East anyway. Even if it weren't for 

oil we ought to be and probably will find ourselves having to 

be quite concerned with circumstances and conditions in the 

countries that make up that area. 

At this time there is only one organised nation in the 

world with which in any extensive way I suppose, we find 

ourselves in competition. And, while I wouldn't want to be 

even suspected of harboring Jingoistic thoughts, in all events 

we have to be a bit watchful with regard to what is done by 

this particular organised entity. 

For a good long time passed that nation has been kept by 

Great Britain more or less confined. That continuing influ

ence and power, as everyone knows, is pretty rapidly dis-
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appearing, pretty rapidly being relinquished. It probably 

becomes our Job whether we like it or not in some measure 

to replace that. 

w «•> n 
I would suggest then, that we are concerning ourselves, 

in dealing with the subject of the evening, with what to 

all intents and purposes is a new United States frontier. 

I would be delighted on some other occasion to be able 

to develop that theme a bit. I would not care to do so 

Just now because perhaps it will be further developed in a 

few moments anyway; but it was with this thought in mind 

that we proceeded to do certain areas within the purview 

of the Middle East Institute when we came to set that up 

some months ago with the thought it might be again at the-gates 

of Hercules and extend to the mouth of the Ganges. 

Our speaker this evening is very thoroughly acquainted 

with a considerable part of the East, of the area which I 

have Just very generally defined. He has been in a good 

many of the countries of the Middle East on numerous oc

casions. He has participated in not less that five expe

ditions of an archaeological nature, I believe, in some of 
• 

those countries. He is acquainted with a good many of the 

languages which are spoken in the Middle East at the present 

and some of them used and spoken there in the past. 

What makes him particularly logical as our speaker this 
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evening above and beyond the fact that he knows the Middle 

East as he knows the United States, is the fact that he has 

recently written a book called the United States and The 

Near East, a copy of which I fortunately possess although 

I received it only this morning and have not had a chance 

to carefully examine the table of contents. The one who 

writes the book, of course, is always in a position to have 

to defend himself and I suspect that is what Professor 

Speiser feels that he may need to do this evening. 

I might add to what I Just said the fact that during 

the war, Dr. Speiser was for two years, Chief of the Divi

sion of Research and Analysis, that branch of the Office 

of Strategic Services, here in the Government, Just for the 

Near East, and he is Professor of Semitics at the University 

of Pennsylvania and Director of The American School of 

Oriental Research in Bagdad. 

He has written many other things aside from this volume 

but this is the one we are principally concerned with at 

the moment. 

I very happy to present to you Dr, Ephralm Speiser. 

DR. SPEISER: Thank you, Dr. Hoskins. 

Ladles and gentlemen, as has Just been intimated, the 

reason for my appearance before this very distinguished 

audience is that for my Washington sins I had to write 
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this book. It was a kind of ransom to be allowed to get 

back to more normal activities. 

I knew perfectly well when this task was suggested that 

it wasn't one that I welcomed. I did not welcome it and 

for a very long time I had considerable hesitancy and con

siderable trouble in getting down to putting over some order 

thoughts on an area which can't quite make up its mind wheth 

er it is the Middle East or the Near East. 

When I was questioned by some good friends about the 

reasons for my heatancy I finally said, if the book ever 

gets done it may well happen that the Government would re

fuse to allow me to go back to that areapefuse me a pass

port. If that hurdle were overcome, the British might not 

give me a visa, if they should the chances were overwhelm

ingly against my being able to land in any Arabian land, 

and if I were lucky to get by all these obstacles and get 

into Palestine the Zionists might have something to say 

about that. 

Well, I am here and I would like to get back to Phila— 
iij 1 "• 

delphia which means I ought to temper my remarks. Serious

ly, there isn't much danger in that. In a short time one 

can only touch on so extensive a subject and on the most 

broadest outline. 

There will, however, be points of view that have 
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to be presented, facts for the most part known to every

body that have to be ordered, there may be a difference in 

emphasis and your comeback is that you can all call me for 

any understatement or misstatement, or information, or for 

any question of Justification that you may find necessary. 

I sincerely hope that you will do so. 

In discussing the question of the role of the United 

States in the Near East, it may be well to present it in 

three parts. 

Our role depends on our interests, our interests have 

to be cultivated by means of a policy and finally our policy 

has to be implemented through personnel. 

I would like to take what time I have to develop brief

ly each of these three points. 

As for our interests in the area - until the end of the 

First World War they could be described as thoroughly neglig

ible. 

In the early 1820*6 there began a concerted missionary 

activity. In 1838 we had the beginning of some archaeologic

al interests. Both of these, the missionary and archaeologic 

led to very welcome eduactional developments, notably to 

the foundation of the Syrian Protestant College which de

veloped into the celebrated American University in Beirut. 
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There was also added later on a humanitarian interest, 

and all along there was a small amount of commercial inter

ests; but all of these items added together still amounted 

to very little. 

Our interests in the area began to pick up at the end 

of the First World War. As was indicated this evening, we 

first, as Mr. Murray pointed out, we first had occasion to 

make a determined protest against the decisions of France 

and Britain, or against attempts of France and Britain, to 

keep our oil interests out of Iraq contrary to the agree

ment that as an ally we were entitled to equal treatment 

in a mandated territory, economic treatment in a mandated 

area that yielded us slightly less than one quarter, 23.75# 

interest in a Turkish controlling company and subsequently 

the Iraq Petroleum Company, ITC. 

In the next decade, the thirties, our interest was pri

marily in oil and concessions were obtained in succession. 

First, in Saudi Arabia, Bahrein and finally Kuwait^ and 

yet none of these interests could be described as having a 

truly national character or national force. 

Then, after this country entered the Second World War 

our interests in the Near East suddenly sprang into promin

ence of an unprecedented kind. 

You have all had examples of that. President Roosevelt 

declared early that Saudi Arabia was vital to our National 
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interests. 

In 1944, there were protracted negotiations for an oil 

agreement,discussed at some length this afternoon. And, 

finally in 1945, in February 1945, President Roosevelt went 

out of his way to meet with Arab rulers in Egyptian waters. 

How important that step must have seemed to him is made 

clear by the fact that happened barely two months before his 

death and it must have been a strain too. Then there was 

Yalta. 

In short there was a full blown United States National 

interest for the first time in that area. But, what was it? 

What is it? 

In order to answer we must analyze it very briefly. It 

may be necessary to ask ourselves first what in general are 

the foreign interests in the area, regardless of origin; and 

to do that I may have to go back for a minute or so into 

the past. 

Mr. Thornburg, this afternoon, went back five thousand 

years ago to foreign documents. I am sorry he isn't here I 

would question him about the date. 

I will go back briefly though not nearly as far in order 

to point out the bearing of background on present day inter

ests. 
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As far back as recorded history, there was always in

terest of an international character in that area. We 

don't hpve to look at it from within but merely to cite the 

names of some of the conquerors and world conquerors who 

ultimately found their way into the area and some of them 

whom died there is enough. 

Alexander the Great did it. Pompeii did it. And, 

later on in the Middle Ages we have a conqueror from the 

opposite side gravitating toward the very same area. 

It isn't difficult to understand. We all know it, all 

heard about a tricontinental bridge, center of world in

terests both geographical and cultural given added weight 

with the spread of Islam. But that interest continued 

even after the Near East lost its position as the geographic 

and cultural center. 

Witness Napoleon. 

Now, when the question was asked as it was asked today -

isn't oil the most important item of foreign interests in 

the area. I think it is answered automatically by this 

very demonstration. 

All of these conquests, all of these excursions, inva

sions and attempted invasions were undertaken before there 

was a question of oil. There must have been another magnate; 

before there was the Suez Canal. 

Britain and Russia began their rivalry which is still very 
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strong, in fact stronger than ever over the Near East, at 

about the same time as Napoleon, before there was any Suez 

Canal or oil. 

I think, it is worthwhile to bring this out to restore a 

certain balance. I think that was restored this afternoon 

when Murray and Thornburg spoke of the political complica

tions which surrounded any oil venture in the area. 

If it isn't oil alone, what is it? We don't have to 

before this audience go into the strategic importance of 

the area except perhaps to stress the fact the control of 

the Near East means control of an ihtercontinental position; 

that as long as we have purely European powers fighting for 

European objectives largely on European soil the Near East 

may not have had a central position but if it is a question 

to pour out from one continent into another or to prevent 

another power from so doing*then, the control of the Near 

East today is more essential than ever. 

It is so first, because of that strategic position and 

in no small measure because of the added attractions or 

drawbacks from one standpoint but certain attractions in a 

political sense of communications and oil. 

The old center of gravity becomes today a much more im-

portant global center of gravity. And, perhaps It may again 

be worth pointing out a fact that le not ae well known anyway 

that world power today Is balanced among states which have 
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interests in more than one continent. That is certainly 

true of Britain, it is true of Russia and it is certainly 

true of the United States. 

Now, when it comes to a global center, you find it in 

the Near East because of that combination of interests -

location, communications and oil. 

Now, which of these factors means most to the three ma

jor powers primarily concerned. I think that will not be 

seriously challenged as far as Great Britain is concerned, 

the factor of strategic position comes first. As far as 

Russia is involved,the question was asked this afternoon 

by Mr. Wright and answered by Mr. Thornburg that the ques

tion of oil is surely secondary, that the primary concern 

of Rueeia insofar as ons can judge Russia's polioy, is either 

to have that control herself or to prevent another power 

from gaining it. And, surely if you take into account the 

fact that she was ahing for a place in Suahin on the Red Sea 

far from Iran. They certainly point to the assertion oil may 

play a positive or n.g.tiv. factor,in either case it cannct be 

the primay factor. 

HOW about our interest there! The strategic factor cannot 

be preeminent. It cannot be location or position there cannot 

mean as much to the United States as it does to Russia and 

obviously means to Britain. 



m MiiiBiiK m wsfrnn* mm 

Tne stock was obviously oil as was shown by our gradual 

development in the thirties, and as we heard this afternoon. 

We also heard this afternoon that oil may involve us, does in

volve us in many other complications - political, economic, 

etc. 

In order to be an oil power one must be also a power in a 

political sense in that area as well. And then, there is the 

added factor of air communications. 

It was Mr. James Lpndis, I believe, who pointed out not so 

long ago that no year round air communications can be main

tained profitably and securely without the help bases in the 

Near East. 

Yet, there would seem to be one f actor whioh transcends 

by far the other three mentioned so far - position, communica

tions, and oil and that is the question of world peace and se

curity because of the very factors that have been mentioned 

here. 

There are the three big powers, the Big Three who all have 

interests, varied in degree but all vital in that self same 

area. I don't believe that there is anyother part of the globe 

where the same can be said of the same Three Powers. 

There may be some question, or perhaps there isn't any, 

that as far as relations between Russia and Britain are con

cerned at least short range relations her common boundaries in 

Europe mean more than those in the Near East. 



Ae far as we are concerned the problem in the Pacific which, 

confronts Russia and ourselves may be of more vit al immediate 

interest than our interests in the Persian Gulf Area etc. 

But there is surely no other place where the interests of 

all three major powers at one and the same time converge and 

clash as they do in the Near East and that being so Peace can 

be cemented or the seeds of another world war sown in that area 

of the greatest number of common conflicts. 

So, if we are to have any say as to whether it shall be 

peace or war we cannot be denied a chance around the table in 

discussion around an area that desoion is likely to be made. 

It is equivelant to a seat on the world's geostrategic ex

change and that would seem to be the most important far reach

ing world concern that we must have and maintain in that area. 

What then of the policy that is required to cultivate and 

tend that truly staggering Interest! Since policy cannot or 

isn't likely to precede interest but usually lags behind then 

one cannot have expected a definite over all policy toward, 

the Near East in this country and such complaints on the score 

are often heard and may not be justified. 

is whether we are doing anything today 
The only question 

tn -nvolve the sort of policy that 
of a constructive nature to envolve 

r*ir There are here certainly many 
will do the necessary work. There 

- r more far better entitled to talk about 
gentlemen who are fa > 



policy than I am but if I may be allow ed to make a few sug

gestions an some prerequisites which seem to me vital in this 

connection, I would say there are three such points. 

One is that our policy should be reginal instead of frag-

mentive, another that it should be realistic and a third that 

it should be independent. 

Now let us look very briefly at each of these three points. 

Because of the fact that the Near East has been plagued both 

by geography and history and has had the longest reported his

tory known to man it has also become the salve of tradition. 

I do not say this in any ambiguous sense. It has become 

more integrated than other regions of comparable diversity of 

languages and peoples. Moreover Islam put the finishing touch

es on that integration. 

In short you cannot tell succe«fully with any one local 

Near Eastern Country unless you consider all the others. You 

cannot deal with Saudi Arabia or Levant or Palestine or Egypt 

without taking careful notice of what the eventual policy will 

do to the rest nor can you attempt an economic policy without 

a concurrent political policy, policy with regard to the Politi

cal questions. 

That may seem obvious and perhaps Isn't worth dwelling on 

but the fact is we have not as a rule for very good reasons 

had such a global policy. We have been used to dealing with 

these countries phcemeal „nd in this respect tradition In our 



case persists. 

A little more complicated, difficult and unquestionably 

controversial is the second prerequisite that our policy 

should be realistic. To say that by itself is to say no more 

tnan what Coolidge said about sin - he was against it. We are 

for a realistic pdicy but when we come to resider what is a 

realistic policy I am sure there will be many counsels and 

many differences of opinion. 

I suppose we will all agree that the realistic policy of 

the United States and the Near East must look to a prosperous 

democratic policy in the Near East. We have said so in many 

instances and there is no question we firmly believe it. 

There is however the danger that these terms may be some

what in the nature of aSaered Cow, once we have said it we as

sume that it is so. 

Now, are the various countries in the Near East today demo

cratic, independent, prosperous? I suppose because we want that 

answer, because we are interested in that answer emotionally 

and should be interested in that answer also from the stand

point of national welfare, I think they are interconnected we 

would say they are democratic, they are independent and pros

perity is Just around the corner. 

But in any analysis would that be an honest answer? To be 

sure, after four centuries our Turkish tyranny or Turkish ne

glect - at least it was a tremendous task our countries the new 
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Arab States had to face and it would be expecting to much of 

any of them to have reached at least in institutions to prac

tice, the degree of them that has been maintained elsewhere. 

But is that progress being made? No,we cannot refer to the 

Saudi Arabian as democracies, they are not. 

If we want to give them names,we might call them benevo

lent tyrannies,historically and without any malice. But are 

there more advanced Arab countries, more western countries , 

those longer under western influence,trully democratic? 

From all amounts that is far from the truth. We know of 

the degree of flinophobia that has developed, we know of the 

fact that developeraents are not as encouraging as we would like 

them to be. 

There are very good reasons for it but the main thing is 

that ufcless those countries are truly democratic and independent 

and prosperous a very important element of balance in that area 

will be missing. 

It is in our interests that they should be as strong as it 

is in them to be and it is therefore in our interests that we 

should instead of taking the wish for the deed, do what we can 

to bring about true democracy insofar as the need for that ex

ists in that area and to independence. 

I think we have been for perhaps very laudable reasons re-

sponsible for a setback In that progress and It would be also 

true to stv that rival foreign Interests have not helped those 
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countries to reach that goal. The same may be said of the 

question of whether they are truly independent. We know per

fectly well and we can understand why the social structure is 

antiquated, the economy is outmoded, the leadership is largely 

lacking and if it is in the national interests and perhaps in 

the world's interests too since peace is maybe upset in that 

area of age old conflicts to have them progress to the utmost 

of their capacities,then the policy of not looking at it real

istically may not be the wisest policy that we can sponsor. 

The question of the prosperity of the Near East is so in

timately bound up with first, economic pressures about which 

we heard, and to what the general developement, that it does-

not have to be touched on here any further. 

What of our third prerequisite, for an international United 

States policy in that area. Once again, just as we can under

stand the lack of a national policy up to very recently, we 

must take it for granted that our policy, our evolving policy 

in the area must for a long time be in partial dependence on 

those countries that have been there longer, have cultivated 

that field more energetically than we have. 

Once again then it le a question of whether we are doing 

anything to reverse that trend rather than getting back what 

we have reaped. That our policy in many instances today cannot 

be and is not independent, I think, goes without saying. 
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There have been very many gratifying instances of indi-

vidual action in this or that area. Iran is one for instance. 

Leo&non is another but for instance — for the most psirt we are 

tied up with British policy. 

They have been there for a very long time. They have 

excellent personnel. They know this war and what is more 

they, like other European Colonial Powers have had reason to 

cultivate the personnel, develop the personnel which is nec

essary to implement such a policy* 

However, do we really fully realize the degree of depen

dence on Britihs policy we must put up with for the time be

ing and will have to except for some time to come? This of 

course brings up the extremely touching but very difficult quee 

tion the chairman brought up in his introductory remarks. 

Today a question of a balance between the three major pow-
M 

ers with the local states as a possible added element of bal

ance if sanity prevails. The alternative is the continuation 

of British Rivalry to.an explosive point. 

Today that rivalry dominates the developments in the re

gion as it never dominated in the past. If, for a very good 

reason we leave it to the British it isn't quite so simple 

but the point cannot be developed sufficiently here to decide 

for us in ever so many instances what the descion should be. 

What we will have is Just two way rivalry with a prac
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tical certainty of eventual conflict. That certainty is tak

en for granted all to often today. 

Now, when speaking of our dependence on British policy 

and ie has been shown in many instances to mention one con

troversial one, Palestine, There have been others. When 

you apeak of that you have to be extremely careful to make it 

perfectly clear that a desire for an independent policy, in

dependent of Britian, does not mean in any way approval of 

Russian Policy. 

It is simply a question of doing something after our own 

full descion and that is the only thing to do. It is perfectly 

all right to follow Britain if the descion is taken with full 

account of all the circumstances but to have such a descion 

imposed reduces us to two way rivalry again. 

To mention Palestine too, means a point some of you would 

like to have developed later but to mention that as an instance 

the report of Anglo-Amerioan Commission of Inquiry was shelved. 

These are mild words. And another report that Morrison Report 

substituted without entering into permits or drwabacks of the 

report. 

What it amounted to, we had to underwrite British Policy 
v 

and pay the bill for it. If we decided to do so for other 

larger considerations, well and good. But to have that done 

because someone had been there ahead of us and knows more about 
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it is an extremely dangerous thing in this extremely critical 

situation to repeat whether or not we have occasion in any 

number of instances to side with Britain after careful weigh

ing of all the factors it would still be a three way rivalry 

with a ohance for the small powers. 

If it remains a two way rivalry the small powers would 

enjoy the dividends from living on borrowed time. Dividends 

from such a cut throat rivalry - actuall there would be legal 

hope for them and where there is little hope for the small pow

ers it is a question of whether ultimate conflict can long oe 

postponed. 

One final point and that la the question of personnel to 

take care of these very grave Issues. As we say this after

noon, our interests In the Near East Increased many times In 

the short space of the last fee years over what It was In the 

thirties and certainly what It had been up to the end of the 

'irst world war. 

Has the personnel required to conduct the Near East affaire 

.ncreaeed proportunately? Certainly not. What can be done to 

I* what kind of personnel do we need both in ichieve that goal? what xina ux y 

quantities and quality? 

W, found out during the war ho. badly handicapped .. were 

u,d yet since that time very little Improvement by and large 

h, registered. The Instance of this institute, the very fatt 

conference la a start, is an indication of a good start 

5 an 

>f this 
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but it is only a start. 

We must realize that one doesn't acquire a general famil

iarity with Near Eastern things. In ones early studies the 

way one does it in connection with France or Britain, Qermany 

or other better known European Countries. It is a matter of 

lifetime study. You cannot with the best will in the world 

import someone who had been working on a totally different 

area in Asia and expect him to cover anyone of the countries 

of the Near East. 

This is not the kind of work where interchangeable skills 

are possible nor can we as sometimes had to be done during the 

war and la oelng done today I wouldn't know, place a pereon In 

a p-4 job, a desk work where the ultimate authority on a given 

area must reside and asks of him little more than what la ap

propriately assigned to a CAF-1 or 2 namely cutting up of en

cyclopedia articles and putting them together the way a CAF-2 

could do much better. It Is a Job for the P-8 In a very real 

sense of the word. 

Unless we set our sights very high and Increase the quan

tity enormously w. shall be handicapped. It 1. a question one 

doesn't have to b. Jingoistic to think of it in term, of rival-

The British have an excellent group of experts In this 

field. If w. are to have argument for argument In the most 
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honorable eenee we have to have aleo equable knowledge, a bal

ance of power and that la what we are after as an alternative 

to standing by for suicide, a balance of power has to be ba l

anced on valance of knowledge and ultimately it is cooperate 

quest for truth. 

It is the kind of work we need not be ashamed of, but are 

we doing it? I don't think, Mr. Chairman, with all respect 

to tne word done in your institute and we understand it as a 

start and we hope it can be developed al ong lines of greater 

competence, of being able to add, I don't think the work that 

has been done so far in Washington or in Princeton or in Penn

sylvania or in anyother place in this country is anything to 

inspire our confidence in the future in this respect. 

The Wear East is always mentioned in connection with civiL-

ization. It has had a great deal to do with the civilization 

we have had it contributed the first two thousand years of 

civilization known to the world. We are heirs ol it in more 

ways than we realize. When we lood at the w atch, write a let

ter, sing hymns, give nafee to our children use any number of 

symbols, we are usin£ Near Eastern material. 

It is doubtful today whether the Near East is in a position 

to add to the civilization that it headed - helped initially 

but it may be in a position to help preserve it by offering the 

testing ground, by combination, by presenting on its soil the 
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problems and conflicts which in a would made indivisable but 

in a nation not yet united are problems and conflicts of the 

world as a whole. It may also afford a way to find a solu

tion for a design for the New World. We certainly hope that it 

will# If it does then an entirely new meaning may be ad ded to 

the very old concept n Light comes from the Orient". 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Dr. Speiser has certainly given us a very 

meaty talk. As he said in his early remarks he would welcome 

questions or perhaps counterpropositions from members of this 

group. I suspect there may be quite a number before we pro

ceed to still another part of the program later this evening. 

Q I wonder whether Dr. Speiser would be kind enough to 

tell us to what extent the policy or rather a cognizance of 

solidarity is developing among the peoples of the Near East? 

DR. SPEISER: It is a question almost as braod as the one 

which Mr. Wrigbt asked this afternoon of Mr. Thornburg, but 

by and large it would seem to me the questi on in the Near East 

today is whether the forces which make for division are strong-

er than the forces which make for a union. Both are operative 

and one could analyze them at some length. 

As long as there is a common problem or common enemy from 

without whether it ie In the for. of what 1. regarded as for

eign imperialism from any source or oynoism solidarity appears 

to be greater than the division. 

There are, of course cultural and historical reasons for It. 



the one question that one has to ask is whether that solida

rity will outlive the forces without. And it is a question 

on which I, for one, cannot offer a confident answer, they 

seem to be progressing that way if the policy of fragmentation 

splitting them up into small states prevails then solidarity 

will be fortified. 

If the east and west manage to live in some fashion in 

peace in the Near East then the Near East may develop in the 

way that is necessary for the kind of democracy and indepen

dence which we hope for but cannot in all candor declare as 

present today, 

ft Perhaps one might ask Dr. Spelser to elaborate a little 

on hie reference to the tendencies which he noticed towards 

democracy In the Near Eastern Area in the early part of this 

century. If you could explain what those tendencies were and 

what stpes the United States could take as one country as 

encouraging or regenerating those tendencies. 

DR. SFEISER: All the questions seem to he running In the 

same vain. 
i. * •v,. tendency for democracy goes back 

I wouldn't say that the tendency 

t believe and I think it can be 
to the ninteenth century, 

a .a t the Near East knew a beginning of democracy 
demonstrated that the 

long before its expression. 
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It i8 an old concept which was lost by the wayside in 

part in the course of time. What we have to ask ourselves 

first is whether our concept of democracy is the one that is 

beet suited to the Near East or whether the struggle between 

tradition and Westernization could not be resolved by a sort 

of democracy which is mae natural to local genius. 

For the present however, it would seem that until such -

eaoh individual government is much stronger than it is today, 

until the social structure has been equalized, and until lead

ership has arisen shadow will still masquerade for substance. 

Q I would like to change the subject of the question 

a little bit by asking you whether you don't think that a leg

itimate criticism of our point of view as presented this eve

ning would lie along this line. 

You have in the picture of the power pattern which you have 

given of the Near Eaet left with us, at least left with me the 

impression of Oreat Britain operating In that area as a full 

fledged great power now. It may be that you didn't have the 

intention of doing so and that I have misunderstood you. 

But my own impression Is that so far as far as rivalry between 

t th# area is concerned, that is prac-
Great Britain and Russia in the area 

. m. + K anoiifl^ Great Britain does not 
tlcally speaking non existent beoause area 

, .o)rl fl rivalry with the Soviet Union 
command the means to mam 

„ Rritain is very fully aided, I shan't 
in that area unless Great 

say supported. 
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Put it differently. Unless Great Britain and us to

gether, or the United States with the aid of Great Britain 

carr.y on the competition which you have sketched with the 

Soviet Union. Is that a fair observation to make or would 

you like to disagree with me? 

DR. SPEISER; It would be a very fair observation if the 

intent of my remarks had been what you took it to be and 

what, unquestionably my remarks lent themselves to being. 

There hasn't been enough time to develop each of these 

points and I am delighted you give me the opportunity to 

develop this particular one a little further. 

I will have to disagree with you in turn on the question, 

if I understand you, on the question of importance to Bri

tain of the Near East and her desire to maintain her po

sition there. 

I think all we need do is look at some of the British 

action to be reassured on this point before we go a litol* 

further. For one, Mr. Bevin's speech of, I don't know the 

exact date, the one in which he referred to the throat of 

the British Empire. It was a very impressive speech and it 

undoubtedly referred to the one vulnerable point where th 

breath of the British Empire could be choked off most r ead

ily. 

The other point in British action on Trans-Jordan. 

There is no reason why Trans Jordan should ever have been 
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kept away from other Arab states, but it was. At this late 

date to tell the — to elevate Trans Jordan into a kingdom 

rather than allow it to take the more natural course of 

union with some other part of the Near East is plainly an 

attempt to hang on to such influence as Britain has had 

there by means of a treaty instead of allowing the area as 

a mandated territory to come under the supervision of the 

United Nations and thus let Russia have a look in. 

It is clearly directed, not perhaps against Russia spe

cifically but towards accepting such position Britain has. 

Now, the other point and that is one that m ust be m ade. 

That is pointing these things out does not mean that a tre

mendous amount of sympathy on our part cannot be f I t 

Britain's plight and it is our ability of Britain's main

taining herself as a world power. 

I think world security lies In th. position of several 

balanced powers instead of two way rivalry. As for Russia's 

action, th, difference is in one case in th. case of Britain 

we have paternalist, in the case of Russia an especially 

Aserbajan we have a cynical disregard of coomitm 

the one is replied to the other and the spiral gets worse 

and worse. 
anH f0r reasons of enlightened 

Now, our presence there an 
lead us in the major-

self interests while inevitably * 

t.„ side with Britain, it would yet Sive 
ity of instances to eid. 
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that added check; of a society rather than a pair plus the 

assurance which removal after that backyard rivalry might 

give for the small nations. 

Now, I don't know whether I have answered your point 

directly or whether there are only tangential contacts be

tween your question and my answer, 

q. Just as I misunderstood Dr. Speiser, he misunder

stood me. I haven't the slightest douDt of the British 

intention to hold on to the position which Britain has nad 

in the Near East as far as it is physically possible. What 

I was really driving at more particularly was that it 

seems to me that we in this country are thinking under the 

influence of momentum from the past. 

We still think of Oreat Britain as of being a much 

greater force in terms of its ability to dellwjf if * K1 

than is the fact. I think that we underestimate the extent 

to which oreat Britain has been weakened that tend, to 

the line of maintaining our traditional 
lead us along the line 

mfl nf our competition with Qreat 
rivalry of thinking in terms 

au «rrVit t saw that tendency 
Britain and I perhaps wrongfully o 

,, far as the Near East is con-
in your remarks. Whereas, — I 

. ,lv jn agreement with joar 
cerned I had been wholehear 

. f enlightenment in as ar 
point of view, our own self 

. t he part of the world with which 
this be maintained in tne p 

can do business. 
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I think the fututre of the world lie s along lines such 

ae that but as for the capacity of Britain to do a great 

deal in maintaining it within the sphere of activity in which 

we can operate, I am very doubtful. The power of Britain 

is greatly, very greatly weakened and that the loss of the 

resources and communication of the Near East would be com

pletely and utterly disasterous to Great Britain to a de

gree which we in this country tend not to realize and there

fore we tend again to accept somewhat our quarrels, small 

frictions with the British as- at the expense of larger ai.nn 

which is necessary to both powers. I beg your pardon for 

making so long a speech. 

Q.I have thought about many of these thing, as w. all have. 

I have been pretty well convinced that one world is the only 

way out. Ve are going to have a very destructive struggle 

if we don't aim pretty seriously at a united world and the 

balance of power is not in that direction a. Britain has prac

ticed it for something 11*. four hundred years. » used to 

is now transferred to the 
be the continent of Europe, 

whole world. 

Britain has opposed any nation that tends to becom 

very strong. Britain's position has been to take the s . 

mnwer and about ten 
of the weaker and make a balance 

which the Sid. Britain was on 
tiges it has lead to war 

-v.r side triumphed. 
woo t vaalrAr t.h® 



31 

Now, if we go ahead and build ourselves up very strongly, 

spend ten or twelve billion a year and collect more atomic 

bombs and prepare for more poisonous warfare, and if in the 

Near East we get control of the oil, we defend the trade 

routes, we take over from Britain's weakening hand with ap

parent full cooperation of England for the time and then if 

we train these people you want, train them, the school goes 

on, we get some extremely skillful diplomats — we sre going 

to be much stronger than Russia and in that case where will 

England side in the war that comes? 

DR. SPEISERt Perhaps I will explain very briefly whet 

I meant by balance of power. A balance of power in the 

Near East would be a balance of those powers that happen to 

be there, the five foreign powers most directly concerned 

plus the local states. 

The presence of such a balance with us, not as a media

tor between two rivals, but as a third party eaially 

cerned, I think would convey an assurance over a 1 g 

the same will and ability to agree on a common denominator 

would exist. 
_ eh. - it might lead to ultimately what 

In other words, the -

you have in mind. 

a. ! am wondering If the pattern of economic develop

ment of oil doesn't almost preclude the development of democ

racy. Here you have the largest factor In the Income o 
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countries and the preponderant factor in creation of for

eign exchange which goes into the hands of the states. The 

forces in this country, the independent oil man here can up

hold the right of individuals as opposed to the states. 

DR. SPEISER: I don't know but what that calls for a pre-

diction of what might happen. But the very developments 

that you have indicated could first lead to greater education 

to the presence of a larger number of public spirited citi

zens in every sense of the term and with that a more equit

able distribution of power could be expected more readily 

than it con be expected today. 

The need for a large public interest in these matters, 

instead of what actually amounts to an ambivalent oligarchy 

is the first need, all economic powers in the hands of the 

minor group running the eta^e. 

CHAIRMAN, well Good Friends from the scope of the topic 

which has just been presented and discussed and the charac-

v.. embarrassed with talent con-
ter of this audience, we are 

the nro*ram for this evening. 
eidering what we have ye on 

a ». I regret to bring this part of the dls-
And, as much as I regret 

that we must do so and I wish 
cu8sion to a close, I suspec 

* th- sneaker for giving us 
to extend your thanks and mine o 

T think I can assure him that, some 
60 much to think of and 

tsken very much to heart, 
of his remarks were taken ve ^ 

, m w as ended at 9:45 p.®-) 
(Whereupon the discussion 





DATE DUE 

4, A. 
A.\F% 

itf-

GAYLORD PRINT CO IN U.S.A. 



AAO U2 .JPID no. la 

mm e East Institute 
T I T L E  

Middle East studies 

DUE 

MAR 23 ̂ 1 Mlr<^ . H 
D A T E  D U E  B O R R O W E R S  NA M E  

JS U2 .M6 no. 1 

Madle East Institute 
Role of the United States 




