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This study presents the thesis that religious cleavages

in Lebanon have been the major factor behind most of the

country's problems since the achievement of independence

in 1943. The coming of the Palestinians in 1948 and in

the 1970s upset Lebanon's delicate sociopolitical balance

between Christians and Muslims in favor of the latter.

The study's four chapters describe the origins of Lebanon's

religious groups, the arrival of the Palestinians, Leba-

non's emergence as the sole Palestinian guerrilla base, and

the outbreak and aftermath of the Lebanese civil war of

1975-1976. Finally, suggestions are made for the resolu-

tion of the continuing Chris tian-Muslim conflict, notably

the alternatives of federalism and confederalism as possi-

ble future political arrangements for Lebanon.
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INTRODUCTION

Contemporary Lebanon is a young state with a fragile

foundation that was formally forged in 1943, in an agree-

ment between the Christian and Muslim elites in the country.

At its genesis it had to overcome internal religious divi-

sions between the Muslim community, especially among the

Sunnis, who were in some cases hostile to the founding of

a separate state of Lebanon, and the Christian community,

particularly the Maronites, who viewed the establishment of

Lebanon as an institutionalization of a Christian political

entity. National leaders recognized the need for joint

action to narrow the deep chasm among the diverse religious

communities that shared the land in order to achieve inde-

pendence. The mere acknowledgment of separate religious

communities as politico-legal units in the National Pact of

1943, however, has not contributed to the forging of a

common bond in the country.

Lebanon as a state is an entity consisting of five

principal communities: Catholic Christians, non-Catholic

Christians., Sunni Muslims, Shia Muslims, and Druze Mus-

lims. 1 The continuing civil strife in Lebanon demonstrates

'Joseph Chamie, Religion and Fertility (Cambridge,
England, Cambridge University PressT98) , p. 24.
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the key cleavage separating its two major communities,

Christians and Muslims.

The concepts of community and communalism have most

frequently been used in connection with groups differen-

tiated on the basis of religion--in this context, Chris-

tians and Muslims. Lebanon shares characteristics with

some other societies, such as those of Cyprus and Belgium,

in that it is divided along communal lines in which the

attributes of religion, region, and ethnicity sharply dis-

tinguish one part of the population from another. Accord-

ing to Robert Kearney, the term "communalism" "refers to an

attitude which emphasizes the primacy and exclusiveness of

the communal group and demands the solidarity of members

of the community in political and social action."2

The semi-autonomous nature of Lebanon's religious com-

munities has precluded the building of a national identity

for the country and has left it communally divided; in

other words, a Lebanese national identity has been replaced

by separate communal identities. The basic elements of

separateness are aptly described by Kearney:

The community frequently is the most inclusive
group possessing a claim on the loyalty of the
individual and with which he can readily iden-
tify. An individual is born into a community,

2 Robert N. Kearney, Communalism and Language in thePolitics of Ceylon (Durham, North Caroiliia, Duke University
Press, 19 6 7), p-5.
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and membership is in that community and exclusion
from all others remains with him throughout life.
Virtually every permanent inhabitant of a plural
society identifies himself and is identified by
others as belonging to one and only one community.3

Ethnic-religious politics abound in Lebanon, and vir-

tually all issues tend to be viewed at a sectarian level.

According to Roy Wallis, sectarianism "seems to center on

the right to exclusion, a self-conception as an 'elect' or

elite, totalarianism, and hostility to or separation from

the state or society." 4

Any explanation of Lebanese politics will be incom-

plete unless the roles of religious attitudes and organi-

zations are taken into account. Lebanon's key institutions

also reflect the religious structure of the society. In

general, sectarianism is the conduct characteristic of

sect members. Thus, a civil servant in Lebanese public

administration is viewed and treated in terms of his re-

ligious sect, and public posts are distributed in propor-

tion to the population of each religious group in a system

that allocates specific posts to members of designated

sects.

The executive and legislative branches of Lebanese

government reflect this sectarian division of offices.

3Ibid.

4Roy Wallis, "Ideology, Authority, and the Develop-
ment of Cultic Movements," Social Research, XLI (Summer,
1974), 302.
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The National Pact of 1943 stipulated that the seats in the

Lebanese cabinet were to be divided equally between Chris-

tians and Muslims and that the seats in the parliament

were to be divided six to five in favor of the Christians.

The sectarian factor is also considered in recruitment and

promotion for administrative, diplomatic, judicial, and

military positions.

The government recognized the role of the institutions

of Lebanon's religious communities in the field of personal

affairs and thus left several areas of legal concern to

the exclusive jurisdiction of religious courts, including

contracting and dissolving marriages (nullification, separa-

tion, and divorce), guardianship and legitimization of

children, religious endowments, and inheritance and wills.

Outside the government, a number of political, educational,

and social organizations also reflect a sectarian charac-

ter. Lebanon's political parties, for example, are

clearly sectarian in nature. Sectarian differences also

manifest themselves in education; for centuries the

various religious institutions in Lebanon have been active

in the field of education and have operated their own

schools.

Many social and community organizations also reflect

the sectarian structure of Lebanese society. Two illus-

trations suffice. The Boy Scouts in Lebanon are not only
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divided into Muslim and Christian groups but, within those

two bodies, are subdivided into a number of smaller groups

representing almost all Muslim and Christian denominations.

In like fashion, Red Cross and Red Crescent5 organizations

exist side by side in the country.

The Lebanese Christians and Muslims are also geo-

graphically divided--most Muslims reside in the southern

region and the Bekaa Valley, and Christians live in the

mountains. In addition to this division into separate dis-

tricts and villages, in places where Muslims and Christians

live in the same city, town, or village, they tend to re-

side in separate neighborhoods. In short, Lebanon continues

to be a fragmented society, as Edward Shils points out:

"People may know they are Lebanese but this is not as sig-

nificant a fact for most of them as being Maronite, Ortho-

dox Christian, Sunni, Shiite Muslims, or whatever else."6

The official sanction of these separate ways of life

in Lebanon hinders the development of even the minimum

common basis--the unified will and the common sense of

sharing the land--necessary for the functioning of a modern

state. Conditions in the country are such that almost any

5"Red Crescent" is a Muslim medical relief organiza-
tion similar to the Red Cross.

6 Edward Shils, "The Prospects for Lebanese Civility,"Politics in Lebanon, edited by Leonard Binder (New York,John WileyFand Sons, Inc., 1966), pp. 3-4.
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problem can easily be transformed into a religious con-

flict between Christians and Muslims. As a result, the

government has limited its initiatives and responsibility

in many cases in order to avoid becoming involved in re-

ligious disputes.

The conflicts that break out between Muslims and

Christians from time to time can only be managed in the

short run; they cannot be permanently resolved because of

the two communities' mutual mistrust. Such communal con-

flicts in the divided societies of Lebanon, Cyprus, Ni-

geria, and other nations can have serious consequences,

as Eric Nordlinger observes:

A conflict is intense or a society is deeply dividedwhen a large number of conflict group members at-tach overwhelming importance to the issues at stakeor manifest strongly-held antagonistic beliefs andemotions toward the opposing segment, or both. Itnow becomes apparent that intense conflicts mayreadily result in widespread violence and repression
when one conflict group controls the government orthe army. It should now also be clear that veryfew, if any, intense conflicts are resolved in theshort run; the most that can be expected is their
regulation.'

In Lebanon to date, no consensus has been reached on

the question of a constitution for the country. The new

generation of Muslims is unalterably opposed to the Na-

tional Pact of 1943 because it permanently gives the

.Eric A. Nordlinger, Conflict Regulation in DividedSocieties (Cambridge, MassacHusetts, Harvard Uniersity7Center for International Affairs, 1977), pp. 9-10.
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presidency of the country to the Christians. The Lebanese

have not yet even agreed on the question of whether or not

Lebanon constitutes a state. The Christians tend to view

the country as an independent permanent entity, whereas

the Muslims tend to regard it as an integral part of the

larger Muslim Arab world. The Christians look to the

Western countries for support and protection; the Muslims,

to Arab nations.

Lebanon's internal divisions have deprived the country

of Christian-Muslim solidarity and were reflected in its

response to the foreign threat injected in the two civil

wars of 1958 and 1975-1976. The Lebanese population was

divided between the Muslims, who supported the Palestinian

guerrillas, and the Christians, who opposed them. This

division was then followed in 1975 and 1976 by a split in

the army between Christian and Muslim factions. With the

disintegration of the army, the only institution poten-

tially capable of managing the country's internal conflict,

the partition of Lebanon seemed imminent. The fragility

of the Lebanese governmental system gave the Palestinians

the unique opportunity to establish a foothold in Lebanon

and create a state within a state.

The subject of this study is the continuing problems

of the Lebanese polity. It differs from other accounts

that have analyzed United States foreign policy toward
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Lebanon8 and the attitudes of the Lebanese Muslims toward

Lebanon;9 instead, it concentrates upon the role of re-

ligious divisions in Lebanon's civil and political prob-
lems, the impact of Palestinian guerrilla activity upon

the polity of the country, and Lebanon's domestic situa-

tion and prospects for future stability.

The thesis is divided into four chapters. The first

presents information on the background of Lebanon's re-

ligious divisions by tracing the coming of the various

religious sects to the country, naming and describing the

locations in which each sect lives today, and citing the

percentage comprised by each sect in the country's total

population. The first chapter also discusses conditions

in Lebanon under Ottoman rule and the French mandate, the

political systems established by both of these powers

and their relations with Lebanon's Christian and Muslim

communities, the Lebanese National Pact of 1943, and the

manner in which the country's religious factions were ac-

commodated in it. Finally, Chapter I surveys the Lebanese

. Kail C. Ellis, "United States Policy toward Lebanonin the Lebanese Civil Wars of 1958 and 1975-76," unpub-lished doctoral dissertation, Faculty of the School ofArts and Sciences of the Catholic University of America,
Washington, 1979.

Najla Wadih Atiya, "The Attitudes of the LebaneseSunnis towards the State of Lebanon," unpublished doctoraldissertation, University of London, London, England, 1973.
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crisis of 1958 and the differing views of Christians and

Muslims regarding Arab nationalism.

The second chapter traces the establishment of the

Palestinian Liberation Organization by the Arab League in
1964 and the impact of its formation on Lebanon as well as

the Christian and Israeli response to Palestinian guer-

rilla activity in Lebanon and Israel's retaliatory actions

to counter these guerrilla military operations. Chapter II

also describes the confrontation between the Lebanese army

and the Palestinian guerrillas, Lebanese internal divisions

between Christians and Muslims concerning guerrilla activity

in Lebanon, and the Cairo Agreement of 1969, whose purpose

was to forestall a split in the Lebanese population.

The third chapter describes the activities of the

Palestinian Liberation Organization and the subsequent re-

sumption of military confrontations between the Lebanese

army and the guerrillas., accompanied by the reappearance

of internal divisions in Lebanon between Christians and

Muslims with regard to guerrilla activity. In addition,

Chapter III describes the Milkart Protocol of 1973, another

agreement intended to avoid a serious domestic rift in

Lebanon.

Finally, the fourth chapter discusses the Lebanese

civil war of 1975-1976, tracing the history of the military

encounters and Syria's role in ending the civil strife. The
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conclusion reviews the complexity of the politico-religious

conflict in Lebanon and presents possible options for re-

solving this conflict and its attendant problems.

Primary and secondary sources in both English and Ara-

bic were utilized in compiling this study, including books,

periodicals, United States government documents, newspapers,

and other materials.



CHAPTER I

HISTORICAL BACKGROUND

Lebanon's internal divisions have their roots in the

past. In order to understand Lebanese politics and the

issues from which these domestic conflicts arose, therefore,

one must examine the history of the diverse religious sects

to which the Lebanese people belong.

The mountainous Lebanese terrain made the region an

attractive haven for persecuted ethno-religious minorities,

who found protected places in which to take refuge in

Lebanon's valleys. As a result, these ethno-religious

minorities lived as strange neighbors in the same land.

Each of the religious sects preserved its individual au-

tonomy, which was legitimized by the Ottomans and later by

the French.

Lebanon as a Refuge for Ethno-Religious
Minorities

The valleys of Lebanon have been a refuge for perse-

cuted ethnic and religious minorities for centuries. The

oldest of these sects was the Maronites, named after their

patron St. Maroun, an ascetic Antiochean monk who died in

410 A.D. Religious conflicts with the Greek church of

Antioch in the Byzantine Empire led to the departure of

11
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the dissidents, under the leadership of St. John Maroun, to

Lebanon in the seventh century. In Lebanon the Maronites

met another Christian group, the Mardaites from the Amanus

mountains in southern Anatolia, and united with them to form

the Maronite Nation. In 1932, this group was officially

estimated as constituting 30 per cent of the Lebanese popu-

lation. 1 Today the Maronites reside principally in the

valleys and on the slopes of the Lebanese mountains.

Other Christians groups that settled in Lebanon as a

result of religious persecution were the Greek Catholics,

estimated in 1932 as comprising 6 per cent of the country's

population, and the Greek Orthodox sect, estimated as con-

stituting 10 per cent of the population. Both are called

"Greek" because they are the descendants of Greek colonists

in Syria. They fled to Lebanon after the Greek Byzantine

Empire lost control of Syria to the Arabs. The Greek

Catholics live in many villages in both the southern and

northern regions of Lebanon; the Greek Orthodox sect is

located in the northern sites of Beirut and Kura. 2

The Armenian Catholics and the Armenian Orthodox sect

are two other Christian groups in Lebanon. After the

massacres carried out against them by the Turks from 1915

'Harvey H. Smith and others, Area Handbook for Leba-
non, 2nd ed. (Washington, Government Printing Office,
]774), p. 125.

2lbid., pp. 126-128.
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to 1918 and 1921 to 1922, the Armenians fled from their

Turkish homeland in Asia Minor, and many of them settled

in Lebanon. The 1932 estimates cited Armenian Christians

as comprising 6 per cent of the Lebanese population. 3

The smallest Christian sects in Lebanon are the Syrian

Catholic, Syrian Orthodox, Latin, and Protestant groups.

The Syrians arrived in Lebanon from Syria and Turkey after

World War I. These Christian minorities were estimated in

1932 as constituting 2 per cent of Lebanon's population.

The three Muslim sects in Lebanon are the Druze, the

Shia, and the Sunni. The Druzes derive their name from

Muhammad Ibn-Ismali al Darazi, a follower of the Fatimid

Caliph in Cairo, al-Hakam (966-1021), who styled himself

as the last prophet of God. As a result of their persecu-

tion at the hands of the Sunnis and the Shias, the Druzes

came to Lebanon from Egypt in the eleventh century. They

now reside in the southern region of the country and in

the mountains near the Maronites. The Druzes were estimated

as comprising 6 per cent of Lebanon's population in 1932.

The Shias, who are followers of Ali, are one of the

two branches into which Islam was divided after the death

of Muhammad as a result of a dispute concerning who would

3Harald Vocke, The Lebanese War (New York, St. Mar-
tin's Press, 1978), p76.

4Ibid.
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be named as his successor. After this split among the Mus-

lims, the Shias were persecuted by the Sunni majority, and

many of them fled to Lebanon. In 1932, they were estimated

as constituting 20 per cent of the country's population.

They now reside in southern Lebanon and in the Bekaa Valley

at Lebanon's eastern border with Israel and Syria.'

The Sunnis came to Lebanon following the Arab invasions

in the seventh century. According to official estimates,

they comprised 19 per cent of the country's population in

1932.6 The Sunnis live in Lebanon's coastal cities, espe-

cially Beirut and Tripoli.

The census of 1932 was the last official census con-

ducted in Lebanon, and it is therefore very difficult to

ascertain the current population percentages of the coun-

try's religious minorities. It is believed, however, that

the size of the aggregate groups of Christians and Muslims

in Lebanon is roughly the same.

This mosaic of religious sects living in such close

proximity and the influence of religion in Lebanese life

have caused a blurring of religious and secular concerns.

The individual identifies with and is identified by others

in terms of his family and his religious affiliation. The

5 Smith and others, pp. 131-132.

6 Joseph Chamie, Religion and Fertility (Cambridge,
England, Cambridge University Press, 1981), p. 25.
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religious community takes the responsibility for education

and charity, and, in accordance with the Ottoman Millet7

system which continues to function in Lebanon, it is the

only party or power that exerts legal control over marriage,

divorce, inheritance, and other personal affairs. Conse-

quently, when it deals with such matters, the government

encounters decisions that have already been made by re-

ligious authorities.

The autonomy of Lebanon's Christian and Muslim sects

has persisted for hundreds of years. The coexistence that

evolved between the two religions was sustained until, in

the sixteenth century, Muslim Ottoman forces occupied the

territory that today constitutes Lebanon. With the advent

of Ottoman domination, the religious balance was altered

in favor of the Muslims; under Ottoman rule, the Muslims

enjoyed power while the Christians endured political and

physical insecurity.

Lebanese Christians under Ottoman Rule

Pierre Gemayel, leader of the Christian Kataib Party

in Lebanon, has commented upon the "fear complex" of

Lebanese Christians:

7A Millet is a non-Muslim group or community in Tur-
key, organized under a religious head of its own who also
exercises civil functions of importance. See Robert Crane
Byerly, "Lebanon and Syria, the Protestant Millet,".in
Twentieth-Century Encyclopedia of Religious Knowledge (Grand
Rapids, Michigan, Baker Book House, 1955), p.649.
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They [the Muslims] accuse us of this fear; they say
that we have created it ourselves [and that we have]
revived [it] and belabored [it]. They ignore that
this has to do with a sentiment, a reflex which is
the result of centuries of Ottoman domination and
which is too deeply rooted for it to be caused by
a simple rumor or by a campaign intelligently or-
chestrated by imperialism.

Among Christians fear of Muslim domination has long

been--and continues to be--a main ingredient of Lebanese

politics. This fear derives from a specific historical ex-

perience which is usually recalled in times of crisis.

Under four centuries of Muslim rule (1516 to 1918),

the Christians and the Jews in Lebanon were viewed as

separate nations and dealt with as such. The Ottoman

government acknowledged the diversity of religions and

nationalities in the areas that it dominated, and the

Millet system that the Ottomans implemented in Lebanon

permitted Christians and Jews to maintain some elements of

their communal life and social position. Although the

pressure to Islamize was strong, the Christians were able

to preserve their religious identity. Yet, their situa-

tion was uncertain. "In a state where everything de-

pended on the caprice of the ruler and nobody's life and

8Pierre Gemayel, excerpt from a statement to L'Orient
le Jour of April 30, 1975; reprinted in Maghreb Machrek,
No. 69 (July-September, 1976), p. 69 (translated by the
author).
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property were safe," Albert Hourani comments, "the Chris-

tians and Jews were even more helpless than others."9

The political system established by the Ottoman Turks

was based upon religious identity and caused the Christian

and Muslim groups in Lebanon to become closed communities.

Each of them, in short, constituted its own world for its

members and received absolute loyalty from them. Under

Ottoman rule the Muslims were the predominant class in

Lebanon. They exercised political power and had the se-

curity of greater numbers. Hourani states, "The Muslim

Sunnis were distinguished. They had a great self-confidence

and a sense of responsibility which the others lacked.

They were all marginal, out of power and historical de-

cision. "10 The French traveler Constantin Volney described

the relations between the Muslims and Christians under Ot-

toman rule:

The people of Syria are in general either Muslims
or Christians. This difference in cult has very
negative effects on the civil state; calling each
other infidels, rebels, and atheists, the parti-
sans of Jesus Christ and those of Muhammad exhibit
toward each other an aversion which resembles a
sort of perpetual warfare. We gain an awareness
of the extremes to which their prejudices have car-
ried the people. The government, rather than in-
tervening as a mediator in these troubles, foments

9Albert Hourani, Minorities in the Arab World (New
York, Oxford University Press, 1947)~,p. 2I-22.

"0Ibid., p. 22.
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them because of its partiality. Faithful to the
spirit of the Qur'an, it treats the Christians
with a harshness which appears in a thousand
forms. 1

In light of this treatment, it is not surprising that

the Christians feared for their continued existence in

Lebanon. By humiliating the Christians and depriving them

of political participation in the government, the Ottomans

made them a "ruled class" in both a political and a social

sense.

The Christians were a target in many bloody incidents

in 1841, 1845, and 1860. Massacres were carried out against

them by the Druze Muslims with the implicit consent of the

Muslim Turkish authorities, who encouraged the aggression

of the Druzes by taking no action against them. 1 2 As a

result, the Christians sought assistance from European

states to protect them from collective murder at the hands

of the Druzes.

In response to the Lebanese Christian request, Great

Britain, France, Austria, Russia, and Prussia successfully

induced the Ottoman government to put an immediate end to

the massacres. In 1840, the Ottomans sent Foreign Minister

Shakib Effendi to Lebanon to settle the crisis and formulate

"Constantin Volney, Voyage en gypt et en Syrie
(Paris, Mouton et Cie., 1959), pp. 372-373 (translated by
the author).

12Vocke, p. 10.
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new public administrative arrangements for the country's

governance.

Before he left Constantinople, Effendi held a meeting

with a number of European ambassadors in the Ottoman capi-

tal. In this meeting, he expressed his government's wish

that the European consuls in Beirut should refrain from in-

tervening in Lebanese affairs and at the same time assured

the ambassadors that he was traveling to Lebanon to negotiate

a fair compromise to settle the country's communal civil

strife.

In Lebanon Effendi put into force measures intended

to end the Muslim-Christian conflict. With the approval

of the concerned European nations, the Ottoman authorities

first disarmed the two warring parties and then partitioned

Mount Lebanon into two provinces with separate adminis-

trative systems, divided by the Beirut-Damascus road. To

the north the Christian province was ruled by a Christian

governor; to the south the Muslim province was ruled by a

Muslim governor. The overt hostilities between Muslims

and Christians ceased, but only for approximately two

decades, because the new system sparked a series of dis-

agreements that contributed to the second outbreak of

civil strife in Mount Lebanon in 1860.13

' 3 Enver M. Koury, The Crisis in the Lebanese System
(Washington, American Enterprise Institute for Pubic
Policy Research, 1976), p. 3.
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The new conflict broke out in the north with a revolt

led by Maronite and Druze peasants against their Christian

and Muslim feudal lords; the rebellion then spread to the

south. Because of their traditional obedience to their

feudal families, however, the Druzes refused to continue

cooperating with the Maronites, and a rift developed between

the two groups. Thus, the revolt metamorphosed into a re-

ligious conflict along sectarian lines. 14

Following these events, the Druze Muslims again carried

out massacres against the Christians with the tacit help of

the Ottoman authorities. Initially, the hostilities pri-

marily involved the Christians and the Druzes, but other

Muslim sects also joined the conflict. The Sunnis and the

Druzes united to battle the Christians in the towns of

Zahle, Sidon, Hasbaiya, and Deir al-Qamar, and in these

skirmishes 12,000 Lebanese Christians were killed.15

After the European governments learned of the conflict,

a French force of 8,000 soldiers landed in Beirut and put

an end to the massacres. At the same time, Great Britain,

Russia, Austria, and Prussia joined with France to set up

a commission whose members met with the Ottomans in Con-

stantinople to settle the conflict and put policies and

procedures into effect to ensure that it would not be re-

peated in the future. The commission designated the

15Ibid., p. 10.14Vocke , p . 9 .
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Lebanese mountains as an autonomous region under a Chris-

tian governor, who would be appointed by the Ottoman au-

thorities in Constantinople and directly responsible to

them.

This political system, however, did little to reduce

the existing communal differences and conflicts in Lebanon.

Instead, it increased the desire of the Christians to es-

tablish a separate Lebanese national identity apart from

the Arab world, which they saw as a Muslim sea that threa-

tened to engulf them. Most importantly, the partition of

Lebanon resulted from the imposition of the new system.

The territories of the Bekaa Valley in the east and the

cities of Beirut, Tripoli, and Sidon were isolated from

the rest of Lebanon and placed under direct Ottoman control.

These political and geographic arrangements continued until

the autonomy of the Lebanese mountains was abolished by the

Ottomans in 1914 and the nation of Greater Lebanon was

formed in 1920.16

Greater Lebanon and the Lebanese Muslims

After the defeat of the Ottoman Empire by the Allies

in World War I, Lebanon was placed under French protection.

When the French army arrived in Beirut on October 7, 1918,

16Aldo I. Baaklini, Legislative and Political Develop-
ment: Lebanon 1842-1972 (Durham, Nort~Carolina, Duke Uni-
versity Press, 1976), p. 41.



22

the Christians received them with open arms in the belief

that they would save the country from the Muslim domination

that it had sustained during the centuries of Ottoman rule.

The Christians and the French became allies; the Chris-

tians needed French protection against the Arab national-

ists, and the French heeded the support of the Christians

to enhance their position in carrying out the policy outlined

in the Sykes-Picot Agreement of 1916, according to whose

provisions Lebanon and Syria were placed under French con-

tro 1.

To counter the claims of the pan-Arab nationalists

that Lebanon should be unified with Syria, the Maronites

formed two delegations, one headed by the Maronite patriarch

Elias el-Hoyek and the other by the Maronite archbishop of

Beirut. In Paris these delegations sought the creation of

a separate and enlarged Lebanon, to be placed under French

protection. On November 10, 1919, French Prime Minister

Georges Clemenceau gave the Maronite patriarchs a firm com-

mitment of French support for their goals. Then, on April

28, 1920, the mandate for Syria and Lebanon was given to

French at the San Remo Conference. 1 7

The aims of the Maronites and other Lebanese Chris-

tians were realized on September 10, 1920, when the French

'7Pierre Rondot, "Lebanese Institutions and Arab Na-
tionalism," Journal of Contemporary History, III (July,
1968), 40.
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Commissioner, General Eugene Gouraud, announced the birth

of Greater Lebanon, which included the mountains and the

territories that had been isolated from Lebanon under Otto-

man rule; the cities of Beirut, Tripoli, Sidon, and Tyre;

the interior districts of Baalbeck; and the Bekaa Valley

near the Syrian border.18

The Lebanese Muslims were opposed to the establishment

of the state of Greater Lebanon because they feared that it

would deprive them of the privileges that they formerly en-

joyed. Above all, their resentment resulted from the fact

that they were not consulted regarding the proclamation of

the new state. The Muslims argued that the agreement had

been made exclusively between the Christians (particularly

the Maronite patriarchate, who sent delegations to the

peace conference in Paris) and the French. The following

newspaper accounts succinctly express Muslim opposition to

the new state:

Even if a simple Muslim expresses contentment with
Greater Lebanon, God knows and they [those who try
to breed this feeling] know that he is not con-
tented. . . . Not a single Muslim accepts nor will
he ever accept anything other than Syrian unity.'9

"Koury, p. 3.

"9Cited by Najla Wadih Atiya, "The Attitudes of the
Lebanese Sunnis towards the State of Lebanon," unpublished
doctoral dissertation, University of London, London, Eng-
land, 1973, p. 162.
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If the present status quo [Greater Lebanon] stipu-
lated by the Lebanese constitution of 1926 is main-
tained, half of the inhabitants of the Lebanese
country will have their love extinguished in their
hearts, instructing their children to hate it, tel-
ling them that they are strangers to it and that
their real country extends beyond Lebanon where a
beautiful flag flies--a flag that has sanctity,
beauty, and history.20

The Lebanese Muslims were shocked by the establishment

of Greater Lebanon and viewed it as apolitical entity domi-

nated by the Christians. In effect, the Muslims were

transformed from a "ruling class" under the Ottomans to a

"ruled class" under the French mandate, thus changing places

with the Christians.

Like the.Ottomans, French authorities in Lebanon recog-

nized the autonomous nature of the country's religious

sects, thus reinforcing the pluralistic structure of Leban-

ese society. In April of 1936, the High French Commission

issued a comprehensive decree defining the position of re-

ligious communities in matters of personal status and com-

munal organization. Hourani states,

The decree gave explicit legal recognition to the
historic communities. Their statutes were given
the force of law and the application of them was
placed under the protection of the law and the
control of the public authorities. They were to
enjoy corporate personality and to be represented
in their relation with the public powers by their
spiritual heads. Members of the communities would
be obliged to conform to their statutes in matters
of personal status and to civil law where the sta-
tutes of the communities were silent. 2 1

2 0Ibid. 2 1Hourani, pp. 64-65.
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The French not only recognized the already-existing

"historic communities" in Lebanon; they further subdivided

the Muslims by giving official status to the Shias for the

first time in order to weaken Muslim opposition to Greater

Lebanon. H. A. R. Gibbes notes,

From then on, Shii leaders were encouraged by the
French--as well as by shrewd Maronite politicians--
to play a wider role in government as a means of
bringing greater benefits to their community. The
mandatory was careful, however, to back only those
feudal leaders who were willing to cooperate with
it. Still, support from both the French and the
Maronites eventually helped the Shii leaders to be-
come independent of Sunni influence and to come
into their own politically. 2 2

Since the Christians were more effectively organized

than the Muslims when the state of Greater Lebanon was

established by the French, the Muslims were motivated to

organize themselves so that they could deal with the highly

hierarchical and structured Christian churches. The Sunnis

were encouraged by the French to establish a Supreme Is-

lamic Council and office of the Grand Mufti.

To enable him to function on the same level as his

counterparts in the Christian community, in 1926 the

Sunnis in Lebanon invested their Mufti with extensive

spiritual and temporal powers. The Muslim hierarchy be-

came more centralized in accordance with the provisions of

a law passed by the Lebanese parliament in 1955. This law

2 2Hamilton Alexander Rosskeen Gibbes, Mohammedanism
(London, Oxford University Press, 1962), p. 123.
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named the Mufti as the religious leader of the Sunni Mus-

lims in Lebanon and the representative of his sect before

all Lebanese authorities. The Mufti also became the su-

perior of all Sunni Muslim teachers and interpreters of

the Qur'an in Lebanon. Finally, the law specified the pro-

cedure for the election of the Mufti by giving this right

to an Islamic Electoral Assembly.2 3

As stated earlier in this chapter, the Shia Muslims

were not organized under Ottoman rule. Under the French

mandate, the Shias were granted the right to form their own

judicial system. In 1969, the Lebanese parliament passed

a law establishing the Higher Islamic Shia Council.

A law defining the leading religious bodies of the

Druze Muslims was passed in 1962. Its provisions recog-

nized two Druze religious leaders called Shaykh Akl be-

cause the Druzes were dividedinto two clans. Later all of

the Druzes agreed on one Shaykh Akl. 2 4

The Lebanese National Pact of 1943

Shortly before the French left the country in 1945-

1946, the Lebanese people were divided into two parties

regarding the establishment of a national identity.

2 3David Smock and Audrey Smock, The Politics of Plu-
ralism: A Comparative Study of Lebanon and Ghana (New
York, Eisenhower,975), p. 797

2 4 Ibid., pp. 80-81.
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Labib Zuwiyya Yamak describes this division among Lebanon's

citizens:

On the one hand, there were those who believed
that Lebanon formed a part of the Arab world
ethnically, culturally, historically, and geo-
graphically and that the Lebanese were an in-
tegral part of the Arab nation. On the other
hand, and taking the diametrically opposite
point of view, were those who believed that
Lebanon was geographically part of the Arab
world in the general sense but that ethnically,
historically, and even culturally it constituted
a separate entity. The first group denied that
Lebanon had any special mission that distin-
guished it from the rest of the Arab countries,
while the second group viewed Lebanon not so
much as the western frontier of the Arab east
but as the eastern frontier of the Christian
west, and moreover as a country with a special
mission that was not compatible with national-
ist aspirations of the Arab world. 2 5

The Sunni Muslims comprised the majority of those advocating

the Arab nationalist viewpoint, and the Maronite Christians

formed the majority of those who supported the opposite

position.

In the 1940s, a new political trend emerged among the

Lebanese Sunni Muslim leadership represented by the Solh

family, which began to call for a fully independent Arab

Lebanon. This was a courageous step to take in the face

of the opposition of extremists in both the Christian and

Muslim communities. Among the Christians, a political

party called the Lebanese National Bloc under the leadership

2 5 Labib Zuwiyya Yamak, The Syrian Social Nationalist
Party, Harvard Middle Eastern Monographs Series (Cambridge,
Massachusetts, Harvard University Press, 1966), p. 36.
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of ex-President Emile Eddeh insisted on close ties with

France as a guarantee against the absorption of Lebanon by

some pan-Arab state, the solution favored by extremist

Sunni Muslims.

In 1943, Maronite Christian ex-President Bishara al-

Khoury, leader of the Constitutional Bloc Party repre-

senting Lebanese Christians, reached an agreement with

Sunni Muslim Prime Minister Riadhal-Solh, who spoke for

the Lebanese Muslims. The agreement was made on the basis

that, although Lebanon was Arab, it possessed a "special

character" that must be preserved in full independence.

The understanding between Maronite President al-Khoury and

Sunni Prime Minister al-Solh on behalf of both Christian

and Muslim communities led to an unwritten agreement which

is still known today as the National Pact (Almithaq Al-

Watani) of 1943.26

The basic aim of the National Pact was to maintain

the independence of Lebanon as a distinct entity from the

Arab world. It also required the Christians to forego

seeking foreign protection or attempting to bring Lebanon

under any foreign influence or control. Similarly, the

Muslims were required to forego further attempts to bring

Lebanon into any form of Arab union, which the Christians

2 6Vocke, p. 14.
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opposed in the belief that joining such a union would cause

Lebanon to be absorbed.

It was agreed in the Pact that the president of Lebanon

must be a Maronite Christian, the prime minister a Sunni

Muslim, and the speaker of the chamber of deputies a Shia

Muslim. Greek Orthodox Christians would occupy the posts

of vice-speaker and vice-premier, and either a Maronite

Christian or a Greek Catholic Christian could serve as

minister of foreign affairs. The minister of defense was

to be a Druze Muslim.2 7

The highest positions in the state were distributed

on sectarian lines as a complement to articles in the con-

stitution of 1926. Article 95 stated, "As a provisional

measure and for the sake of justice and amity, the sects

shall be equitably represented in the Ministry (Cabinet),

provided such measures will not harm the general welfare

of the state." Other articles in the constitution clearly

outlined a consociational political system. Article 9,

for example, explicitly gave Lebanon's religious sects the

right to legislate and carry out laws related to the per-

sonal status of their members, although Article 53 gave

the president the final word when it stated, "The president

2 7Ralph E. Crow, "Religious Sectarianism in the Leba-
nesePolitical System," The Journal of Politics, XXIV (Au-
gust, 1962), 494. - ~~
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of the Republic shall appoint and dismiss ministers from

among whom he shall designate a Prime Minister."2 8

The National Pact of 1943 represented a victory for

the Christians and their advocacy of Greater Lebanon. The

Pact was accepted by all of the Arab states in the Alexan-

dria Protocol of October 7, 1944, when an explicit collec-

tive Arab guarantee was given for Lebanon's independence,

sovereignty, and territorial integrity. This clause was

also incorporated in the Arab League Pact of March 22,

1945. It should be noted here that half of the twenty

states that are currently members of the Arab League were

represented in the League in 1945 and that most of them

were not fully independent--Egypt was still receiving

British protection, for example, and Syrian affairs contin-

ued to be administered by the French. 2 9

It is clear that the provisions of both the constitu-

tion of 1926 and the National Pact of 1943 not only re-

flected but reinforced the deep divisions within Lebanese

society on the eve of independence. The balance of in-

terests and sectarian harmony which the National Pact was

intended to represent were alternately praised and con-

demned by members of both the Christian and Muslim com-

munities. The Christians saw the Pact as a guarantee

against the absorption of Lebanon in an Arab union and at

2 8Ibid. p. 496. 2 9 Rondot, p. 48.
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the same time a safeguard for the political presence of

which they had been deprived for hundreds of years under

Ottoman rule. On the other hand, the Muslims were dis-

pleased with the Pact because it deprived them of the

political influence that they enjoyed under the Ottomans

and destroyed their dream of seeing Lebanon joined with

Syria or a larger Arab union.

The signs of dissatisfaction with the National Pact

were not long in coming. In a speech before parliament,

Riadh al-Solh, the first prime minister of independent

Lebanon, expressed his implicit opposition to the political

compromise of the Pact and his wish that it be abrogated:

The hour in which the abolishing of confession-
alism becomes possible will be a blessed hour
of full national awakening in the history of Leba-
non. We shall do our utmost to reach this his-
torical hour at the earliest possible moment, if
God permits. And it is only natural that to or-
ganize this demands preparation and planning in
many different directions. 3 0

Other Muslim political figures also objected strongly

to the National Pact. During the Lebanese crisis of 1958,

Adnan Hakim, leader of the Muslim an-Najjadeh Party, char-

acterized the Pact as an unholy bargain among unprincipled

politicians. He suggested that the Lebanese political

system must be rebuilt, that the presidency must be rotated

30 Donald Eugene Smith, editor, Religion, Politics, and
Social Change in the Third World (New York, The Free Press,
1971)p, p.9~T97
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between the Muslims and the Christians, and that the na-

tion should have closer ties with other Arab countries and

eventually merge with them in a larger Arab union.31

The split between the Muslim and Christian communities

that existed in Lebanon before independence and the formu-

lation of the National Pact obviously never disappeared,

but it was deepened and intensified in 1943. On the one

hand, the Christians wished to preserve the status quo, dis-

sociate themselves from the Arab world, and maintain the

independence of Lebanon; on the other, the Muslims wished

to do away with the status quo and enter into a close as-

sociation with the Arab world. The two communities once

again sought outside support, the Muslims from the Arab

states and the Christians from the West.

The Lebanese Crisis of 1958

The Lebanese crisis of 1958 was a direct result of

the internal split regarding the political line that Leba-

non must adopt interacting with rivalry among the great

powers and regional conflicts. The lingering aftereffects

of the first Arab-Israeli war of 1948 and the negative

response to the last years of colonialism in the Middle

East led to the Egyptian revolution of 1952 and the emer-

gence of the charismatic leader Gamal Abdel Nasser of Egypt.

3 1Crow, p. 518.
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Nasser's ascent to power affected the delicate Muslim-

Christian agreement in Lebanon. Nasser's popularity among

Lebanese Muslims was high; in fact, he was more popular in

Lebanon than any of the country's own Muslim leaders. These

leaders could not convince Lebanese Muslims to stop calling

for the unification of Lebanon with Egypt under Nasser or

to support the continued existence of an independent Leba-

non as outlined in the National Pact of 1943.

Under these conditions, because the Muslims broke the

promise that they had made in the National Pact, it became

increasingly difficult for the Lebanese Christians to up-

hold their side of the agreement and refrain from request-

ing foreign protection either in the form of military

forces or by entering into treaties with the Western powers.

The Lebanese government under President Camile Chamoun

supported the Baghdad Pact orchestrated by American Secre-

tary of State John Foster Dulles in 1955, whose primary in-

tent was to defend the Middle East against the Soviet

Union. This Pact came to be viewed by Lebanese Christians

as part of their link with the Western Christian world

and an essential element in preserving the independence

of Lebanon.

In the Suez war of 1956, President Chamoun refused

to sever diplomatic relations with France and Great Britain

in response to their invasion of Egypt, and subsequently
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the government was charged by Lebanese Muslims with trea-

son to Arab interests. Chamoun's acceptance of President

Dwight D. Eisenhower's doctrine in March of 1957 further

increased the antagonism of Egypt toward the Lebanese

government.

Chamoun's actions earned him considerable political

opposition and made him a target of the hostility of Leban-

ese Muslims. Their opposition to Chamoun was exploited and

encouraged from outside Lebanon in an attempt to overthrow

the government. In June of 1957, Lebanon's Muslim political

leaders formed an opposition coalition, the National Front,

whose purpose was to prepare for the parliamentary elections

which were to be held later that summer. The results of

those elections, however, did not favor the new coalition.

President Chamoun, although armed with the support of the

Eisenhower Doctrine, was accused of having tampered with

the elections in order to bring his supporters into the

parliament, making possible the passage of an amendment to

the constitution which would enable him to be reelected.

After the defeat of the coalition's candidates, ef-

fective organized constitutional opposition to the Lebanese

government dissipated. Politics in Lebanon is largely a

personal affair; political bodies revolve around personal

leadership--usually that of the head of a group, a notable

personality in a city, or some other "strong man" or
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Zaim. 32 Thus, it was easy for opposition leaders to in-

duce their followers to create insurrections in Lebanon.

Bridges were destroyed, roads were blocked, and later con-

ditions became more serious as bombs were exploded in nu-

merous locations in the capital city of Beirut.

After these violent incidents, it became clear that

the problem in Lebanon had not been created merely by a

president seeking reelection; rather, it was a destructive

plot inspired from outside Lebanon against the country's

legitimate political regime. President Eisenhower expressed

this sentiment in a statement following the landing of U.S.

Marines at Beirut on July 15, 1958. Eisenhower declared,

"The president, Mr. Chamoun, has made clear that he does

not seek reelection," and added, "Lebanon was the victim

of indirect aggression from outside." 3 3

An important external event occurred on February 22,

1958, when Syria united with Egypt in the United Arab Re-

public headed by President Nasser. Although Lebanon sent

an official letter of congratulation to Nasser on the es-

tablishment of the union, Lebanese Christians feared that

3 2Arnold Hottinger, "Zu'ama in Historical Perspec-
tive," Politics in Lebanon, edited by Leonard Binder (New
York, John Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1966), p. 85.

3 3Office of the Federal Register, National Archives
and Record Service, General Services Administration, Pub-
lic Papers of the Presidents of the U.S.: Dwight D. Eisen-
hower Washington, Government Printing Office, 1958), p.
551.
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their country might be swamped under the tidal wave of Arab

nationalism.

Lebanese Muslimleaders hurried to Syria to offer their

support to Nasser, who had come from Egypt to receive them,

and in Lebanon itself Muslims staged demonstrations in the

streets calling for their country to be included in the UAR.

Terrorism and hostile acts against the Lebanese government

increased.

A military explosion took place in Beirut and Lebanon

as a whole on May 8, 1958, when Nassib Metni, a journalist

opposed to President Chamoun, was assassinated. The domi-

nant opinion in Lebanon was that Egypt was behind the kil-

ling and that it had been staged to arouse the passions of

President Chamoun's opponents . 34

At the time of the assassination, President Nasser

was visiting the Soviet Union. He sent a message of con-

dolence from Volgograd (Stalingrad) to Beirut, stating,

"Metni died a hero." He also threatened to change his

place of residence temporarily from Egypt to Syria so that

he could observe the situation in Lebanon carefully.35

Soon after these developments, various types of mili-

tary assistance, including men, began to be sent to the

Lebanese Muslim rebels from Syria. The army remained neu-

tral because its commander feared that a communal split

3 4Vocke, p. 20. "sIbid.
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between the Christians and the Muslims would make condi-

tions even worse.

In a plea to the Security Council of the United Na-

tions, the Lebanese government accused the United Arab Re-

public of instigating and aiding a revolution against it.

The United Nations responded to this declaration by sending

observers to evaluate the situation and report to the Se-

curity Council. Their investigation, however, had no

results, prompting U.S. Secretary of State Dulles to say

that, if the United Nations was unable to protect Lebanon,

"the United States would undertake to do so, and by force

if necessary." Who was to define what was "necessary" was

unclear. At least one American official at the U.S. em-

bassy in Beirut felt that "President Chamoun at least as-

sumed that this was his prerogative."36

Meanwhile, a military coup d'dtat took place in Iraq

on July 14, 1958. Because the officers who seized power

in Iraq were supporters of Nasser, President Chamoun im-

mediately sent an urgent message to Washington asking for

American troops to save Lebanon, and a force of U.S.

Marines landed at Beirut on July 15, 1958.

In his broadcast statement announcing this action,

President Eisenhower described the events in Lebanon as a

3 6Charles W. Thayer, Diplomat (New York, Harper & Row,
1959), p. 24.



38

conspiracy in cooperation between external and internal

groups working against the independence of Lebanon and

stated that arms and men had entered Lebanon from the

Syrian province of the United Arab Republic. Eisenhower

said,

. . . this little country . . . itself has for about
two months been subjected to civil strife. This has
been actively fomented by Soviet and Cairo broadcasts
and abetted and aided by substantial amounts of arms,
money, and personnel infiltrated into Lebanon across
the Syrian border.37

After the Marines landed in Beirut to help Lebanon

regain its stability, the United States undertook political

efforts to end the civil strife. President Eisenhower

sent a special envoy, Robert Murphy, to the Middle East,

and with his assistance a compromise was reached between

the Christian and Muslim communities in Lebanon.

According to the terms of the compromise, General Fuad

Chehab, the commander of the Lebanese army and a Maronite

Christian, succeeded President Chamoun in office with the

expiration of the latter's term on September 23, 1958.

Rashid Karami, one of the Muslim leaders who opposed the

president during the crisis, was appointed as prime

minister.38

3 7Office of the Federal Register, p. 553.

38Adeed I. Dawisha, Syria and the Lebanese Crisis
(New York, St. Martin's Press, IOY p. 21.
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The terms of the National Pact of 1943 remained un-

changed after the resolution of the crisis. The status

quo was maintained, as was Lebanon's territorial in-

tegrity and sovereignty. The country continued to receive

arms and other support from the West as a guarantee for its

independence. Kamal Salibi, a well-known Lebanese historian,

has written,

It is, indeed, possible that the course of the his-
tory of the Arab Middle East would have been dif-
ferent had President Sham'un [Chamoun] and the
Christian Lebanese not stood up to the Nasserist
challenge, andhad the United States not intervened
militarily to secure the independence and territor-
ial integrity of Lebanon at the time. 3 9

The story of the 1958 crisis in Lebanon can be sum-

marized in terms of the continuing dispute between the

Christian and Muslim communities regarding Arab nationalism

and Arab unity. The Christians stressed Lebanese nation-

alism; to them Arab nationalism meant Islamic nationalism

and the absorption of Lebanon in a larger Arab entity with

a vast Muslim majority. This prospect alarmed the Chris-

tians because they feared that they would again become a

dominated class, as they had been under Ottoman rule. Thus,

the Christians took a strong stand against Nasser during

the 1958 crisis whenhe succeeded in unifying Syria with

Egypt.

3 9Kamal S. Salibi, Crossroads to Civil War: Lebanon
1958-1976 (New York, CaravanBooks.,T97W) , p~7.
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On the other hand, the Muslims stressed Arab national-

ism and advocated Arab unity. To them Lebanese nationalism

meant that they would be a dominated class in modern Leba-

non after centuries of enjoying more status under Ottoman

rule. The Muslims preferred a unification of Lebanon with

other Arab countries in which they would once again be the

dominant class. In 1958, Lebanese Muslims participated in

public demonstrations calling for Lebanon to be the third

province, with Egypt and Syria, in the United Arab Repub-

lic under the leadership of Nasser.

Although the underlying aim of the 1958 Muslim re-

volt--the maintenance of the idea of Arab nationalism and

the achievement of the ideal of Arab unity--were not

achieved, an even more important defeat was the disap-

pearance of any hope that a lasting political agreement

might be reached in the country. This fact seemed to be

unchangeable despite the determination of President

Chehab to reconcile the Lebanese Muslims and Christians

in a common stance regarding Lebanon and the Arab world.

In this sense, then, the 1958 civil war in Lebanon was

a prelude to the country's later crises, beginning with

the emergence of Palestinian guerrilla activity in Lebanon

in 1967 and ending with the more severe civil war of 1975-

1976.



CHAPTER II

THE PALESTINIANS IN LEBANON

After the first Arab-Israeli war that broke out in

1948 and led to the proclamation of the state of Israel,

the Palestinian people fled from Palestine to the neigh-

boring Arab countries, including Lebanon. The government

of Lebanon had no choice but to receive and provide a

haven for them, a state of affairs which, it was believed

at that time, would be temporary. The Palestinian refu-

gees were distributed among numerous camps scattered

throughout the country. The number of Palestinians who

entered Lebanon by the end of 1949 was estimated at

130,000.1

The arrival of the Palestinians created a special

problem in Lebanon because the vast majority of them were

Muslims and their presence in the country upset the com-

munal balance that had been worked out in the Lebanese

National Pact of 1943. When President Nasser of Egypt

emerged as the first Arab leader dedicating himself to

the goal of liberating Palestine as one of the focal

1W. de St. Aubin, "Peace and Refugees in the Middle
East," The Middle East Journal, III (July, 1949), 251.
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points of his pan-Arabist ideology, all of the Palestin-

ians regarded him as a leader sent from above to restore

what they had lost. Thus, during the Lebanese crisis of

1958, the Palestinians sided with the Lebanese opposition

backed by Nasser, but their support had no influence upon

conditions in Lebanon at that time because they had not yet

developed an effective military and political organization.

The situation in Lebanon began to change in the mid-

1960s, when the Palestinians living in the country became

guerrillas carrying arms and participating in military

exercises in their camps. The Palestinian armed presence

reached its zenith in 1967 in response to the Arab defeat

by Israel in the six-day war. When the sovereignty of the

Lebanese state conflicted with the interests of the revolu-

tion, the result was the outbreak of the Lebanese-

Palestinian military conflict.

The Emergence of the Palestinian
Liberation Organization

In 1964, the Arab League, composed of all Arab heads

of state, established the Palestinian Liberation Organiza-

tion and its military arm, the Palestinian Liberation Army.

Because Lebanon had the second largest number of Palestin-

ian refugees living within its borders of all the nations

of the Arab world (Jordan had the largest number of Pales-

tinians), it was believed that it would become an active
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center for Palestinian guerrilla activity. The nature of

the Lebanese political system, which was based on a re-

ligious communal balance, prevented it from taking effec-

tive steps to restrict Palestinian military activity, as

other Arab countries had done, despite its attempts to do

so. The Lebanese intelligence agency during the term of

President Chehab remembered the 1958 crisis and kept an eye

on the Palestinian camps, but, after the emergence of the

Palestinian Liberation Organization in 1964, the situation

went out of control.

In principle, Chehab's successor, President Charles

Helou, tried to limit Palestinian activities in Lebanon

and forbade the Palestinians to establish military bases in

the country. In addition, the Ministry of Defense made de-

cisions prohibiting the Palestinians from carrying arms.

President Helou's directives, however, were ignored by

Ahmed Shuqairy, the Chairman of the PLO, who established a

military camp in the Muslim village of Kayfun adjacent to

Beirut and began training Palestinians there in the use of

arms. Fearing an internal split between the Christians,

who were opposed to the Palestinians, and the Muslims, who

supported them, the Lebanese government refrained from

taking any decisive action.2

2 Kamal S. Salibi, Crossroads to Civil War: Lebanon
1958-1976 (New York, Caravan Books ,T976),p~~ 6 .
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The Lebanese authorities were at a loss in dealing

with the Palestinians. Even if the government permitted

them to establish training camps, it would not permit them

to conduct military operations against Israel from bases

in the southern area of the country for fear that a de-

stabilization of the southern border would provoke hostile

action by the Israelis, who refused to recognize that fron-

tier as an international border as long as Israel and Leba-

non remained formally at war.' Therefore, in order to

safeguard its border with Israel, the Lebanese government

went to great lengths to prevent Palestinian guerrillas

from infiltrating that area, and a number of military

clashes took place between Palestinians and government

security forces.

The Lebanese prevailed against the Palestinians until

1967, but after the six-day war Palestinian militancy in-

creased, the organization of the guerrillas became more

sophisticated, and Lebanese authorities began losing the

battle to control guerrilla activity. After the Arab

forces were defeated by Israel in 1967, the Arab govern-

ments were accused of being incapable of resisting Israel,

which further increased the appeal of the Palestinian re-

sistance to the Arab peoples. Arab public opinion favored

the commando operations in which the Palestinians engaged

3Ibid., p. 27.
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with the Israelis in the occupied territories. The popu-

larity of the Palestinian guerrillas reached its height

after the battle of Karameh in Jordan in 1968 between guer-

rilla forces and the Israeli army, which came to be viewed

as a psychological victory for the Palestinians. With

this battle, the Palestinian Liberation Organization be-

came a major factor in the Middle East. Individuals through-

out the Arab world became more sympathetic to the Pales-

tinian movement than to their own governments, and this

rise of the Palestinian resistance movement carried with

it the seeds of division between the guerrillas and the

existing Arab regimes, especially in the states that were

openly confronting Israel--Egypt, Syria, Jordan, and Leba-

non. The Palestinians realized from the beginning that the

Arab states would not tolerate guerrilla activities within

their borders, but they were determined to recover the na-

tional Palestinian identity that they lost in 1948, to

establish their own political and military organizations,

and to initiate military operations against Israel regard-

less of the disapproval or opposition of any government.)

In response, the Arab countries undertook various

measures to deal with the Palestinians, according to their

4 Michael Hudson, "The Palestinian Arab Resistance
Movement: Its Significance in the Middle East Crisis,"
The Middle East Journal, XXIII (Summer, 1969), 291.
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individual circumstances. The Egyptian and Syrian govern-

ments placed stringent restrictions upon the activities of

the Palestinians and tried to use Palestinian strength

elsewhere for their own interests. In Jordan the govern-

ment had difficulty in controlling Palestinian guerrilla

activities, first, because Palestinians constituted two-

thirds of the country's population and, second, because

the political aims of the royal regime and the resistance

movement were not thesame. King Hussein's goal was to bring

about Israeli withdrawal from the West Bank, which he re-

garded as part of his kingdom, whereas the Palestinians

wished to regain control of all of Palestine and set up a

government there under their own leadership rather than

Jordanian rule.

The effective presence of Palestinian guerrillas in

Lebanon first developed in October of 1968. At that time,

the Palestinians began to infiltrate the southern area

of Lebanon, established military bases, and, most impor-

tant, engaged in major recruitment efforts among the men

in Lebanon's Palestinian refugee camps in order to launch

military campaigns against Israel through the Lebanese-

Israeli border. The number of hostile incidents involving

the Palestinians was estimated at ten per day, including

both commando operations and full-fledged battles with
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regular Israeli units across the entire length of the bor-

der between Israel and Lebanon 5 (see Figure 1).

This increase in the Palestinian guerrillas' military

forays into Israel led to an ever-widening fissure in the

communal arrangement in Lebanon. The transformation of

Palestinian refugee camps into impregnable military strong-

holds and of young Palestinian civilians into well-trained

guerrillas inspired fear in Lebanese Christians. The Leb-

anese government repeatedly attempted to prevent or at

least restrict these military activities, but all of its

efforts were fruitless. The religious divisions between

Lebanese Christians and Muslims worked to the benefit of

the Palestinians, who knew how to manipulate their surround-

ings to their own advantage. For example, the Palestinians

began to hold public funerals for fighters who were killed

in skirmishes with the Israelis. The guerrillas who par-

ticipated in the funeral marches wore their full battle

dress and were followed by other Palestinians and their

Lebanese Muslim supporters, demanding that all restrictions

on Palestinian guerrilla activity be abandoned. In response

to these demonstrations, Lebanese Prime Minister Abdullah

al-Yafi, a Muslim, advocated the elimination of restraints

SHussein Sirriyeh, "The Palestinian Armed Presence in
Lebanon since 1967," Essays on the Crisis in Lebanon,
edited by Roger Owen (LondonIIthaca Press,~1976),p. 78.
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on the Palestinian guerrillas. In making this statement,

al-Yafi set a precedent for all of his Sunni Muslim suc-

cessors.

The Israeli and Christian Response

On several occasions Israel asked the Lebanese govern-

ment to put an end to the Palestinian guerrilla activity

across the Lebanese-Israeli border, but,because Lebanese

authorities were unable to control the guerrillas, Pales-

tinian commandos continued to conduct military operations

in Israel and from time to time even kidnapped Israeli

nationals while returning to their bases in Lebanon. In

response to these Palestinian activities, 200 Israeli

paratroopers entered Lebanon on January 1, 1968. Using

a loudspeaker, an Israeli officer directed an announcement

in Arabic to Lebanese citizens in the southern villages:

"You have been helping the commandos; we have come to take

revenge." The Israeli troops then attacked the Lebanese

army barracks in the frontier village of Bint Jubeil and

took 21 prisoners, including ten Lebanese soldiers.6 Al-

though indications suggested that the Palestinian guer-

rillas might be using Lebanese territory only as a passage

in traveling from Syria, Israel regarded Lebanon as

responsible for the attacks because, in any case and for

p. 44.

6 "Lebanon: Shock Waves," Newsweek, January 19, 1970,
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whatever purpose, its land was being used by the Pales-

tinian guerrillas.

On December 28, 1968, an Israeli helicopter carrying

commandos raided Beirut International Airport, destroying

thirteen Lebanese civil aircraft valued at an estimated

$43.1 million.8 Israeli officials declared that this ac-

tion was carried out in response to the attack made by

Palestinian guerrillas on an El-Al airliner in Athens on

December 26 and the earlier hijacking of another Israeli

airliner over Italy in July of 1968. Former Israeli

Prime Minister Levi Eshkol justified the raid by declaring,

"A state cannot harbor and encourage an armed force operat-

ing from its territory against a neighboring state and be

considered immune from reaction."

In early August of 1969, for the first time Israel

intiated air strikes against the Palestinian bases in

southern Lebanon. Lebanese civilians were killed and

wounded in these attacks. Israel issued an official

warning: "Control the commandos or face serious

7"Caught in the Middle," Time, January 17, 1969, p. 28.

'John B. Wolf, "Shadow on Lebanon," Current History,
LVIII (January, 1970), 25.

9James Feron, "Eshkol on Radio Defends Attacks," The
New York Times, December 30, 1968, p. 8.
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consequences." 10 The Israeli attacks continued throughout

the month of August. Israel's war planes conducted air

raids in guerrilla bases on the Hermon slopes and in the

villages near the Israeli-Lebanses border. On August 11,

1969, Israel launched an air attack on guerrilla bases in

the southern area of Lebanon, from which the Palestinians

had been making their raids against Israel. Israeli Prime

Minister Golda Meir declared, "This attack is directed at

the Palestinian guerrillas, not against Lebanon." 1 1 These

actions were defended by an official Israeli spokesman,

who announced that "Israel's right to safeguard her borders

with Lebanon and weaken the guerrillas through retaliatory

raids cannot be disputed."1 2 After the succession of Is-

raeli air raids on Palestinian guerrilla bases in Lebanon

in August of 1969, Prime Minister Meir said, "If the Leban-

ese authorities do not deal with the guerrillas, we shall

have to do it." 1 3

Meanwhile, another response to the Palestinian guer-

rilla activity began to emerge in Lebanon itself; this was

the reaction of the Lebanese Christians, who believed that

10 "Mideast's Latest Hot Spot: The Squeeze on Lebanon,"
U.S. News and World Report, August 25, 1969, p. 30.

'"Mrs. Meir Warns Leaders in Beirut," The New York
Times, August 13, 1969, p. 11.

12Rais A. Khan, "Lebanon at the Crossroads," The World
Today, XXV (December, 1969), 534.

'3 "Mrs. Meir Warns Leaders in Beirut," p. 11.
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their country would pay a high price for irresponsible

Palestinian activities against Israel. In addition, the

rapid growth of the Palestinian movement in Lebanon and

the growing popularity of the guerrillas among the Lebanese

Muslims created strong sentiment among Lebanese Christians

and made them feel that they should move quickly before the

communal balance of power of the country could be shifted

entirely in favor of the Muslims.1 4  The first concrete

step taken toward this end was the understanding reached

among the Christian leaders in the country. Former Presi-

dent Chamoun, Chairman of the National Liberal Party;

Pierre Gemayel, Chairman of the Lebanese Kataib Party; and

Raymond Edde, Chairman of the National Bloc Party, met and

established a Christian front called the Triple Alliance.

Its aims were, first, to restrict Palestinian guerrilla

activity, which was increasingly exposing the security and

stability of Lebanon to danger by leading the nation into

a confrontation with Israel, and, second, to challenge

the Lebanese Muslims, who were beginning to forge an al-

liance with the Palestinian guerrillas in an attempt to

reverse the basic power configuration in Lebanon in

their favor.' 5

4Amnon Kapeliuk, "Lebanon's Hour of Trial," New

Outlook, XII (December, 1969), 8.

i 5 Salibi, pp. 34-35.
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The Christian Triple Alliance was also supported by

Saudi Arabia and Jordan, whose leaders saw in it a guaran-

tee against the alarming prospect of a leftist Palestinian

alliance with the Soviet Union and the world communist

movement. 1 6  Backed by Lebanese Christians and conserva-

tive Arab regimes, the Christian alliance began to toughen

its position with regard to Palestinian activities in Leba-

non and to urge the government and the army with more de-

termination to take effective measures against the Pales-

tinian guerrillas.

In the international setting Lebanese Christians went

still further in their response to guerrilla activity when,

in 1968, the Christian Kataib party headed by Pierre Gemayel

called for Lebanon to become a neutral state like Switzer-

land. In the Kataib's view, Lebanon was trapped between

two conflicting parties, the Arab nations and Israel. On

the one hand, Lebanon shared a common language, traditions,

and customs with its Arab neighbors; on the other hand, it

shared a long common border with Israel. Since Lebanon

had an unusual political structure and was militarily weak,

it could not maintain an activist attitude on behalf of

the Arabs. As a result, great pressure was exerted upon

Lebanon by the Arab states and, more recently, by the

Palestinian guerrillas, to adopt a more pro-Arab

"6 lbid., p. 36.
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attitude toward the Arab-Israeli conflict. The members of

the Kataib party believed that, because Lebanon was com-

munally divided, it could never become a confrontation

state with Israel and the best solution to the dilemma was

for Lebanon to become a neutral state whose integrity

would be guaranteed by the great powers. According to

the Kataib proposal, "Lebanon might continue to have an

ideological attachment to the Arab cause, but she would

refrain from giving it political expression and would provide

no active political or military support to the Arabs."1 7

Regarding the guerrillas as responsible for the con-

tinuing Israeli attacks on its territory, the government

of Lebanon finally made a concentrated attempt to curb

Palestinian activities in the country. The result of this

action was the events of 1969.

The Lebanese-Palestinian Military Confrontation
of 1969

A crisis occurred in Lebanon in the aftermath of the

Israeli military raid on Beirut International Airport.

The Lebanese army was condemned by the Muslim political

parties for taking no retaliatory action against the Is-

raelis; the army was accused of desiring to suppress the

Palestinian guerrillas and prevent them from exercising

their legitimate right to liberate Palestine instead of

1 7 Khan, pp. 535-536.
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carrying out its duty to defend the country against the

Israelis. But the army was defended by the Christian

leaders of the Triple Alliance, who stated that the best

way to protect Lebanon and preserve its integrity and in-

dependence was to eliminate the Palestinian activity which

was provoking Israel's repeated attacks on the country.

The Lebanese Muslims, on the other hand, believed that

Israel needed no excuse to attack Lebanon because of her

implicit intention to acquire its southern territory. The

best way for Lebanon to face this Israeli threat, according

to the Muslims, was to stand strongly behind the Palestin-

ian guerrillas.1 8

Domestic problems escalated in Lebanon in 1969 with

the advent of a general strike and popular demonstrations

by the Lebanese Muslims in Beirut, Tripoli to the north,

and Tyre to the south. The demonstrators demanded full

support for the Palestinian guerrillas and condemned the

current Lebanese political system, declaring that it was

responsible for Lebanon's weakness in facing Israel. In

the context of these events, Sunni Muslim Prime Minister

Abdullah al-Yafi submitted his resignation to President

Helou on Janury 8, 1969. The cabinet crisis lasted until

January 23, when presidential appointee Rashid Karami

succeeded in forming a new government.'

a 1 "Caught in the Middle," p. 27.1 Salibi , p. 38.
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After the Israeli attack on Beirut International Air-

port, no Muslim prime minister could be unsympathetic to

the widespread support for the Palestinian guerrillas among

Lebanese Muslims. Prime Minister Karami, however, exer-

cised great caution in dealing with the crisis; to satisfy

the Muslims he announced that his government would support

"the legitimate right of the Palestinian people to struggle

for the liberation of their homeland, "20 and to satisfy the

Christians he stressed that his government would take a

neutral position in the communal dispute. Karami's aim was

to forestall a split among the people, but he did not ex-

plain how he would reconcile the two opposing views.

The conflict of opinions in Lebanon became more in-

tense and shaped by sectarian influences when Christian

political leaders began seeing in the actions of Lebanese

Muslims more than mere support for the Palestinian cause.

Since the Muslims' advocacy of freedom of Palestinian

guerrilla activity was now linked with criticisms of the

Lebanese political system, the Christians viewed it as an

attitude of defiance toward the existing regime and toward

their position in Lebanon or, in other words, a Muslim-

Palestinian plan to overthrow the government and Islamize

the country.

2 0 Salibi, p. 39.
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In April of 1969, the Palestinians began to unify

their scattered military units in Lebanon, Jordan, and

Syria under the umbrella of the leadership of the Pales-

tinian Liberation Organization. This action led to an

intensification in the military clashes that were already

taking place between the guerrillas and the army in the

southern region of Lebanon.

In an attempt to avoid the negative consequences of

Palestinian activities against Israel, Lebanon began to

restrict the movements of the guerrillas. In mid-April of

1969, a group of Palestinian guerrillas was stopped by

eight Lebanese soldiers a mile from the Israeli border.

The guerrillas opened fire, and all eight soldiers were

wounded.

On April 23, 1969, Lebanese Muslims and Palestinians

staged a riotous demonstration in the southern city of

Sidon demanding full freedom for Palestininan guerrilla

activity. The demonstrators attacked Lebanese police

barricades, and security forces killed three demonstrators

while trying to disperse the crowd. The rioting quickly

spread to Beirut, the northern city of Tripoli, and Bar-

Elias in the Bekaa Valley in the east near the Syrian

border, and the number of casualties rose to 17 dead and
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150 wounded. A state of emergency was declared throughout

the country.2 1

On April 24, another demonstration was staged by

Palestinian refugees in the southern city of Tyre. The

demonstrators again attacked the Lebanese army barracks

in the city, and the resumption of hostilities between the

Palestinians and Lebanese soldiers resulted in numerous

casualties.22

After this succession of demonstrations and bloody

clashes, the Lebanese political crisis began to take on

the configuration of the sharp religious divisions in the

country. The Mufti, the highest religious leader of Leba-.

neseSunni Muslims, openly criticized the government for

its policy of suppressing the Palestinian guerrillas. 2 3

The situation became more complicated when both the

Christians and the Muslims pressed Prime Minister Karami

to take a stand on the guerrilla question. Karami's

response was, "The government cannot take any side with-

out splitting the country." Then, unexpectedly, on April

25, 1969, Karami submitted his resignation to President

Helou, creating another cabinet crisis that lasted for

seven months. 2 4

2 1"Lesson in Lebanon," Time, May 2, 1969, p. 24.

2 2Kapeliuk, pp. 7-8. 2 3Salibi, p. 40.

2 4 "Lesson in Lebanon," p. 24.
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Karami's subsequent explanation of his surprising ac-

tion was one of the frankest statements of the alternatives

facing Lebanon ever made by a Lebanese political leader.

Speaking of the internal divisions among the people re-

garding Palestinian guerrilla activity in Lebanon, Karami

succinctly described the two opposing views: first, "we

would allow commando activity regardless of consequences";

second, "there are those whose view is that the commandos

represent a danger to Lebanon in their activities."2 5

The clashes between the Lebanese army and the Pales-

tinian guerrillas continued after Karami's resignation.

During May of 1969, it was reported that new groups of

Palestinian commandos backed by Syria crossed the Lebanese-

Syrian border and marched to the Israeli border to carry

out military operations. Fighting broke out between the

guerrillas and a Lebanese army force that tried to prevent

them from infiltrating into Israel, and one Lebanese

soldier was killed.26

Under pressure from Christian leaders, particularly

the Maronite cardinal in Lebanon, President Helou made a

televised statement to the Lebanese people on May 31,

1969, declaring that the rightful cause of the Palestinian

refugees was supported by Lebanon but only within the

2 6Khan, p. 531.2 5Wolf, p. 25.
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limits that would guarantee the independence, sovereignty,

and security of the country. Helou said, "It is our duty

not to provide the enemy with the pretext which it uses,

under the guise of retaliatory action, to execute its ex-

pansionist plans at the expense of Lebanon." The president

also stated that the continuing escalation of the crisis

was due, not to Lebanon's failure to participate in the

"noble cause of the Palestinian liberation but, rather, to

the continued efforts of certain parties to impose exclu-

sively upon Lebanon a fait accompli." 2 7

Muslim religious leaders bitterly criticized President

Helou for this speech, interpreting it as a reflection of

the views of the Christians only and not of all the Leba-

nesepeople. In contrast, the Christians were pleased by

the president's statement because it meant that the measures

that the government had been taking against the Palestinian

guerrillas would continue. Since Lebanese Muslims refused

to form a new government committed to the policy outlined

by President Helou, the country's political crisis remained

unresolved. 2 8 The president was left alone to deal with

the dilemma after the resignation of Prime Minister Karami.

"With Karami (a Muslim) more or less committed to support

2 7John P. Entelis, "Palestinian Revolutionism in Leb-
anese Politics: The Christian Response," Muslim World,
LXII (October, 1972), 346.

2 8 Salibi, p. 274.
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the position of the commandos, it was left to President

Helou (a Christian) to try to stem the tide." In a state-

ment on June 23, 1969, Helou insisted that "there should

be no commando bases or training grounds in Lebanon, and

that those already established should be removed." 2 9

Lebanon appeared to be completely divided at a sec-

tarian level on the Palestinian guerrilla question, and the

result was continuing armed clashes between the Lebanese

army, supported by the Christians, and the Palestinian

guerrillas, supported by the Muslims. Military skirmishes

began to occur in the northern as well as the southern re-

gion, and, in August of 1969, one of the most serious con-

frontations to date took place between the Lebanese army

and the Palestinian guerrillas in the A-Nahr a-Barad refu-

gee camp near Tripoli.3 0

The tension spread throughout the northern city of

Tripoli and its environs, an area inhabited by an absolute

Muslim majority. The Muslims stated a demonstration de-

manding that the Lebanese army stop fighting the guerril-

las. The streets of Tripoli turned into a battlefield

between the Muslims and the army. Karami, who had resigned

as prime minister the previous April and was later asked

29William H. Dorsey, Jr., "Arab Commandos," New Re-
public, CLXI (December, 1969), 21.

3 0Kapeliuk, p. 8.
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by the president to form a new government capable of facing

the challenges of the time, was a native of Tripoli. When

he saw his city's solidarity with the Palestinians, he

demonstrated his sympathy for the Muslims by telling Helou

that he had been unsuccessful in forming a new government

and returning the presidential mandate. The situation in

Lebanon had deteriorated during the months that had passed

without a prime minister, but now it became still worse in

the absence of any attempt to organize a new government.3 1

Meanwhile, the intentions of the Lebanese Muslim-

Palestinian alliance became clearer when Yasir Arafat,

the Chairman of the Palestinian Liberation Organization,

held a press conference in Syria in which he appealed to the

. . . country's Arab Muslim inhabitants in Lebanon
to topple the regime and install in its place one
that can be depended upon not only to grant the
guerrillas freedom of movement and action on its
territory but that would also be capable of honor-
ing its obligations.32

It was at this point that Lebanese military officials

decided to take matters into their own hands. On October

21, 1969, the army undertook massive military operations

throughout the country with the intention of driving out

the Palestinian guerrillas, or at least restricting their

activities. During this confrontation, the guerrillas

3 1Ibid., p. 9.

32Nissim Rejwan, "Lebanon and the Guerrillas," Mid-
stream, XV (December, 1969), 17.
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continuously received military aid across the Syrian border.

Furthermore, Syria's government mobilized its regular army

along the Syrian-Lebanese border and threatened to attack

Lebanon in support of the Palestinians.33

The only option remaining for the Lebanese authori-

ties was to direct the army to wage an open and final bat-

tle against the guerrillas to bring an end to the crisis,

but the country was divided--the Christians opposing the

guerrillas and the Muslims supporting them--and in that

respect the army was a microcosm of Lebanon's population

as a whole: "Half of the army is Moslem. These men are

loyal now. But accusations that they have 'sold out' with

an attack on commandos could shake the army's unity. Civil

war, then, would loom." 3 4

In light of these difficult circumstances, the full

use of military means to resolve the crisis seemed to be

quite impossible because a split in the army would result

from such action. Therefore, to avoid the dissolution of

the political entity of Lebanon, political negotiation was

the only possible solution.

3 3Khan, p. 532.

3 4 "Mideast's Latest Hot Spot," p. 31.
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The Cairo Agreement of 1969

In 1969, Lebanon was on the verge of civil war. Some

persons even found a parallel between the current situa-

tion and the 1958 civil war that had divided the country

into two fighting camps of Christians and Muslims. Lebanon

had no government, and it was politically divided between

the Christians, who supported the president's policy of

restricting Palestinian guerrilla activity and preserving

Lebanon's special status in the Arab world, and the Mus-

lims, who supported the prime minister's desire to give

the Palestinian resistance full freedom of movement. In

order to avoid the civil war that might lead to the full

destruction of the country, President Helou found himself

obliged to accept a political solution which might save

the artificial unity of the people. Therefore, he an-

nounced his acceptance of the mediation that President

Nasser of Egypt had been offering since the beginning of

the crisis.35

Immediately after this announcement, Nasser sent his

personal representative, Hassan Sabri el-Khuli, to Amman,

Damascus, and Beirut in a campaign to reach a compromise

that would end the conflict between the Lebanese government

and the Palestinian guerrillas.36 After el-Khuli completed

his mission, President Helou sent a delegation headed by

3 6 Rejwan, pp. 18-19.3 sKapeliuk , P. 12.
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the commander of the army, General Emile Boustany, to Cairo

to meet a Palestinian delegation headed by Yasir Arafat.

The two delegations held a closed meeting in the presence

of the Egyptian Ministers of Foreign Affairs and War. 3 7

In Cairo, on November 3, 1969, General Boustany and

Chairman Arafat announced, in the name of the Lebanese

government and the Palestinian resistance, that they had

reached an accord, which later came to be known as the

Cairo Agreement. This Agreement granted the Palestinian

guerrillas the right of autonomous security and administra-

tive control in the Palestinian refugee camps within Leba-

non and the right to use those camps as bases and install

weapons in them. Palestinian civilians in Lebanon were

authorized to participate in the Palestinian revolution

through armed struggle. Guerrilla movements were per-

mitted passage, in certain designated border areas and

through certain designated corridors, for operations in

Israel. The movement of Palestinian commandos to and from

the Lebanese-Israeli border was to be facilitated, and the

supply route to the Arkoub region in southern Lebanon,

the so-called Arafat Trail, was to be kept open. 3 8

3 7John Bulloch, Death of a Country: The Civil War in
Lebanon (London, Weidenfeld anJ Nico son,~T17777.,57 .

38Ibid., p. 55.
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In return, a promise was given by the Palestinian guer-

rillas that the lawless members of their organization would

be controlled and that they would not inferfere in Lebanese

affairs. The Palestinians also agreed to cooperate with

Lebanese authorities in dealing with any trouble that might

arise between the two parties. Finally, the Palestinians

recognized that the "Lebanese civil and military authorities

will continue to exercise their full rights and responsi-

bilities in all Lebanese regions in all circumstances.""

Lebanese Christians regarded the Cairo Agreement as a

betrayal of Lebanon's sovereignty. During the months of

the crisis, the leaders of the Christian Triple Alliance

had exerted their utmost efforts to prevent the Muslims

from overthrowing the Lebanese regime by using the guer-

rillas as a bridge and to make public the involvement of

Syria in Lebanon's internal affairs .40

The Christians' initial opposition to the Cairo Agree-

ment decreased somewhat, however, when Christian leaders

realized that Lebanon was embroiled in its most explosive

crisis since 1958, and this compelled them to take a

moderate stand on the Agreement if unpredictable conse-

quences were to be avoided. Yet, the conflicting parties

perceived that a final settlement on the question of the

3"Ibid., pp. 55-56. 4 Entelis , p. 345.
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Palestinian presence in Lebanon had not been reached, and

both sides prepared themselves for the next round.

Israel intensified its raids against southern Leba-

non in response to the Cairo Agreement, confirming the

prediction that Pierre Gemayel, Chairman of the Christian

Kataib party, had made earlier, namely, that, if the

southern area was not forcibly occupied by Israel, at best

the Israeli raids would intimidate the inhabitants and

prompt them to flee from the region, resulting in aLebanese

refugee problem in addition to the already existing diffi-

culties created by the Palestinian refugees. 4 1 In short,

the Cairo Agreement constituted a net gain for the Pales-

tinian resistance movement at the expense of Lebanon and

its independent existence.4 2

On November 25, 1969, the Lebanese crisis ended when

Rashid Karami announced the formation of a new cabinet.

But, shortly afterward, the citizens began to suspect

that this development was a temporary armistice rather

than a final solution. In March of 1970, fears again

arose that a Christian-Muslim civil war might break out

in the wake of the armed confrontations that were taking

place between Lebanese Christian militias and Palestinian

guerrillas, and again the new crisis was resolved through

Arab mediation.' 3 Indeed, the Christian-Palestinian

4 2Dorsey, p. 19.4'Ibid., p. 343. 4 3Salibi , p. 46.



68

clashes in the first quarter of 1970 suggested that the

Cairo Agreement was only a cease-fire in a continuing

conflict, and individuals and groups both inside and out-

side Lebanon were anticipating the renewal of overt hos-

tilities in the near future.



CHAPTER III

LEBANON AS THE SOLE BASE OF THE PALESTINIAN

LIBERATION ORGANIZATION

The period between 1970 and 1973 was a very challeng-

ing time for the Lebanese government and was rightly viewed

by most observers as contributing directly to the civil war

of 1975-1976. During these four years, Lebanon was trans-

formed from one of several Arab countries hosting Pales-

tinian guerrillas to the Palestinians' sole base in the

Middle East. The Cairo Agreement of 1969 that was intended

to stabilize conditions in Lebanon by establishing specific

rules governing and regulating the relations between

Lebanese authorities and the Palestinian Liberation Or-

ganization was no longer effective after 1970. After the

Palestinian guerrillas were driven out of Jordan in 1970-

1971 by the Jordanian army, they infiltrated Lebanon,

which then became their single base for military activi-

ties against Israel. The Cairo Agreement theoretically

remained in force, but in actuality it collapsed under

the huge increase in numbers of Palestinian guerrillas,

who began to escalate their military forays against Israel

without heeding the provisions of their joint agreement

with the Lebanese government.

69
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Israel increased its continuing attacks on guerrilla

bases and refugee camps within Lebanon in an attempt to

force the Lebanese government to curb the guerrillas' ac-

tivities. When Lebanese authorities moved to restrict

those activities and thus put an end to Israeli reprisals,

however, the country again became a stage for renewed

bloody confrontations between the army and the guerrillas,

similar to the events of 1969. Predictably, the people

split into two opposing blocs at a communal level, and the

earlier impasse was repeated. Due to these internal

divisions, the Lebanese government failed, unlike the re-

gime in Jordan, to curb the activities of the Palestinian

guerrillas, and the outcome was the signing of a new agree-

ment between Lebanese authorities and the Palestinian Libera-

tion Organization.

The Impact of the Jordanian Civil War

Warned by Israel in the aftermath of successive guer-

rilla operations across the Israeli-Jordanian border that

it would tolerate no more such acts of Palestinian aggres-

sion, during the first quarter of 1970 King Hussein acted

to curb Palestinian activities in Jordanian territory.

The Jordanian army began to apply strict controls at

the Israeli-Jordanian frontier to prevent any Palestinian

infiltration from Jordan into Israel. Major clashes
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followed in mid-June of 1970 between the Jordanian army

and Palestinian guerrilla forces.

A strong reaction to these events in Jordan took

place in Lebanon, whose Palestinian population was the

second largest in the Middle East. On June 12, 1970, a

crowd of some 3,000 Lebanese Muslims and Palestinians

demonstrated in Beirut in support of the guerrillas, shout-

ing, "Death to Hussein!" and "We want a republic!" They

set fire to the Royal Jordanian Embassy in Beirut and

raised the Palestinian flag over its roof. About half of

the building was gutted, and the demonstrators prevented

Lebanese firemen from extinguishing the blaze. While

attempting to save documents from the embassy, the Jordan-

ian ambassador suffered burns on his hands and other parts

of his body. 1

In response to this disturbance, the Lebanese authori-

ties announced the implementation of measures intended to

control the expected expressions of Palestinian opposition

to developments in Jordan. A government order prohibited

the carrying of arms in Lebanese towns and villages by any

commandos who were not members of the PLO, as officially

recognized by Lebanon in the Cairo Agreement of 1969.

'Dana Adams Schmidt, "Jordan's Embassy in Beirut
Burned," The New York Times, June 13, 1970, p. 1.
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Furthermore, even PLO members were not permitted to carry

weapons except while on duty and after giving previous

notification to the Lebanese government.2

Despite these regulations, the Palestinian guerrillas

continued their military activities across the Lebanese

border with Israel. In return, on August 27, 1970, Is-

raeli commandos landed in a helicopter outside the southern

town of Shebaa and blew up a number of houses that were

suspected of being havens for Palestinian guerrillas.

Some reporters stated that this Israeli attack destroyed

the homes of 10,000 Lebanese villagers and farmers in

Shebaa, Kfar Shouba, Kfar Hammam, and Rashaya Fakhar. 3

Holding the Palestinian guerrillas responsible for

Israel's retaliatory action, the Lebanese government at-

tempted to curb their military activities by ordering the

army to prevent any Palestinian infiltration from Lebanese

territory into Israel and at the same time continued to

observe the military confrontation in Jordan between the

Jordanian government and the Palestinians and remained

alert for possible repercussions among the commandos

2 "Lebanon Limits Arms Carrying," The New York Times,
June 15, 1970), p. 13.

3 "Lebanese Charge Incursions," The Christian Science
Monitor, September 9, 1970, p. 3.
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stationed in the southern area of the country, who had en-

gaged in earlier clashes with the Lebanese army."

Meanwhile, the bloody confrontation in Jordan inten-

sified, and so did the Palestinian agitation in Lebanon.

On September 18, 1970, in open violation of the Cairo

Agreement, Palestinian students accompanied by armed guer-

rillas staged several demonstrations at the Jordanian em-

bassy in Beirut to protest Jordan's actions against the

Palestinian guerrillas within its borders.5

The escalation of Palestinian activity in Lebanon

paralleled the escalation of the armed conflict in Jordan.

It was obvious from the beginning that the effects of the

civil strife in Jordan would be felt in Lebanon, where

the heated domestic controversy over whether to permit

the guerrillas to use the south as a base for military

operations had almost resulted in civil war in 1969.6

The Jordanian crisis produced negative economic as

well as political and social consequences in Lebanon.

On September 19, 1970, about 300 Palestinian employees

struck the United Nations Relief and Works Agency in

4John M. Lee, "Amman Criticized by Syria and Iraq,"
The New York Times, September 17, 1970, p. 19.

5John L. Hess, "Ceasefire Is Proposed," The New York
Times, September 18, 1970, p. 8.

6Jesse W. Lewis, Jr., "Army Seen in Control of Am-
man," The Washington Post, September 18, 1970, p. 1.



74

Beirut, protesting the measures that had been taken against

the guerrillas in Jordan. Lebanese Muslims announced a

general strike in the northern coastal city of Tripoli in

support of the Palestinian guerrillas in Jordan.7

Contrary to the terms of the Cairo Agreement, in Sep-

tember of 1970, the guerrillas transferred their public

relations headquarters from Jordan to Lebanon, arguing

that the absence of freedom of the press in Jordan had

hindered their activities. The Palestinians upset rela-

tions between Lebanon and the conservative Arab countries

by publishing calls for the citizens of those nations to

overthrow their existing regimes and replace them with

governments sympathetic to the Arab Palestinian revolution.

On September 22, 1970, the Palestinians issued a statement

demanding that King Hussein of Jordan abdicate. "Our

revolutionaries are determined to continue the fighting

until the throne of the great butcher is crushed." A

guerrilla spokesman in Beirut declared, "There will be no

stop to the fighting until complete victory."8

In order to focus international attention upon the

events that were transpiring in Jordan, the Palestinian

guerrillas began to escalate their military operations

7 "Egypt Hits Jordan Strife as Mistake," The Washing-
ton Post, September 19, 1970, p. 12.

'Jonathan C. Randal, "Guerrillas Try to Oust Hus-
sein," The Washington Post, September 22, 1970, p. 1.
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from Lebanese territory, hoping to coerce King Hussein

into reducing the military pressure on the Palestinians

in Jordan. The Lebanese government tried to reach an

understanding with the guerrillas to suspend their mili-

tary operations in the country, but without success.'

In late September of 1970, the civil war in Jordan

ended in a crushing defeat for the Palestinian guerrillas

at the hands of the Jordanian army. As a result, condi-

tions in Lebanon worsened when tens of thousands of Pales-

tinians, many of them members of radical guerrilla groups,

sought refuge with their families in Lebanon. Most of

these Palestinians crossed the Lebanese border illegally.1 0

When Egyptian President Nasser died on September 28,

1970, Palestinians wearing military uniforms and bearing

arms mourned his passing in the streets of Beirut. They

began to fire their weapons into the air as an expression

of their sorrow, and at least nine persons on the scene

were killed and several more were wounded. In such events

as these the agreements governing guerrilla operations in

Lebanon were technically violated.

'John K. Cooley, "The Palestinians," Lebanon in Cri-
sis: Participants and Issues, edited by Edward P. Halley
and Lewis Snider (Syracuse, New York, Syracuse University
Press, 1979), p. 31.

10Adeed I. Dawisha, Syria and the Lebanese Crisis
(New York. St. Martin's Press, 1980)7p. 22.
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Life in Lebanon was severely disrupted during the

Jordanian civil war. For example, hundreds of automobiles

were forcibly seized by Palestinian guerrillas to be used

to transport their comrades to Jordan to participate in

the fighting against the government there. 1 1 After many

similar occurrences, the Lebanese government warned the

Palestinian leadership that it could no longer tolerate

such actions, lest violent clashes similar to those in

Jordan be duplicated in Lebanon. In response, Yasir Arafat

traveled to Lebanon from Jordan to discuss the issue in

the hopes of resolving differences between the parties to

the conflict. After the meeting, Arafat declared that

the talks took place "in an atmosphere of mutual under-

standing." 1 2

The Palestinian response to the continued armed con-

frontation in Jordan persisted inLebanon despite Arafat's

consultation with Lebanese authorities. Three months later,

in mid-April of 1971, Palestinian guerrillas hijacked five

phosphate-laden trucks belonging to the Jordanian govern-

ment en route from Jordan, took them to the complex of

Palestinian refugee camps in the southern area of Lebanon,

"Jonathan C. Randal, "Lebanese Fear Local Troubles by
Guerrillas," The Washington Post, October 3, 1970, p. 14.

1 2 Herbert C. Tobin and Robert J. Fraser, editors,
Kees ing'sContemporary Archives, XVII (Bristol, England,
Keesing's Publications Ltd., 1970), 23843.
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and set fire to them. Lebanese newspaper accounts described

this incident as the most serious challenge to law and or-

der since President Suleiman Franjieh's inauguration on

September 23, 1970.13

The greatest impact of the Jordanian civil war on

Lebanon was the transfer of the Palestinian press from

Jordan to Lebanon because all statements related to guer-

rilla operations againstIsrael, whether across the Lebanese-

Israeli border or in any other location, would now be is-

sued in Lebanon. Israel thus came to view Lebanon as

responsible for every hostile act on the part of the Pales-

tinian guerrillas, regardless of where it might have taken

place. 14

After driving the guerrillas out of the capital city

of Amman to the rural areas of Jordan in 1970, King Hussein

resumed his battle against them, launching, in mid-1971,

the major and final military offensive against the Pales-

tinians which put an end to their organized power in Jor-

dan. Consequently, the rest of the guerrillas entered

Lebanon--most significantly, the top Palestinian leadership,

including Yasir Arafat himself. "There they were to make

1 3"Five Jordanian Trucks Burned in Lebanon," The New
York Times, April 12, 1971, p. 10.

14Eric Pace, "Fedayeen Report Big Attack by Jordan,"
The New York Times, July 14, 1971, p. 3.
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their presence felt in the tragic civil war that gripped

that country a few years later. "1 5

Seeking revenge for their defeat, the guerrillas in-

creased their military activity within Lebanon, but this

time against Jordanian rather than Israeli targets. A time

bomb hidden in a suitcase exploded at Beirut International

Airport on October 6, 1971, minutes before it was to be

placed aboard a Jordanian airliner. The Jordanian news-

paper Al-Rai, speaking for the government, threatened

that Jordanmight discontinue all flights to Lebanon if the

government did not take stronger security measures against

the Palestinian guerrillas to protect Jordanian aircraft.' 6

After this incident, Lebanese authorities decided to

deal more firmly with what was known in Lebanon at that

time as the "political underground." Guerrilla groups were

engaging in activities that not only threatened the coun-

try's domestic security but also impaired its relations

with the surrounding Arab countries. President Franjieh

declared that the government would mobilize every resource

at its disposal to curb the elements that were seeking to

damage Lebanon's relations with other Arab states. An

"sJoseph J. Malone, The Arab Lands of Western Asia
(Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey, Prentice-Hall, Inc.,1973),
p. 129.

16Ihasan Hijari, "Turmoil Indicated in Palestinian
Guerrilla Movement," The New York Times, October 10, 1971,
p. 24.
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official statement was issued by the Lebanese government

in Beirut warning all Palestinian groups to stop their ab-

ductions of Lebanese citizens, Palestinians, policemen, and

Lebanese army officers. 1 7

Despite all governmental measures to temper the side-

effects of the Jordanian civil war in Lebanon, Lebanese-

Palestinian relations continued to deteriorate. An Iraqi

military plane landed at Beirut International Airport

bearing 35 armed guerrillas who were flying to Jordan to

participate in the fighting there, and 43 Palestinian guer-

rillas in another Iraqi war plane landed at the airport and

attempted to debark to travel to the Iraqi embassy in the

city. President Franjieh gave orders prohibiting the

guerrillas from leaving the airport, saying, "Under the

Cairo Agreement sponsored last year by President Nasser of

Egypt to end fighting between the Lebanese government and

the Palestenian guerrillas, armed guerrillas were banned

from Beirut and especially from its airport." After the

guerrillas were informed that they could not enter the

city, they seized a ranking Lebanese security officer and

refused to release him until they were permitted to leave

the airport; Lebanese authorities then arrested the crew of

17"Lebanon Firmer with Agitators," The New York Times,
November 7, 1971, p. 23.
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the war plane. Finally, Arab diplomats mediated in the dis-

pute, the security officer was freed, and the guerrillas

returned to Iraq.18

Lebanese-Palestinian relations worsened still more when

a Lebanese officer and three soldiers were killed by a mine

near the Lebanese-Israeli border. They were praised as

martyrs by the Lebanese press, and a thorough investigation

into their deaths was demanded. The Lebanese newspaper

Lisan al-Hal reported that "initial investigations had

shown that the mine had been planted some time ago by the

guerrillas.""

The 1970-1971 civil war in Jordan intensified Chris-

tian fears in Lebanon. Following the collective move of

Palestinian guerrillas from Jordan to Lebanese territory,

the Christian militias began to arm themselves for the

conflict that they believed was certain to take place in

the future--one in which they could not depend upon the

support of the Lebanese army, given the fact that "its own

internal cleavages mirrored those of the country in gen-

eral." 2 0 According to one study, during the five years

1 8 "Lebanese Leader Denies Entry to Iraq Plane with
Guerrillas," The New York Times, November 7, 1971, p. 24.

19 "Blast Near Israel Kills Four Lebanese," The New
York Times, November 28, 1971, p. 26.

2 0Michael Hudson, "The Palestinian Factor in the
Lebanese Civil War," The Middle East Journal, XXXII (Sum-
mer, 1978), 265.
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following the outbreak of the Jordanian civil war in 1970,

Lebanese Christians were already arming themselves ra-

pidly; were well equipped with M-16 rifles, Czech M-58

rifles, and other small weapons; and were conducting exer-

cises in their use.2 1

Guerrilla military operations against Israel contin-

ued in 1972 and early in 1973. The most sanguinary of

these were the attacks on Lod Airport on May 30, 1972, in

which a large group of Puerto Rican pilgrims to the Chris-

tian holy places in Israel were killed, and on the Israeli

Olympic team in Munich, West Germany on September 5, 1972,

in which almost all the members of the team were mur-

dered.2 2 In return, the Israelis made retaliatory raids

on towns and villages in southern Lebanon and against Pales-

tinian military bases in Lebanese territory, further in-

creasing the difficulties faced by the government. These

accumulated problems coalesced in a political crisis early

in April of 1973.

The Lebanese-Palestinian Military
Confrontation of 1973

Following a Palestinian attack on the Israeli embassy

in Cyprus on April 9, 1973, Israeli commando units landed

21 Anthony Sampson, The Arms Bazaar (New York, Viking,
1977), p. 17.

2 2John Bulloch, Death of a Country: The Civil War in
Lebanon (London, WeidenfeldanU Nicoson,~777_7,p6 .
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on the Beirut seashore in a helicopter on the following day

and assassinated three top Palestinian guerrilla leaders--

Kamal Adwan, the director of Palestinian operations in the

Israeli-occupied territories; Kamal Nasser, the poet and

official spokesman of the Palestinian Liberation Organiza-

tion; and Youssef Najjar, the guerrilla leader responsible

for liaison with the Lebanese authorities--in their homes.

In the course of the attack nine civilians were killed and

a Lebanese officer and two Lebanese security agents were

wounded. Regarding them as responsible for the Israeli

attack, guerrillas opened fire on Lebanese policemen who

hurried to the site to investigate. The police officers

returned the Palestinians' fire, and two guerrillas were

wounded.23

An Israeli military spokesman declared that this inci-

dent would be followed by other similar attacks in Lebanese

territory in reprisal for Arab guerrilla terrorist activi-

ties. The Israeli chief of general staff, General David

Elazar, declared, "We don't believe that with one opera-

tion and one single blow it is possible to stop such [guer-

rilla] activity." He reiterated previous warnings that

Lebanon must put an end to the guerrilla activity within

its borders, adding, "The Lebanese government has to draw

2 3 "Raid by Israelis at Beirut Kills Two Fatah Leaders,"
The New York Times, April 10, 1973, p. 1.
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conclusions from this operation, because there is no pos-

sibility of honoring the sovereignty of Lebanon and its

capital when there is complete freedom for terrorist ac-

tivity, bases, and command on Lebanese territory." When

asked whether the Israeli commando raid was a direct re-

prisal for the Palestinian attack on an Israeli airliner

and the residence of the Israeli ambassador in Cyprus,

Elazar stated, "The reason for this attack was the in-

tensification of terrorist activity in Europe and other

places during the last month."2 4

Demonstrations spread throughout Lebanon, especially

in the Muslim sector of Beirut, where thousands of persons

went into the streets to protest the Israeli attack on

the Palestinian guerrillas. Muslim Prime Minister Saeb

Salam submitted his resignation to President Franjieh after

an emergency cabinet meeting held on the same day. Salam

had called for the dismissal of the Christian army commander-

in-chief, General Iskander Ghanem, but President Franjieh

refused to accede to Salam's demand.2 5

The bodies of the three slain Palestinian leaders

were buried on April 13. More than 100,000 people attended

2 4Jim Hoagland, "Lebanon Shaken by Israeli Raid on
Beirut," The Washington Post, April 11, 1973, pp. 1-2.

25 Charlotte Saikowski, "Heavy Mideast Guard for U.S.
Diplomats," The Christian Science Monitor, April 12, 1973,
p. 1.



84

the funeral. The participants began shouting, "The army

to the border with Israel" and "Full freedom for the revo-

lution"--in other words, the right for Palestinians to

attack Israel from Lebanese territory. Guerrillas exer-

cised full control during the funeral, and no Lebanese

policemen or troops were present. Some foreign corres-

pondents were arrested and interrogated by the guerrillas

in their camps. On that day President Franjieh accepted

the resignation of Prime Minister Salam and began to search

for his successor. Accusing the United States of standing

behind Israel in the attack, Yasir Arafat threatened that

the Palestinians would have their revenge. "The commando

movement will take its time, but when vengeance comes it

will be big." Israeli Defense Minister Moshe Dayan warned

on the same day that Israel would continue to consider

Lebanon responsible for all Palestinian guerrilla activity

originating from Lebanese territory. "We cannot free Leba-

non of its responsibility as a state for actions of the

terrorists running their operations from its territory, and

we don't intend to act against terrorists only on a per-

sonal basis. "26

Subsequent to Arafat's threat of revenge for the

Israeli execution of Palestinian leaders, guerrillas burned

26 "Dayan Warns Lebanon," The New York Times, April 14,
1973, p. 8.
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the American-owned oil company at Zahrani near Sidon on

April 13, 1973. On April 18, President Franjieh chose Amin

al-Hafiz to replace Saeb Salam as prime minister. After

conducting an investigation of the Israeli raid, the

Lebanese authorities issued a statement commenting that

"at the beginning internal security forces, police, and

gendarmes who rushed to the scene were confused." In ad-

dition, according to the statement, army personnel initially

thought that the attack was a dispute among the Pales tin-

ians and "the Palestinians thought they were being attacked

by Lebanese security forces."2 7

The army's explanatory statement, however, did not de-

fuse the growing tensions in Lebanon, and fighting broke

out between the Lebanese army and the Palestinians on May

2, 1973, after two army officers were kidnapped by the

guerrillas. The Palestinians insisted that they would not

free the abducted officers until the army released three

guerrillas who had been arrested at Beirut International

Airport after 22 pounds of dynamite were found in their lug-

gage. Battles between the army and the guerrillas spread

throughout the country, especially around the Shatila and

Bourj al-Barajneh refugee camps in Beirut. Lebanese govern-

ment estimates indicated that 12 soldiers and 19 guerrillas

2 7 "Lebanon Army Says It Learned of the Israeli Raid

Afterward," The New York Times, April 18, 1973, p. 3.
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were killed and 40 soldiers and 89 guerrillas were wounded

in these skirmishes. In a meeting between Prime Minister

al-Hafiz and PLO Chairman Arafat, an agreement was reached

stating that both parties would withdraw to their original

positions before the outbreak of the fighting. This cease-

fire collapsed almost immediately, however, and hostilities

were resumed on the following day. The army occupied the

Dbayeh refugee camp and arrested and jailed 300 Palestinian

guerrillas. When Beirut International Airport was bombed

by the guerrillas and forced to close, the army responded

by carrying out raids in air force jets in the Palestinian

camps adjacent to the airport at Shatila and Bourj al-

Barajneh. In Syria, in a message obviously directed toward

Lebanese Muslims, the PLO "appealed to the Lebanese people

to stop the fighting." 2 9

In view of the actions of the Palestinians, Lebanese

President Franjieh faced a difficult predicament: he either

had to use all of his power against the Palestinians or order

the army to withdraw to its barracks, thereby risking a

more dangerous confrontation in the streets between the Chris-

tians who opposed the guerrillas and the Muslims who sup-

ported them. This situation contained the seeds of possible

civil war, for Lebanon. In fact, the signs of war began to

appear when the Christian Kataib Party headed by Gemayel

2 Ibid., p. 20.
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mobilized its militia forces in the Christian sector of

Beirut and prepared to join the fighting against the Pales-

tinians.3

A cease-fire agreement signed on May 3 by al-Hafiz and

Arafat was broken as soon as the new exchanges of fire broke

out between Lebenese soldiers and Palestinian guerrillas,

notably in Beirut. In a broadcast statement, Lebanese

President Franjieh said that the Palestinians "must not

behave like an army of occupation" and that law and order

must be maintained. He further declared that no country

had done more for the Palestinians than Lebanon. During

a meeting of the president, the prime minister, and the

chiefs of the army and security forces at the president's

palace, guerrilla rockets were fired nearby, but their

probable target was the home of the American ambassador

rather than the palace itself; inany case, no one was in-

jured in the attack. The Lebanese government tried to

reach a new cease-fire agreement with PLO Chairman Arafat,

but the situation remained out of control as Muslim sup-

port for the guerrillas became increasingly apparent.

Muslim leader Kamal Jumblatt declared that there were "sus-

picious elements" in the Lebanese government, which he ac-

cused of desiring to smash the guerrillas, and called for

30 John K. Cooley, "Lebanon Endangered by Crackdown on

Guerrillas," The.Christian Science Monitor, May 3, 1973,
p. 4.
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a general strike in support of the Palestinians in Lebanon.

After Jumblatt's statement, both Christian and Muslim po-

litical parties mobilized their militias in their sectors

of Beirut and throughout the country as a precautionary

measure to prepare themselves for any communal fighting that

might break out between Christians and Muslims. 3 1

Internal security became more unstable, and a danger-

ous turn of events occurred on May 4, 1973, when 4,000 to

5,000 Palestinian guerrillas equipped with heavy arms and

backed by Syria crossed the Lebanese-Syrian border and

initiated a battle with the Lebanese army. After occupying

four villages near Rashayyah, the guerrillas were forced

by the army to withdraw into Syria. Israel warned, "It

will become our problem if the Syrians intervene militarily

and decide to stay there." Palestinian broadcasts from

Cairo accused the Lebanese president of carrying out "an

American-Israeli plot to liquidate the guerrilla movement."

In response to this statement and to the Palestinian in-

filtration from Syria, after an emergency meeting held to

discuss these developments, President Franjieh declared, "I

do not think any sister Arab country has given the Pales-

tinians more than Lebanon." He also said that the Leba-

nese owed the Palestinians "residence and hospitability"

3 1John K. Cooley, "Lebanon Ponders Next Moves," The

Christian Science Monitor, May 3, 1973, p. 3.
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as a duty, not as a favor, and that Lebanon welcomed "co-

ordination to serve a common cause," but that "the exis-

tence of an occupation army in Lebanon is something no

Lebanese can accept." 3 2

To enhance their military position, the Palestinians

brought new guerrilla forces into Lebanon across the

Lebanese-Syrian border. These guerrillas attacked Lebanese

garrisons at the towns of Hasbaya and Rashayyah, about 25

and 15 miles south of Beirut. 33

The arrival of the new guerrilla forces from Syria

prompted Israeli Prime Minister Golda Meir to warn on May

6 that, if the Syrian troops joined the guerrillas in Leba-

non, "We will also have to see that we are protected."

Inside Lebanon, the Muslim opposition to the Lebanese

president began to grow, and bitter criticism was directed

at the conduct of the army in the crisis. The Muslims

also accused the president of provoking the fighting and

serving Christian interests. These hostile statements

convinced President Franjieh that he must pursue a policy

that was carefully balanced with regard to the mosiac of

religious communities in Lebanon. "Muslim premier Amin

3 2 "Lebanese Jets Strafe Palestinian Guerrillas," The
Washington Post, May 4, 1973, p. 26.

3 3 John K. Cooley, "Lebanon and Guerrillas Fight on One
Hand, Talk on Other," The Christian Science Monitor, May
5, 1973, p. 1.
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Hafiz had threatened to resign repeatedly in the past few

days, apparently in disagreement with the tough 'crackdown-

on-the-guerrillas' policy briefly advocated by the Christian

president and his Christian army commander." Under the Mus-

lim pressure represented by Prime Minister al-Hafiz, on

May 7 a new cease-fire was arranged between the Lebanese

army and the Palestinian guerrillas before violence threa-

tened to develop from the tension of sectarian strife.
3 4

A single hour after the cease-fire agreement was

reached, however, it was broken when the two opposing

parties began to exchange heavy fire in Beirut. President

Franjieh called for an emergency cabinet meeting under his

direction to discuss the continuing fighting. After the

meeting, Prime Minister al-Hafiz declared a state of emer-

gency in the country, "in view of the presence of sub-

versive elements who are interfering with the country's

security." Itwas obvious that the government desired at

any price to avoid worsening the situation for fear of

igniting open hostilities between the two religious com-

munities in the country. 35

Conditions did not change after the state of emergency

was declared. Armed confrontations continued on the

3 4"Lebanon, Arabs Act to Cement Accord," The Washing-
ton Post, May 6, 1973, p. 12.

3 5 "State of Emergency Declared in Lebanon," The Wash-

ington Post, May 8, 1973, p. 18.
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following day, and Lebanese air force jets were brought in

to join the battle at the Bourj al-Barajneh refugee camp

in Beirut. The Lebanese army and the Palestinian resis-

tance agreed to establish a mutual "hotline," but, despite

their efforts, the fighting spread to the southern region

of Lebanon as well. The situation became more complicated

after Prime Minister al-Hafiz submitted his resignation on

May 8, but it was refused by President Franjieh. The

greatest danger was possible intervention by Syria or Libya

in support of the guerrillas. From its radio station in

Syria the PLO called on guerrillas in Lebanon to resist the

"imperialist plot . . . being executed by the Lebanese

authorities" and to form "suicide squads to attack the ag-

gressors." In a clear appeal to the country's Muslims,

Syrian government statements broadcast to the Lebanese

people asked them to "stand firm at the side of the guer-

rillas."36

Syria then closed its frontier with Lebanon to bring

economic pressure to bear upon its neighbor by cutting off

its access to the Arab world. At the same time guerrillas

continued to enter Lebanon from Syria. Seeking to stop

the Palestinian infiltration, the Lebanese army used jet

fighters to make several retaliatory raids on guerrilla

3'John K. Cooley, "Lebanese Face Dangers in Battles
with Palestinians," The Christian Science Monitor, May 9-,
1973, pp. 1,.10.
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positions near the Lebanese-Syrian border. On the politi-

cal front, an army official denounced the release of

rumors in the Palestinian refugee camps in Beirut in favor

of "sectarian sedition," which could lead to tension be-

tween Lebanese Christians and Muslims. A clear indication

of the split concerning the Palestinian question in Lebanon

appeared when Zaher Khatib, a Muslim Lebanese parliamentary

deputy, was stopped at an army roadblock and found to be

carrying weapons to the Palestinians. Colonal Muammar

Qaddafi of Libya urged the guerrillas to occupy Beirut In-

ternational Airport and promised to send them all the jet

fighters they needed if they captured the facility. The

guerrillas quickly moved to take over the airport, but

they were forced to retreat. Shortly after this incident,

Libyan government radio announced that a public offer made

by Qaddafi to send troops and volunteers to fight in sup-

port of the Palestinians had been warmly accepted by Yasir

Arafat on behalf of the Palestinian Liberation Organiza-

tion.'

Responding to the stances taken by Syria and Libya,

Israeli Foreign Minister Abba Eban said during an official

visit to Washington, D.C. that he hoped that Lebanon, like

Jordan, would impose its sovereignty over the Palestinian

3 7Jonathan C. Randal, "Lebanon Fighting Spreads,"

The Washington Post, May 10, 1973, pp, 1, 14.



93

commandos within its borders. Recalling that the Jordan-

ian authorities had found it necessary to "put the Pales-

tinian commandos out of action in their territory," Eban

added, "The Lebanese must have reached the same conclusion."

He stated that the Lebanese government was making "an ef-

fort . . . to assert its sovereignty over its own capital"

and warned, "If the Syrians move into Lebanon and face us

on a new border, we shall consider ourselves free to act."3 8

A statement on May 9 by Defense Minister Moshe Dayan fur-

ther emphasized Israel's position on Syria's support of

the Palestinians in Lebanon: "The Israeli government might

be obliged to act if the Syrian army entered Lebanon and

endangered Israel's borders .""39

Indications were in evidence that the Israelis in-

tended to act on their warnings, if necessary. Lebanese

ambassadors to various foreign countries informed President

Franjieh that Israel would intervene in the conflict if

the Lebanese army "'retreated' in the present confronta-

tion. " 0 At the same time, inside Lebanon Muslims were

charging that the Christian president and his Christian

3"Lester S. Sobel, editor, Palestinian Impasse: Arab

Guerrillas and International Terror (New York, Facts on
File, 1977)~,p. 157.

3 9Tobin and Fraser, p. 25932.

4 0 "Lebanese Jets Attack Guerrillas in North, Rest of
Nation Quiet," The Washington Post, May 11, 1973, p. 24.
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army commander were guilty of offenses bordering upon wag-

ing war against the Palestinians and all Muslims in Leba-

non. Franjieh justified his tough stand by saying that,

as president, he alone was responsible for upholding

Lebanon's national sovereignty and the country's constitu-

tion. The president also defended his position to his

Arab critics by reminding them that Egypt, Jordan, Syria,

and Iraq had all "cracked down" on the guerrillas even

more harshly and that they therefore should not condemn

his actions.'

The fighting continued in this tension-filled atmos-

phere. Lebanese jets struck at guerrillas in the Rashayyah

area, fire was exchanged along the 50-mile stretch of road

between Rashayyah and Baalbeck in the Bekaa Valley, and

firing was also reported in the northern Arida area near

the Lebanese-Syrian border. At last, however, on May 11,

under intense Muslim pressure and with the aid of Arab

diplomatic efforts, a cease-fire agreement was reached.

The Milkart Protocol of 1973

As has been made clear throughout this paper, the

Muslim half of the Lebanese population sympathized with

the Palestinian guerrillas, and the Christian half opposed

4 'Jonathan C. Randal, "Lebanon Fighting Fails to Re-
solve Key Issues," The Washington Post, May 14, 1973, p. 6.
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them. Given this division, the risk that internal fighting

would erupt into civil war was one of the major factors

constantly facing President Franjieh in his dealings with

the Palestinians. In addition, because both Franjieh and

army commander General Ghanem were Christians, after Muslim

Prime Minister al-Hafiz's resignation, the president's

hard line on the Palestinian question was suspected of being

religiously motivated. Indeed, something of a Muslim

vacuum existed around Franjieh.

In view of this deep domestic communal split and the

support given to the Palestinian guerrillas by Lebanese

Muslims throughout the long conflict, the president realized

that the only option remaining to him if communal civil war

was to be avoided was to undertake a compromise with the

guerrillas similar to that made in 1969. Therefore, on

May 17, 1973, Lebanese army and guerrilla negotiators ini-

tiated discussions to settle the crisis. The two most

critical issues to be resolved were the government's de-

sire to place all Palestinian refugee camps in the country

under Lebanese rather than guerrilla security controls and

the removal of heavy weapons from the camps. The nego-

tiations were slow. Lebanese President Franjieh insisted

that heavy weapons be removed from the Palestinian refugee

camps surrounding the capital city of Beirut, that the

military training of guerrillas within Palestinian camps
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be terminated, and that thenguerrillas accept Lebanese

sovereignty over all Palestinians living in the country.

Palestinian negotiators refused these conditions, and

the president declared that national sovereignty must be

exercised over all parts of Lebanon, including the Pales-

tinian refugee camps. Kataib Party Chairman Gemayel fur-

ther demanded that three Palestinian refugee camps--Dbayeh,

Tal Zattar, and Bourj al-Barajneh--be closed because of

their repeated participation in the fighting against the

Lebanese army, but none of these proposals received suf-

ficient support to be imposed upon the guerrillas, who re-

mained in control of all of the Palestinian refugee camps

in Lebanon.) 2

After two days of negotiation, an accord was reached

between the army and guerrilla representatives, and a new

protocol was added to the Cairo Agreement of 1969. When

the meetings were concluded, a guerrilla leader privately

asserted, "We got what we wanted, and more. "

It was agreedin.the accord, which later came to be

known as the Milkart Protocol, in reference to the hotel

at which the meetings were held, that a high-level joint

committee would be formed to supervise the cease-fire, that

4 2Jonathan C. Randal, "Beirut Tensions Ease: Talks

Continue," The Washington Post, May 15, 1973, p. 4.

4 3John K. Cooley, "Lebanon Firms Up Security Pact,"

The Christian Science Monitor, May 19, 1973, p. 2.
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Lebanese-Palestinian patrols would remain in constant touch

with their commanders to stop any outbreaks of fighting,

and that Lebanese and Palestinian forces would be separ-

ated. 4 4

The terms of the Milkart Protocol were not immediately

published. On May 18, 1973, the Iraqi news agency quoted

an internal PLO circular which summed up the points of the

agreement as follows: (1) respect for and application of

the Cairo Agreement and its supplements ; (2) cessation of

all military manifestations and the return of the army to

its barracks ; (3) abolition of the state of emergency after

the formation of a new government within the next few days ;

(4) termination of the information campaign against the

revolution; (5) no restrictions on the presence of weapons

in the Palestinian refugee camps; (6) recognition of the

right of the Palestinian resistance to carry out military

exercises; (7) no distinction between Palestinians residing

in Lebanon and other Palestinians living in Lebanon and

bestowal of all the rights of residents on the latter

group ; (8) release of all detained Palestinians and Leba-

nese supporters of the Palestinian revolution; (9) release

of all confiscated weapons ; (10) formation of a supreme

committee to deal with all outstanding issues and with any

44Randal, "Lebanese Jets Attack Guerrillas in North,"
p. 24.
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hostilities that might break out in the future ; (11) with-

drawal of the Palestinian Liberation Army's 5,000-man Yar-

muk Brigade and other guerrillas who had entered Lebanon

from Syria at the height of the fighting (this withdrawal

was in fact completed on May 18) ; (12) the carrying of arms

and wearing of uniforms by guerrillas inside refugee camps

only; (13) banning of the setting up of roadblocks, making

arrests, and conducting interrogations by guerrilla com-

mandos ; and (14) joint Lebanese army and guerrilla inspec-

tion teams to ensure that no heavy weapons were stored in

the refugee camps. 4 5

In the eyes of some observers, the provisions of the

Milkart Protocol constituted a Palestinian victory over

the Lebanese government because most of the clauses of the

agreement were concessions made by the Lebanese authori-

ties to the PLO rather than vice versa. One of the major

problems in conducting such negotiations in Lebanon was

the reluctance of Lebanese Muslim leaders to support any

measures that their pro-Palestinian followers would view

as a betrayal of the Palestinian cause. President Franjieh

could count on substantial backing from the Christians,

"But in the country's political system, based on a balance

of power between Christians and Muslims, any policy toward

S5Sobel, p. 157.
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the Palestinians that does not lead to a division of na-

tional opinion must be based on a compromise. "46

Two days after the agreement was signed, on May 21,

1973, the Palestinian guerrillas made it clear that the

Protocol meant nothing to them when Salah Khalaf, Arafat's

second in command in the PLO, declared that the guerillas

would not withdraw from the populated areas of Lebanon and

would not agree to the prohibition of heavy weapons in the

refugee camps. This response by the guerrillas to the

Milkart Protocol indicated that the agreement was no more

than a face-saving device for both sides to put an end to

their protracted conflict. By now, the mutual mistrust of

the Lebanese authorities and the Palestinians was deeply

entrenched, and, again, both sides were preparing for the

next stage in their recurring confrontation.

4 Juan de Onis, "Guerrillas in Lebanon Said to Pull
Back," The New York Times, May 12, 1973, pp. 2, 19.



CHAPTER IV

THE OUTBREAK OF THE LEBANESE CIVIL

WAR: 1975-1976

It was clear from the beginning that the fragile Leba-

nese social and political system could not endure in the

face of the continuing Lebanese-Palestinian military con-

flict. In spite of the utmost efforts exerted by Lebanese

authorities to bring the civil strife under control, no im-

provements occurred in 1973 and 1974. In January of 1975,

Israel mounted an attack against the Palestinian guerrilla

bases in the southern area of Lebanon, and,when the Leba-

nese army moved to stop Palestinian activities across the

Lebanese-Israeli border, clashes broke out between the

soldiers and the guerrillas and the army barracks in the

southern city of Tyre came under Palestinian fire. Shortly

after this incident, a statement was issued by Christian

leader Gemayel asking the PLO "to put an end to the anarchy

prevailing among its dissident groups."1  Gemayel's evalua-

tion of the Palestinian intervention in Lebanon was valid

in that guerrilla involvement in Lebanese domestic affairs

'Kamal S. Salibi, Crossroads to Civil War: Lebanon
1958-1976 (New York, Caravan Books, 1976), p. 91.
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on the side of the Muslims had widened the internal split

between Lebanese Christians and Muslims, and it deprived

the people of the opportunity to sit down together in a

purely Lebanese atmosphere to discuss their own problems.

As a result, the possibility of a reconciliation between

the two Lebanese parties became ever more remote.

Former President Camile Chamoun supported Gemayel's

position, denounced guerrilla activities in Lebanon, and

asked the government to use the most drastic measures at

its disposal against them. This statement was interpreted

by the Muslims as evidence of the Christian determination

to deal ruthlessly with the guerrillas. Muslim leaders

responded to the sentiments of Gemayel and Chamoun by ac-

cusing the government and the Christian army commander of co-

operating with the Christian political parties to take over

political and military control in Lebanon. The Muslims

demanded the reorganization of the army on the grounds

that it had yielded absolutely to the will of the Chris-

tian presidency. These demands were sufficient to arouse

the emotions of the Lebanese Christians, who staged demon-

strations in the streets in support of the army.2

The situation worsened when all of Lebanon's Muslim

leaders voiced a vote of no confidence in the government

2 Halim Barakat, Lebanon in Strife: Student Preludes
to the Civil War (Austin, University of Texas Press, 1977),
p~~ 175.
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and insisted that equality between Christians and Muslims

be instituted in the army by the formation of a command

council incorporating identical numbers of high-ranking

officers from both communities. Lebanon's Christian

leaders refused to accede to these demands, and the stage

was set for a new period of serious civil strife.

Lebanese Christians versus Palestinians

On Sunday, April 13, 1975, civil war broke out in

Lebanon. In the morning of that day a group of Palestinian

guerrillas in an automobile drove past a recently-built

church in the Christian suburb of Ain al-Rummaneh, where

Kataib Party Chairman Gemayel was attending a service con-

secrating the new place of worship; opened fire on the crowd;

and killed four men, including Gemayel's bodyguard. The

assailants then fled to the Muslim sector of Beirut. A

few hours later, a bus carrying Palestinian guerrillas

through the Ain al-Rummaneh suburb en route to the Tal

Zattar refugee camp came under fire from persons who were

believed to be members of a Christian militia, and all of

its 26 passengers were killed. 3

On the evening of May 13, Lebanon's Muslim political

leaders called a meeting of their parties to discuss the

situation. In a subsequent statement these leaders

3Harald Vocke, The Lebanese War (New York, St. Mar-
tin's Press, 1978), p-79.
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demanded that the government dissolve the Kataib Party

and expel its two representatives from the cabinet. Mean-

while, fighting had already broken out in various sections

of Beirut.

The Islamic Council in Lebanon, which included the

country's current prime minister and all former Muslim

prime ministers and other cabinet ministers, then held a

meeting to discuss these incidents. The Council condemned

the Christian militias, holding them responsible for the

violence:

The Council expresses its repugnance as regards
the bloody massacre which resulted from the
criminal incidents of Ain al-Rummaneh and con-
demns it because, in its~premeditated criminal
character which aimed at unarmed innocent people

[the Palestinian riders of the bus], [the mas-
sacre] indicates that its executors were carrying
out a criminal plot to strike at Lebanon and
cause civil strife in a manner which would bene-
fit the Zionist enemy and the plots of its friends.
The phalangist incidents , which came following a
series of challenges against the Palestinians,
should be investigated in such a manner as to re-
veal those responsible [for the massacre] and ex-
pose them to the Lebanese people and the patriotic
public opinion and to punish them on both politi-
cal and legal levels. 5

The Muslim position was thus defined in the Council's

statement. In response, Kataib Chairman Gemayel described

the issues in his party's newspaper, Al-Amal:

4 Salibi, p. 99.

5Antoine Khuayri, Hawadith Lubnan, 1975: Part One
(Jonieh, Lebanon, Manshurat Dar al-AbadiyyahV[n.d.]), p.
29 (translated by the author) .
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We have reached a situation in Lebanon in which
the state is overcome. The state has renounced
its responsibilities and sovereignty, and this
has given rise to unofficial mini-states and
armies which are undisciplined and whose iden-
tities are not known. Worse, there are certain
areas in Lebanese territory and in the hearts
of towns which are outside the framework of
every authority, even the authority of the re-
sistance movement.

We do not accept that there should be any
authority above the authority of the Lebanese
state. We do not accept that there should be
areas outside the authority of the Lebanese
state. I emphasize that, had the law been ap-
plied justly and rightly to all, we would not
have reached the current situation, which is
due to the application of the law to one group
and failure to apply it to others.6

The incidents at Ain al-Rummaneh were followed by ter-

rorist acts perpetrated by Palestinian guerrillas and

Lebanese Muslims against Christians in the suburbs of al-

Chiah and Harat Huraik, where churches and homes, shops,

and automobiles belonging to Christians were destroyed and

robberies, murders, and other crimes were committed. 7

The fighting spread beyond Beirut to several other

cities and counties in Lebanon, notably to the northern

city of Tripoli. All of the cease-fire agreements reached

between the conflictingparties were broken, and an atmos-

phere of apprehension was constantly maintained among the

6John Bulloch, Death of a Country The Civil War in

Lebanon (London, Weidenfld an&dNico son, 1977), pp. W-Z~(.

7Salibi, p. 99.
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people. Mutual accusations between the Christians and the

Palestinians were the norm.8

The Muslim political parties went further when Kamal

Jumblatt, Chairman of the Socialist Progressive Party,

threatened to boycott any cabinet that included members

of the Kataib Party. In response to Jumblatt's threat,

all of Lebanon's Christian cabinet ministers resigned,

causing the resignation of Prime Minister Rashid al-Solh--

and, therefore, the dissolution of the entire government--

on May 15, 1975.

The political tension in Lebanon increased when the

guerrillas demanded the arrest of some of the Kataib Party

members whom they considered to be responsible for the

deaths at Ain al-Rummaneh.9 The cabinet of Prime Minister

al-Solh's government resigned, and attempts to name a new

Muslim prime minister failed. The fighting persisted, ac-

companied by acts of robbery, kidnapping, and murder.' 0

On the political front, Lebanese Christian leaders,

including the Maronite cardinal, made it clear that no

government could be formed if the Kataib Party was ex-

cluded from it. In an effort to solve this complex

8lbid., pp. 99-100.

9Hussein Sirriyeh, "The Palestinian Armed Presence in

Lebanon since 1967," Essays on the Crisis in Lebanon,
edited by Roger Owen (London7~~Iithca Press~~~1976),p. 84.

1oBulloch , p. 78.
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problem, on May 23, 1975, President Franjieh named a mili-

tary government headed by former Muslim Brigadier Nur al-

Din al-Rif'ai. This decision was welcomed by the Chris-

tians and opposed by the Muslims, who viewed the selection

of a frail elderly Muslim military officer as an attempt

to weaken Lebanon's Muslim premiership. Furthermore, the

Muslims believed that, through the creation of a military

government, the army could be used as a repressive force

against the Muslims and the Palestinian guerrillas. This

opposition to the military government manifested itself

in armed clashes initiated by the Muslims and Palestinians

and the erection of more military barricades.'1  Only two

days after the formation of the military government, Nur

al-Din al-Rif'ai was forced to resign, and on May 28

Rashid Karami was asked by President Franjieh to assemble

a new cabinet. Karami, however, faced strong opposition

from both Christian Kataibs and Muslim socialists, who

insisted on exercising a mutual veto, each group refusing

to participate in the cabinet if the other group was in-

cluded in it. Thus, the country was deprived of even a

minimal government to administer daily civil service

functions.

i'Salibi, p. 109.
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The Lebanese Muslim-Palestinian Alliance

During this crisis, the stand of the Muslims toward

the Lebanese political system crystallized. Hussein al-

Quwatli, the director of the Higher Muslim Sunni Council,

summarized the Muslim position:

There exists a very clear stand in Islam, namely
that the real Muslim cannot stand aloof as re-
gards the state, and consequently his stand as
regards the ruler and the rule cannot be a pas-
sive one, one which accepts half-solutions. For
either the ruler will be Muslim [the ruler of
Lebanon is a Christian] and the rule Islamic,
and he [the true Muslim] will agree to it and
support it, or the ruler will be non-Muslim and
the rule non-Islamic [the current Lebanese po-
litical system] and he will reject it and he
will work to annul it, peacefully or forcefully,
explicitly or implicitly. This is a clear stand
because it is one of principle, and, furthermore,
it is the basis of the Islamic faith. . . . Any
concessions made by a Muslim as regards this
stand, or part of it, is necessarily an abjura-
tion of Islam. For, according to the thinkers
of Islam, the erection of the Islamic state and
the self-government of Muslims constitute an im-
portant part of Islam, where "no Islam exists
without it." 12

Given the intensity of this sentiment, Lebanese Muslims

preferred to support the Palestinian guerrillas, who mean-

while began to train them in the use of various types of

heavy and light weapons in their refugee camps and to

supply them with arms. It was claimed by Yasir Arafat

that the guerrillas in Lebanon enjoyed the support of the

1 2 Khuayri, p. 141.
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Muslim community and were thus obliged to give that com-

munity at least a limited degree of support in return.13

This limited support was transformed into more com-

plete cooperation when the Muslims and Palestinians began

to fight side by side against the Christians from June 23,

1975 onward. Recurring skirmishes took place in the adja-

cent and densely-populated suburbs of Ain al-Rummaneh

(Christian) and al-Shiyyah (Muslim).

Prime Minister Karami succeeded in forming a govern-

ment on June 30, after the Christian leader Gemayel and

the Muslim leader Jumblatt agreed to stay out of the

cabinet. The short-term truce that followed was used by

both sides to import more arms to prepare for new rounds

of fighting."

The problems of the new government were profound,

for no agreement could be reached among the cabinet members

or, more seriously, between the president and his prime

minister. In spite of the dire political problems and

tragic violence besetting Lebanon, President Franjieh and

Prime Minister Karami never communicated during the first

few months after the formation of the new government.

Moreover, Tony Franjieh, the president's son, announced

the establishment of the "Zgharta Liberation Army" and

1 3 Sirriyeh, p. 85. 14Salibi, p. 113.
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began to arm and train this private military unit in prepa-

ration for future skirmishes with the Muslim militias in

the prime minister's home city of Tripoli. 15

The incapacity of the government and the Muslim insis-

tance on isolating the Christian Kataib Party prompted the

Christians to reconsider their position toward the current

political system and their relations with the Muslims.

The Christians felt that the Lebanese government had begun

to collapse when the Palestinian guerrillas entered the

country. They also believed that the communal balance

established in the National Pact of 1943 had been upset

in favor of the Muslims as a result of the huge number of

Palestinians in the country and that, therefore, the Na-

tional Pact itself was no longer beneficial to the Chris-

tians. In the Christian view, the insistence on excluding

the Kataibs from participation in any new government that

might be formed was tantamount to the Muslims' intention

of excluding the entire Christian community from its right-

ful place in the life of the country.i16

In view of these circumstances, the Christians began

advancing the idea of partitioning Lebanon and establishing

sIbid., p. 120.

1 6 Twefik Khalaf , "The Phalange and the Maronite Com-
munity: From Lebanonism to Maronitism," Essays on the Cri-
sis in Lebanon, edited by Roger Owen (London, Ithaca
Press, 1976), p. 51.
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a separate Christian state. In order to secure the needed

international support for this proposal, in June of 1975

they sent three delegations to the United States, France,

and the Vatican, but the delegations failed to achieve

their objective. In Washington the U.S. administration in-

formed the Lebanese Christian delegation of its unwilling-

ness to intervene militarily in Lebanon, reiterating the

stand that it had taken in the crisis of 1958 and its firm

opposition to any partition of the country. The French

government made it clear that its new relations with the

Arab countries precluded any support of a separate Chris-

tian state in the area. In the Vatican the pope made the

Christian delegation understand that it was impossible for

him to endanger the position of the millions of Christians

living throughout the Arab world by supporting the parti-

tion of Lebanon.' 7

The military preparation in Lebanon culminated in the

renewal of hostilities on August 24, 1975, in Zahleh, a

Christian city in the Bekaa Valley near the Syrian border.

The fighting rapidly spread to all of the surrounding Mus-

lim counties, which joined in attacking the Christian

city. At the same time, military clashes also broke out

in the north between the Muslim city of Tripoli, supported

by Palestinian guerrillas, and the Christian town of

17Ibid., pp. 51-52.
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Zgharta; even heavy artillery came to be used in this strug-

gle. Most of the Christians living in Tripoli fled the

city.

After intervention by the army, the fighting between

Muslim Tripoli and Christian Zgharta ceased. In an attempt

to satisfy the Muslims while calming the explosive situa-

tion in the country, President Franjieh finally agreed to

remove his close friend General Iskander Ghanem as commander

of the army and replaced him with General Hanna Sa'id. The

Muslims, however, continued to distrust the army, seeing it

as a pro-Christian organization. The Muslim opposition

resulted in a call for a general strike in Beirut on Sep-

tember 15, 1975, in protest of the death of 13 Muslim

militiamen who were killed in Tripoli in the fighting

against the army.18

In the Christian suburb of Ain al-Rummaneh Christian

militias began to bomb the heart of Beirut. This intensi-

fication of fighting by the Christians was regarded as a

clear indication that they had determined not to yield to

the Muslim demand that the entire Lebanese political system

be amended or to remain silent about the unlawful actions

being committed daily by the Palestinian guerrillas, who

had, in effect, established a state within the state.

The Christian actions were also viewed by the Muslims

1 8 Salibi, pp. 123-124.
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as a pressure tactic to compel the army to intervene in

the fighting in the country and settle once and for all

the Palestinian dispute that divided Lebanon. The Muslim

reaction to the Christians' military escalation was a re-

fusal to accept intervention by the army until it was

reorganized in such a way as to equalize the numbers of

Muslim and Christian commanding officers.

Communal battles spread throughout Lebanon, from

Sidon in the south to Tripoli in the north and Zahleh in

the east. The social situation also deteriorated when

thousands of Lebanese families were forced under the in-

tensity of the fighting to flee from the country to Syria

and Jordan in search of a temporary refuge.

The civil war in Lebanon prompted Syria to send

Foreign Minister Abdel Halim al-Khaddam to Beirut to at-

tempt to bring an end to the fighting. Al-Khaddam arrived

in Lebanon on September 19, 1975 and remained there until

September 25. During his stay he helped the Lebanese

government to form a "Committee for National Dialogue and

Reconciliation,"whichwas to include the country's Chris-

tian and Muslim leaders. The Syrian efforts were success-

ful for a time, but fighting soon broke out again.

In order to alleviate the pressure on their comrades

in Beirut, the Christian militiamen in Zahleh launched an

9 lbid., p. 127.
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offensive against the neighboring Muslim counties in the

Bekaa Valley. The fighting became more intense when new

units of Palestinian guerrillas entered Lebanon from

Syria to join the battle against the Christians in Zahleh. 2 0

Israel responded with a warning to Syria against interven-

tion in Lebanon.

After the issuance of the Israeli statement, the

hostilities ceased and each of the warring parties entered

a period of reevaluation of the political and military

situation. A higher coordination committee was set up to

supervise the newly-announced cease-fire. Most of the

Christian and Muslim leaders were included in this com-

mittee, which was authorized to arrest any militiamen who

violated the cease-fire agreement. Pierre Gemayel made it

clear in the first committee meeting that Lebanese Chris-

tians were no longer willing to tolerate the open anti-

Christian alliance between the Muslims and the Palestin-

ians and reiterated that the Christians were still seriously

considering a partition of the country. In response,

Muslim Prime Minister Karami expressed his desire to pre-

serve Christian-Muslim coexistence but only on the condition

that the status of the two groups be equal in every way. 21

2 0Bulloch, p. 86.

2 1lhsan A. Hijazi, "Wary Citizens of Beirut Venture

into Streets as Shooting Fades," The New York Times, No-
vember 5, 1975, p. 3.
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The Muslims had long complained that the Lebanese

president was like a dictator who held all power in his

hands while the prime minister was merely his clerk. They

demanded that the prime minister be elected by the parlia-

ment and insisted that the number of parliamentary seats

assigned to Christians and Muslims be equal instead of 54

to 45 in favor of the Christians. In short, the Muslims

demanded that the Christian domination in the key institu-

tions of the country be terminated. The religious leader

of the Sunni Muslims in Lebanon announced that, if Chris-

tians continued to insist on special privileges in the

Lebanese political system, the result might be the break-

down of the nation. 22

As in the past, the current truce was used by the war-

ring parties to import more weapons into Lebanon. Through-

out the civil conflict Muslims and Palestinians received

military supplies from the Arab countries, notably Syria,

Iraq, and Libya; the Christians received arms from the

United States, France, and England. Whereas the Muslim-

Palestinian alliance was given weapons by Lebanon's Arab

neighbors, however, the Christians were obliged to buy

them.23

22James F. Clarity, "Beirut Relaxing as Truce Holds,"

The New York Times, November 12, 1975, p. 6.

23 David Binder, "Foreign Arms Expected to Prolong Leba-

non Strife," The NewYork Times, November 18, 1975, p. 3.
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These continuing military preparations by the parties

to the conflict, accompanied by the gradual escalation of

the intensity of fighting, made the Arab countries fear

the possibility of a partition of Lebanon. Concern about

such a partition was expressed in several quarters. Syrian

Foreign Minister al-Khaddam said, "If Lebanon is subject to

division, we shall face this as the most serious plot the

Arab nation is facing and shall stand by Lebanon with all

our means to foil this plot." 2 4  Then-Crown Prince Fahd of

Saudi Arabia took a firm stand against the partition of

Lebanon between Christians and Muslims when he stated that,

if a Christian state was established on the "debris of the

present coexistence among Lebanese communities," it would

lead to "serious consequences" in the Lebanese-Saudi rela-

tionship. 25

These warnings had no effect upon the continuation of

the armed conflict in Lebanon. The Christians pursued

their military activity to achieve their goals by preserving

the current political system and the independence and

sovereignty of Lebanon, and the Muslims, supported by the

Palestinians, continued their battle to impose by force a

2 4 "Syria Hints It Might Act to Bar Lebanon Partition,"

The New York Times, November 17, 1975, p. 1.

2 5 "Beirut Is Warned Against Partition," The New York
Times, November 29, 1975, p. 5.
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reconstitution of the Lebanese political system and gain

full freedom for Palestinian guerrilla activity in the

country.

Syria and the Lebanese Conflict

In anticipation of the possible impact that the con-

tinued Lebanese civil war might have on Syria, that coun-

try's president, Hafez al-Asad, began to exert his utmost

efforts to settle the conflict. On December 3, 1975, he

invited Pierre Gemayel to travel to Syria for discussions

of methods of stabilizing conditions in Lebanon. On De-

cember 6, during Gemayel's visit to Syria, four Christian

militiamen were killed by Muslims and Palestinian guerril-

las. To avenge their deaths, the Christians killed a

group of Lebanese Muslims and Palestinians. These develop-

ments not only hindered Syria's mediation activities but

again raised the issue of the partition of Lebanon. Most

Lebanese Christians began to express their preference for

that option openly as an alternative to the changes demanded

in the Lebanese political system by the Muslims. Pere

Charbel Kassis, the head of the Lebanese monastic orders,

delivered to the French envoy former premier Couve de

Murville, during his visit to Lebanon at the behest of the

French government in a mediatory mission between Chris-

tians and Muslims, a memorandum in which he stated that

coexistence between Christians and Muslims had failed and
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demanded the establishment of a smaller Christian state in

Lebanon whose independence would be guaranteed by the

Western powers. 26

Despite the new cease-fire announced on December 11,

1975, after a wave of kidnappings and murders committed by

both sides the fighting escalated and the volume of losses

in lives, money, and destruction of property reached un-

precedented heights. Nearly 5,000 people were killed

during the first eight months of the fighting, convincing

many Lebanese citizens that a compromise was no longer pos-

sible and that partition was the only solution to the

conflict. 2 7

The first indications of partition began to appear

as the capital of Beirut was split into two sectors. This

religious division made itself felt throughout the country,

and both Christians and Muslims began to emigrate to areas

inhabited predominantly by their own people. A political

analyst living in Beirut during this period described the

situation as follows:

The city, to begin with, had lost its unity as an
urban complex. It now consisted of two separate
and distinct residential sectors--a Christian
sector to the east and a predominantly Muslim
sector to the west--between which regular communi-
cation had become difficult, and in some respects

2 6"Lebanese Leaders Meet with Syrians Over Crisis,"

The New York Times, December 23, 1975, p. 12.

27
I bid.
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hardly possible. Between the two residential sec-
tors of the city stretched a no-man's-land con-
sisting of the downtown area and its immediate
peripheries--an area which was now abandoned to
the armed men and snipers of the various warring
factions. For the first time since the start of
the civil war, the city made no haste to reopen
despite repeated reassurances from the government,
which were in many cases blatantly unrealistic.
. . . Like Beirut, the whole Lebanese republic
had been [left] with the lines of confessional
division clearly marked. A considerable emigra-
tion of Christians from Muslim areas and of Mus-
lims from Christian areas had already taken
place. . . . In theory, the Lebanese republic
as a political entity was still there, wielding
sovereign jurisdiction over a country whose terri-
torial integrity was legally intact. All but
legally, however, the country had fallen apart,
and it needed a tremendous effort of will and
imagination by all the sides concerned to put it
together again.28

The new cease-fire of December 11, 1975 was only one

of a series that punctuated the fighting, which broke out

anew when the Christian militias launched an offensive

against the three Palestinian refugee camps of Tal Zattar,

Jisr al-Pasha, and Dbayeh. These camps fell to the Chris-

tian forces, and their populations were driven into the

Muslim western sector of Beirut. With the renewed escala-

tion of the conflict, all of Lebanon's Muslim leaders

demanded the resignation of President Franjieh, an action

interpreted by the Christians as evidence of a Muslim-

Palestinian plot to dominate Lebanon.29

2 8Adeed I. Dawisha, Syria and the Lebanese Crisis (New
York, St. Martin's Press, ~O),pp~~73-94.

2 9Henry Tanner, "Truce Gains in Beirut but Fighting
Rages in Suburbs," The New York Times, December 19, 1975, p. 16.
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In a further effort to prevent the Muslims and Pales-

tinians from gaining control over the country, the Chris-

tian militias continued their battle by attacking the

Muslim suburbs of Karantina and Maslakh on the coastal road

between Beirut and Dora in the northern Christian region

of Lebanon. In retaliation, Muslim militias and Palestin-

ian guerrillas attacked the Christian coastal cities of

Damour and Sadiyyat in the south. The two cities fell to

the Muslim-Palestinian alliance on January 20, 1976, and

their inhabitants were forced to flee by sea to the pre-

dominantly Christian coastal city of Jonieh to the north.

Massacres were carried out by both sides in the areas

which they conquered.3 0

Communal hostilities continued as the Muslim militias

and their Palestinian guerrilla allies in the Muslim city

of Tripoli launched an offensive against the Christian

city of Zgharta. The Muslim-Palestinian alliance then

broadened its sphere of military operations, encircling

the Christian city of Zahleh in the Bekaa Valley after

reinforcements in the form of new units of Palestinian

guerrillas arrived from Syria. At the same time many

Christian villages and towns in the northern region of

Akkar were also attacked by the Muslims and Palestinians. 31

3 0Barry Came, "Slaughterhouse Two," Newsweek, Febru-

ary 2, 1976, p. 35.

3 1Salibi, p. 153.
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This intensification of military action was paralleled

by political escalation of the conflict. On January 18,

1976, Prime Minister Karami submitted his resignation,

causing a new governmental crisis in the divided country,

and many observers feared that this time the internal in-

stability in Lebanon would spread throughout the Middle

East.

Syria continued its efforts to bring about an end to

the war and kept in touch with President Franjieh through-

out the crisis. After the onset of intensified fighting,

Syria sent a delegation of three senior officials--Foreign

Minister al-Khaddam, Army Chief of Staff Major General

Hikmat Shihabi, and Air Marshal Naji Jamil--to discuss

methods of imposing a lasting cease-fire in Lebanon with

Franj ieh.

Some Christians, however, were suspicious of Syria's

role as mediator, and, in December of 1975, it was sug-

gested that Syria might be playing a double game by pub-

licly calling for a cease-fire while privately allowing

the Muslim-Palestinian alliance to win its first military

victory. Lending credence to this belief was the fact

that the leftists in Lebanon showed no sign of running
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out of ammunition, although as a rule it was doled out by

the PLO and Syria quite parsimoniously. 3 2

The Syrians had always believed that both their coun-

try and Lebanon were integral parts of "Greater Syria"

and that the divisions between the two nations were arti-

ficially created by the French. Most importantly, Syria

did not have an embassy in Lebanon and repeatedly refused

Lebanon's requests to establish diplomatic relations be-

tween their two countries. There were no restrictions on

movement between Syria and Lebanon, and, therefore, if

Syria was not behind the scene in the Lebanese crisis, it

at least actively exploited the events in Lebanon in the

hopes of realizing its aspirations there.

On January 22, 1976, President Franjieh announced

that an agreement had been reached between the Christian

and Muslim communities. The settlement would grant some

Muslim demands for a greater share of power in political

participation, but at the same time the current position

of the Christians in Lebanon would be maintained. It was

agreed that a higher military commission would be formed,

composed of Lebanese, Syrian,and Palestinian officers, in

order to carry out the terms of the agreement and maintain

32Enver M. Koury, The Crisis in the Lebanese System
(Washington, American Enterprise Insti~ite for Public
Policy Research, 1976), p. 47.
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the cease-fire. A Syrian statement was issued in Damascus

which assured the Christians and Muslims in Lebanon that

Syria was a neutral mediator in their conflict. 3 3

Despite these hopeful developments, however, a few days

later the Lebanese army began to split into Christian and

Muslim factions. A Lebanese Muslim officer, Lieutenant

Ahmed Khatib, led the breakaway movement, proclaiming him-

self head of the "Lebanese Arab Army." He secured the bar-

racks in the predominantly Muslim areas of Lebanon and

seized their stores of heavy and light weapons. Almost

all of the Muslim officers and soldiers in the Lebanese

army joined Khatib with their equipment.3 With the disin-

tegration of the army as the Christian officers and sol-

diers joined the Christian militias and the Muslim officers

and soldiers jointed the Muslim-Palestinian alliance,

Lebanon was now de facto partitioned.

President Franjieh once again traveled to Syria on

February 7, 1976, after receiving an urgent invitation to

do so from Syrian President al-Asad. The two chief execu-

tives discussed the Lebanese crisis in depth. President

Franjieh was assured by al-Asad that Syria would guarantee

the Palestinian guerrillas' compliance with the past

33James M..Markham, "Beirut Announces Peace Agreement

in Factional War," The New York Times, January 23, 1976,

p. 1.

3 4Bulloch, p. 115.
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agreements made with the Lebanese government. The politi-

cal reforms demanded by the Muslims, such as equal represen-

tation and power in the parliament and the army's hierarchy

of command, were also discussed. After returning to Leba-

non on February 14, President Franjieh announced publicly

that he concurred with President al-Asad on the proposed

political reforms, giving the Muslims a greater share in

the political system while preserving the position.of the

Christians, and the regulation of Palestinian guerrilla ac-

tivity in Lebanon. It was agreed that the presidency would

continue to be held by a Christian and that the distribu-

tion of top governmental posts between Christians and Mus-

lims would remain as specified in the National Pact of

1943. Some amendments would be made, however; seats in

parliament would be equally divided between Christians and

Muslims instead of six to five in favor of the former, and

the Muslim prime minister would be elected by the parlia-

ment rather than appointed by the president.3s

These political arrangements encountered obstacles,

however, when the Christians and President Franjieh in-

sisted that the new agreement be set down in writing, un-

like the National Pact of 1943, and that all Muslim leaders

sign a provision stating that Lebanon's president was to be

a Maronite Christian in perpetuity. The Muslim leaders

3 5 Salibi, p. 163.
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objected strongly to this requirement, and former Prime

Minister Saeb Salam declared, "I will have my arm cut off

first before I sign a written charter.",36

Some of Lebanon's Christian leaders objected to the

president's program of political reforms as well, espe-

cially the designation of Lebanon as an "Arab" country.

They believed that Lebanon must continue to be molded by

Christian characteristics because it had more in common

with the Western Christian countries than with its Arab

neighbors.37

The leader of the breakaway Lebanese Arab Army, Lieu-

tenant Khatib, rejected the Syrian-sponsored list of

political reforms proposed by President Franjieh on the

grounds that it did not provide a fundamental solution to

the Lebanese crisis, "and the minor reforms it proposes

are not commensurate with the sacrifice that has been

made." He added, "In any case the civil war is not over

as neither side has achieved what it wanted." Khatib

objected to the suggested reform program because it re-

served the presidency and the post of commander-in-chief

3 6 "Christians to Keep Lebanon's Top Post Under New
System," The New York Times, February 12, 1976, p. 3.

3 71"Syrians Abandon Beirut Mediation," The New York
Times, February 28, 1976, p. 3.
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of the army for Christians, and he demanded that those two

posts be rotated between Christians and Muslims. 38

Regardless of Muslim opposition to the proposed po-

litical reforms, the Syrian delegation announced that

Lebanon's presidency would continue to be held by the

Christians, and Syrian President al-Asad assured Christian

leader Gemayel that Syria would force the Palestinian

guerrillas to fulfill the terms of their agreements with the

Lebanese government, namely, the Cairo Agreement of 1969

and the Milkart Protocol of 1973.3

Fearing a renewal of hostilities, the Syrian govern-

ment ordered its delegation to remain in Lebanon to continue

its mediation efforts and to assemble the Palestinian guer-

rilla leaders with the senior officers of the Lebanese army

in order to regulate the activities of the Palestinian

resistance in Lebanon. 4 0  During this period, however, Mus-

lim soldiers continued to desert the army and join the

"Lebanese Arab Army" headed by Khatib, who was supported

by both Lebanese Muslim leaders and Palestinian guerrillas.

Military skirmishes flared up in cities throughout the

38Bulloch, p. 118.

3 9 James M. Markham, "Lebanese Peace Is Expected to
Strengthen Syria in Mideast Talks," The New York Times,
February 20, 1976, p. 4.

4 0 "Syria Seeking Curb on PLO in Lebanon," The New York
Times, February 20, 1976, p. 4.
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country. Syria's attempts to stabilize conditions in Leba-

non were ultimately unsuccessful, especially with the com-

plete split of the Lebanese army on March 11, 1976, when

Brigadier General Abdel Aziz al-Ahdab staged what was

later to be called a "television coup" by proclaiming him-

self the military governor of Lebanon before television

cameras. Al-Ahdab demanded the resignations of President

Franjieh and Prime Minister Karami within 24 hours and

called upon the parliament to meet in seven days to elect

a new president. Franjieh ignored this military coup be-

cause only a part of the army stood against him, and in

the meantime he asked Syrian President al-Asad to resume

his country's mediation.

In response to Franjieh's request, al-Asad invited all

Lebanese Christian and Muslim leaders to come to Syria to

discuss new solutions to the conflict. The Muslim mili-

tias and Palestinian guerrillas escalated the fighting

along the line separating the eastern Christian and western

Muslim sectors of Beirut. After a surge of violent clashes

throughout the country, the Lebanese cabinet met in the

presidential palace under President Franjieh on March 22,

1976, and agreed to accept a Syrian plan which included an

amendment to the Lebanese constitution allowing the
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parliament to elect a new president before the normal elec-

tion date of August 17, 1976.41

The Muslim-Palestinian alliance continued its military

actions, and President Franjieh told President al-Asad in

a telephone conversation that he would ask Syrian or "other

foreign troops" to intervene in Lebanon if the fighting

did not stop. Prompted by the gravity of this statement,

Syria intensified its attempts to resolve the Lebanese

crisis, but its efforts were ignored by the Muslim militias

and Palestinian guerrillas. 4 2

The executive committee of the Palestinian Liberation

Organization held a meeting under Yasir Arafat and in a

communique "stressed the necessity of complete unity with

the national movement and the Lebanese masses" [Muslims]. 4

This communique was then put into action with a call for

all Muslims and Palestinians to join the fighting against

the Christians. Christians throughout Lebanon prepared to

defend themselves and were urged in an emotional statement

by Pierre Gemayel to join the Christian militias:

4 'Jonathan C. Randal, "Battle Spreads in Beirut," The
Washington Post, March 23, 1976, p. 1.

4 2 James M. Markham, "Christian Forces in Beirut Lose
More Ground to Moslem Gunmen," The New York Times, March
25, 1976, p. 2.

4 3 James M. Markham, "Moslem Gunmen Capture Downtown
Beirut Areas," The New York Times, March 24, 1976, p. 1.
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Our people and our army are dispersed, our insti-
tutions disintegrating,and our land occupied.
There is no legislature, no judiciary, no sover-
eignty, no security, and no freedom. Ruin and
destruction spread over villages and cities,
towns and mountains. I appeal to you all, men
and women, to unite for the homeland. Perform
your holy duty of defending the homeland which
faces disintegration. 4 4

When the situation in Lebanon reached this point, the

superpowers at last took action to prevent the fighting from

spreading throughout the Middle East. Under the pressure

placed upon it by the United States through its special

envoy to Lebanon, Dean Brown, and the Soviet Union through

its diplomats, the Muslim-Palestinian alliance was forced

to accept the truce proposed by Syria. 4 5  Yet another

cease-fire--more than the twentieth in less than a year--

was declared on April 2, 1976. On April 10, the Lebanese

parliament met and passed a constitutional amendment au-

thorizing the election of a new president before the expira-

tion of President Franjieh's term on September 23, 1976.46

The truce negotiated by Syria was not fully respected,

for the Muslim-Palestinian alliance insisted on continued

hostilities until Lebanon's political regime was changed.

The Christians' fear that the Muslims intended to overthrow

4 4Bulloch, p. 126.

45Henry Tanner, "Moslems Reject a Lebanese Truce,"
The New York Times, March 30, 1976, p. 1.

46James M. Markham, "Lebanese Set Talks to Replace
President," The New York Times, April 7, 1976, p. 3.
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the government was confirmed when the Palestinian guerrilla

leader Georges Habash called for "the need to build a new

structure in Lebanon, in all Lebanese institutions, to

replace the old structure, which is based on confession-

alism" and, to the distress and anger of the Maronite

Christians, the establishment of a progressive, nationalist,

democratic government.47

The End of the Lebanese Civil War

In a step intended to end the fighting, the Lebanese

parliament met on May 8, 1976, during a siege of bombing

and continuous violence, and elected Elias Sarkis as the

successor to President Sulieman Franjieh. It was assumed

that President Franjieh would agree to resign before the

end of his term on September 23 and step down in favor of

the president-elect, but he refused to do so and as a

result military clashes escalated in the mountains and

other areas of the country. The Muslims and Palestinians

were determined to continue fighting until President-Elect

Sarkis agreed to their political demands. When Muslim

leader Kamal Jumblatt was asked whether the civil war

would continue, he answered, "I don't know" but stated

4 7Michael C. Hudson, "The Palestinian Factor in the
Lebanese Civil War," The Middle East Journal, XXXII (Sum-
mer, 1978), 274.
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that peace was possible if Sarkis would "agree to our

political reforms."i4 8

The communal fighting became intense around Beirut

and in the Lebanese mountains when the Christian militias

undertook a major offensive to recover their lost terri-

tory. This Christian escalation of hostilities frightened

the Palestinian guerrillas, who viewed it as an initiative

to control their presence in Lebanon. At the end of May

the Syrians made a final decision to put an end to the

Lebanese civil war at any price, and, on June 1, 1976, the

Syrian army entered Lebanon, supported by the United States,

as a last resort to force all of the parties in the con-

flict to permanently terminate hostilities. At the same

time Syria was warned by the United States not to bring

more troops into Lebanon than the number agreed to by

Israel.50

This Syrian intervention constituted the final phase

of the civil war in Lebanon, although fighting did not end

until six months later. The Muslims and the Palestinians

4 8 Douglas Watson, "Beirut Leftists Shift towards Con-
ciliation," The Washington Post, May 11, 1976, p. 1.

4 9 William Blakemore, "Rightists Try to Relink Lebanon
Lines," The Christian Science Monitor, May 11, 1976, p. 4.

s"Bernard Gwertzman, "U.S. Views Syria's Drive into
Lebanon as Helpful," The New York Times, June 2, 1976 , p. 1.
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formed a unified military command and began to engage the

marching Syrian soldiers, and clashes broke out in Sidon,

Tripoli, and the Bekaa Valley. The Syrian forces, how-

ever, overcame all military resistance and advanced to

the periphery of Beirut. Egypt, Saudi Arabia, and other

Arab countries then asked Syria to withdraw its troops from

Lebanon and called for the formation of an Arab peace-

keeping force. On June 16, 1976, the American ambassador

to Lebanon, Francis E. Meloy, Jr.; the economic counselor

at the American embassy, Robert 0. Warning; and their Leba-

nese chauffeur, Zuheir Moghrabi, were killed in the Muslim

western sector of Beirut en route to a meetingwith President-

Elect Sarkis in the Christian eastern sector.51 The im-

mediate response of the United States was the evacuation of

all American citizens residing in Lebanon, beginning two

days after the murders.

As fighting in Lebanon persisted in spite of the

presence of Syrian troops in the country, the Christians

continued to consider the possibility of forming a separate

Christian state, which would be possible with Israeli and

U.S. support. They were aware, however, that the United

States was not ready to accept the partition of Lebanon

5 1Joseph Fitchett, "Killing of U.S. Ambassador in
Beirut Laid to Leftist Plotters," The Washington Post,
June 19, 1976, p. 24.
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and therefore hoped that the Lebanese people would at last

be united under the leadership of President-Elect Sarkis,

who was to take office on September 23.52 The fighting

in Lebanon continued, however, even after President Sarkis's

inauguration, and on September 28 the Syrian army initiated

an intensified military attack on the Muslim-Palestinian

alliance in the mountains to the east of Beirut.

Alarmed by these developments, on October 15, 1976,

King Khalid of Saudi Arabia called for a meeting of Presi-

dent Sarkis, President al-Asad of Syria, President Anwar

el-Sadat of Egypt, Prince Sabah al-Sabah of Kuwait, and

Yasir Arafat, to be held in Riyadh. On the following day,

a summit conference was held among all of these invited

leaders, and a statement was issued by Saudi Crown Prince

Fahd announcing a peace plan for Lebanon approved by the

conferees, including a cease-fire to begin on October

21, 1976, and the formation of a 30,000-man Arab peace-

keeping force.

The Arab leaders' apprehension at the threat to Mid-

dle Eastern stability posed by the Lebanese civil war

prompted them to come to a rapid consensus, formulating the

terms of their proposed peace plan in only two days. It

was also agreed that Syrian President al-Asad would make

5 2 U.S. Department of State, "United States Reaffirms
Commitment to Integrity and Unity of Lebanon," Bulletin
75 (October 11, 1976), pp. 459-460.
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no further attempts to destroy or contain the Palestinian

Liberation Organization in Lebanon or to curb guerrilla

activity across the Lebanese-Israeli border. President

Sadat agreed to the proviso that Palestinian guerrilla ac-

tivity in Lebanon be confined to the level described in

the Cairo Agreement of 1969. Finally, the responsibility

for persuading the Christian leaders in Lebanon to stop

agitating for the partition of the country and to agree to

the political reforms which the government would implement

to achieve the goal of national reconciliation was left

to Lebanese President Sarkis. The decisions made in Riyadh

were ratified by the Arab League in Cairo on October 26,

in the presence of the Arab countries' foreign ministers.

The 30,000-man Arab peace-keeping force, predominantly

Syrian in composition, was placed under the command of

President Sarkis.

On the same day, October 26, the PLO announced that

it had begun to withdraw its guerrillas from all of the

positions that they captured in the Lebanese mountains

during the civil war to the southern region of Lebanon.

Later, Syrian troops replaced the Palestinians in those

positions."

5 3 John K. Cooley, "The Palestinians," Lebanon in Cri-
sis: Participants and Issues, edited bytEdward Haley and
Lewis Snider Syracuse, New York, Syracuse University
Press, 1979), pp. 47-48.
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On October 28, the head of the PLO's political depart-

ment, Farouq Kaddoumi, announced that, in conjunction with

the advance of Syrian peace-keeping troops, the guerrillas

were withdrawing from other positions in the north and

in the Bekaa Valley to the east. After the Palestinians

ceased fighting, the Muslim militias had no alternative but

to yield to the Syrian soldiers, who were now carrying the

banner of the Arab League. The Syrian troops began to

move along the coast road through Christian- and Muslim-

held areas toward Beirut, entering the city on November 10.

By November 15, the entire capital was under the control

of Syrian troops. 5
With the Syrian occupation of Beirut, which had al-

ways been the fulcrum of the conflict in Lebanon, the civil

war was, for all practical purposes, ended. Yet another

chapter in Lebanon's schismatic and turbulent history had

ended, albeit only through the intervention of external

actors.

5 4 Dawisha, pp. 164-165.



CONCLUS ION

The modern political system of Lebanon shares many

characteristics with those of other communally divided

countries such as Cyprus, Nigeria, Belgium, and Ethiopia.

The continuing instability in Lebanon since it gained inde-

pendence in 1943 attests to the shortcomings in its system-

building, notably the incapacity of its political insti-

tutions to take hold and adapt to changing conditions and

demands. This study supports Samuel Huntington's conten-

tion that the political instability in Asia, Africa, and

Latin America is the result of "the rapid social change and

the rapid mobilization of new groups into politics coupled

with slow development of political institutions," or, in

other words, "the lag in the development of political

institutions behind social and economic change." To

Huntington, successful institutionalization means the de-

velopment of governing institutions that embody new sources

of legitimacy, participatory institutions providing chan-

nels for relating the newly participant groups to the

governing institutions, and bureaucratic institutions

that provide structures for the discharge of those

135
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administrative functions that modern society requires of

its political system.'

The lack of fundamental consensus between its princi-

pal communities has paralyzed Lebanon, leaving it incapable

of coping with either domestic or foreign demands in the

post-independence period. Both internal and external

factors have contributed to the long series of conflicts in

Lebanon. A key internal factor since the proclamation of

an independent Lebanon has been the persisting chasm be-

tween the Christians, who were dedicated to preserving the

institutional status quo that gave them the upper hand in

determining political and social issues, and the Muslims,

who took it upon themselves to change the status quo by

using all possible means to restore the status quo ante

of the Ottoman era.

The circumstances of Lebanon's founding contributed

to its subsequent difficulties. When Syria and Mount

Lebanon came under the French mandate in 1922, as in so

many other cases of post-World War II independence, an

outside power shaped their future. France enlarged the

political boundaries of Mount Lebanon to include the

areas around the coastal cities of Sidon, Tyre, and

Tripoli, as well as the Bekaa Valley in the east. The

'Samuel P. Huntington, Political Order in Changing
Societies (New Haven, Connecticut, Yale University Press,
1968), pp. 34-35.
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territory thus added was predomiantly Muslim, and the

repercussions of its annexation were far-reaching. Ac-

cording to Philip Hitti, "The addition . . . almost doubled

the area of the country and increased its population by about

one-half, over 200,000 predominantly Muslims . . . What the

country gained in area it lost in cohesion. It lost its

internal equilibrium." 2

Contemporary Muslim leaders in Lebanon first sought

to join Syria, but they failed. Therefore, when they ac-

cepted the subsequent establishment of the state of Lebanon,

they were not wholly satisfied. They agreed to the Na-

tional Pact of 1943, which gave preeminence to the Chris-

tians, because they had no other option. Eager to see the

end of the French mandate at a time when most of the Arab

countries were not yet independent, the Muslims saw accep-

tance of the new entity of Lebanon as the best way of at-

taining their objective.

In 1943, the political system of Lebanon was above all

designed to regulate the behavior of the various religious

sects within one political community. Seeking to control

communal conflict and to rapidly create a national iden-

tity, the elites from the Christian and Muslim communities

reached an accord that later had extensive negative conse-

quences. As Nordlinger perceptively observes, "Efforts to

2Philip Hitti, Lebanon in History (New York, St. Mar-
tin's Press, 1956), pp. 490-4T.
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regulate conflict by creating a national identity in a

short period of time will not only be unsuccessful, they

will more than likely lead to widespread violence. " 3

Lebanon continues to be a mosaic of sectarian groups

who have diverse and conflicting interests and lack central

values or a sense of community. Cultural variation between

the Christians and the Muslims clearly leads to different

reactions to the same issues.

The usual processes of system-building in Lebanon have

been unsuccessful and have, in fact, further exacerbated

the nation's problems. Political socialization, for

example, has reflected and perpetuated the country's in-

ternal divisions. Its task is characteristically the maxi-

mization of role consensus and the minimization of role

conflict through the fostering of political integration and

the development of "a body of shared knowledge about politi-

cal matters as well as a set of shared political values and

attitudes."4 Since political socialization takes place

within communities, however, in Lebanon it has not ful-

filled its purpose.

3Eric A. Nordlinger, Conflict Regulation in Divided
Societies (Cambridge, Massachusetts, Harvard University,
Center for International Affairs, 1977), p. 117.

4David Easton and Robert D. Hess, "Youth and the
Political System," Culture and Social Character, edited by
Seymour M. Lipset and Leo Lowenthal (New York, The Free
Press of Glencoe, 1961), p. 228.
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Another common technique of system-building is social

mobilization, the process by which major clusters of old

social, economic, and psychological commitments are eroded

or broken and individuals become available for new patterns

of socialization and behavior. Karl Deutsch describes the

general pattern in terms that are highly applicable to the

Lebanese case:

Other things assumed equal, the stage of rapid
social mobilization may be expected, therefore,
to promote the consolidation of states whose
peoples already share the same language, culture,
and major social institutions; while the same
process may tend to strain or destroy the unity
of states whose population is already divided
into several groups with different languages or
cultures or basic ways of life. 5

Noting that the process of social mobilization can ad-

versely affect system-building, Walker Connor writes, "So-

cial mobilization and communication tend to increase cul-

tural awareness and to exacerbate interethnic conflict."

Connor points out that, when social mobilization is fast

and assimilation is slow, the diverse ethnic and religious

groups in the society will tend to be disaggregated in-

stead of integrated into a single people. 6

5 Karl W. Deutsch, "Social Mobilization and Political
Development," The American Political Science Review, LV
(September, 19617, 501.

'Walker Connor, "Nation-Building or Nation-
Destroying," World Politics, XXIV (April, 1972), 326-328.
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Examples in Ethiopia abound, where social mobilization

resulted in conflicts between the Ethiopians and the inhabi-

tants of the Arab regions of Eritrea and the Ogaden desert.

When these two groups began to interact in recent times,

they came to dislike each other because of their increased

awareness of their religious and ethnic differences. The

conflict of the two communities in Ethiopia intensified

the country's internal divisions as each sought to promote

its own interests rather than working for national unity.

The social changes that have taken place in Lebanon

since independence outstripped the development and capacity

of its existing political institutions. Increasing liter-

acy among the Muslims, the rise of Arab nationalism with

Nasser's coming to power in 1952, and the changing condi-

tions in the Arab world after all of the Arab states be-

came independent led to the creation of a new Muslim

generation who refused to accept the political arrangements

to which Lebanese Muslim leaders had agreed in 1943. The

young Muslims demanded that Lebanon's political institu-

tions be replaced with new ones and that the posts of

president and commander-in-chief of the army be rotated

between Christians and Muslims. Lebanon's communally-

based political system was unable to meet these new Muslim

demands, and as a result it could not secure new sources

of legitimacy. When the Muslims failed to win political
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participation as equals, they looked for other means to

alter the status quo, one of which was their alliance with

the Palestinians.

The Palestinian guerrillas found that it was in their

interest to gain the support of half of the Lebanese people.

They claimed that they needed Muslim support to avoid being

driven out of Lebanon, as they had been out of Jordan in

1970 and 1971. The Palestinian guerrillas were confident

that a Muslim state would be more hospitable to them and

their interests than a Christian-controlled regime.

Lebanese Christians were concerned about the future

intentions of the Palestinians, who had already almost

established a state within a state, fearing that they might

be planning to make Lebanon their homeland. The Christian

apprehensions were substantiated by statements such as that

of guerrilla leader Georges Habash, who declared during

the civil war, "It did not matter if Lebanon was parti-

tioned; we shall liberate the other half [the Christian

section] later." 7

The Lebanese problem is similar to those in other

communally-divided societies yet different from them.

Unlike other communal disagreements, the Lebanese conflict

has been prolonged but remains unresolved. In contrast,

"Adeed I. Dawisha, Syria and the Lebanese Crisis (New
York, St. Martin's Press, 1980), p. 150.
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the strife in Cyprus between Christian Greek and Muslim

Turkish Cypriots was quickly settled for the time being

when Turkey intervened militarily in favor of the Muslims

on the island and the country was divided to end the

fighting. The Hindu-Muslim communal conflict which took

place in India shortly after that nation won its indepen-

dence in 1947 was resolved when the country was partitioned

with the creation of the Muslim state of Pakistan in that

same year.

Communal problems also exist in other countries such

as Northern Ireland, Belgium, Nigeria, and Canada. With

the exception of Northern Ireland, where serious religious

conflict continues unresolved, the governments of these

nations have been able to keep their communal difficulties

under control by various means. Belgium, for example, was

divided into three regions: the Flemish, the Walloon, and

between them the capital city of Brussels. The population

was divided into Dutch- and French-speaking groups, thereby

incorporating the residents of Brussels into one or the

other cultural community. Thus, Belgium could be regarded

as a federal entity consisting of three units.

Oftentimes the seeming instability of many political

systems is mitigated by the stability of their bureaucra-

cies--in Italy, despite recurring crises, administrative

institutions have continued to operate. In Lebanon,
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however, this has not been the case because, like the other

branches of the government, the bureaucracy was established

at a communal level and was thus fragmented by communal

conflicts. During the civil war of 1975-1976, most of

Lebanon's governmental departments ceased to function.

For example, Christian employees and citizens were unable

to travel to administrative departments in Muslim areas to

monitor their interests, and, by the same token, the Muslims

were unable to go to departments in Christian sectors.

Typically, armies have an important and efficient role

to play in Third World politics, and they are viewed as a

guarantee of the security and stability of their countries.

In contrast, the army in Lebanon has been very weak since

the country achieved independence in 1943. The army's

inability to take its rightful and expected position in

Lebanese society by controlling continuing communal divi-

sions and maintaining internal stability stems from its

communal structure. According to Nordlinger, "the military

cohesiveness is weak when two or more communal segments

are represented in the officer corps." 8In Lebanon,

the entire army, as well as its officer corps in particu-

lar, was composed of virtually equal numbers of Christians

8Eric A. Nordlinger, Soldiers in Politics, edited by
Joseph Lapalombara (Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey, Prentice-
Hall, Inc., 1977), p. 40.
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and Muslims. The officers were a more cohesive group than

the civilian political elite as a whole due to their com-

mon training and socialization, national symbols, distinc-

tive functions, equal treatment, and segregation from

civilians. On the other hand, however, the officers'

values were shaped within their communal environments,

and their adult identities were partly defined in terms

of inherited communal characteristics, nor were they by

any means entirely isolated from civilian life.

When civilians are involved in an intense communal

conflict, the army's officer corps may be divided along

identical lines as their communal attachments override

the importance that they assign to military cohesiveness

and national unity. Therefore, the Lebanese government re-

frained from assigning security missions to the army in

the continuing communal conflict. Furthermore, during

the 1958 crisis, the commander-in-chief refused to involve

the army in the civil war. Because many of Lebanon's top-

ranking military officers were Christians, the Muslims

accused the army of being biased against them and of act-

ing as an arm of the Christian presidency; as a result, the

Muslim prime ministers always refused to entrust the army

with carrying out any security mission.

Unlike many of the other political systems beset by

internal divisions, Lebanon has had to deal with problems
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almost from its inception. The Palestinian refugees who

sought shelter in Lebanon in 1948 and who later, as shown

in this study, were transformed into a force of well-

trained and highly armed guerrillas, eventually came to

constitute a virtual state within the Lebanese state.

Long before the civil war of 1975-1976, the sovereignty

of Lebanon was compromised with the rise of the de facto

Palestinian guerrilla state, which the Lebanese system

recognized in the Cairo Agreement of 1969. Unlike Jordan

in the early 1970s, Lebanon was unable to restrict the

destabilizing Palestinian guerrilla activity within its

borders because of the absence of basic consensus among

the people. The Muslims were always reluctant to support

the Lebanese government in taking any decisive measures to

curb the guerrillas in the country. Since they were dis-

satisfied with the existing Lebanese political system,

the Muslims sided with President Nasser of Egypt when he

emerged, after the Suez Canal crisis of 1956, as the cham-

pion of the Muslim Arab world; they hoped that Nasser

would either assist them to take over power in Lebanon or

to unify the country with a larger Muslim Arab state.

After Nasser's death in 1970, Lebanese Muslims trans-

ferred their allegiance to the Palestinian guerrillas,

whom they had come to regard as their own army. They

sided with the Palestinians because they wanted to use
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the available Palestinian military machine to seize politi-

cal power from the Christians. Muslim leader Kamal Jum-

blatt voiced this desire during his meeting with Syrian

President Hafez al-Asad in Damascus on March 28, 1976:

"Let us chastise them [Lebanese Christians] ; the issue will

have to be resolved militarily, and high time, too, for

they [the Christians] have ruled us all these 140 years."'

The resolution of the Christian-Muslim conflict in

Lebanon is subject to many factors. First, no Arab coun-

try wishes to intervene and partition the country in

favor of the Lebanese Muslims because a partition in Leba-

non might set a precedent of fragmentation throughout the

Arab world. Such potential fissures are many: between

Muslims and Christians in Egypt and in Sudan, between

Shia Muslims and Sunni Muslims in Iraq, and so on. Second,

the United States and conservative Arab countries such as

Saudi Arabia, Egypt, Sudan, and Morocco oppose partition

because its results could be a pro-Soviet Muslim-Palestinian

state in the Middle East. Third, a domestic factor stems

from the special nature of Lebanese Christians, particu-

larly the Maronites, who are determined to preserve the

position that they attained in this century after hundreds

of years of persecution under the Ottomans. In contrast to

their counterparts in other Arab countries, the Lebanese

9Dawisha, p. 128.
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Christians tend to see themselves as the last defenders

of "free" Christendom in the East, and they therefore

refuse to become nothing more than a ruled minority under

a Muslim regime like the other Christians in neighboring

Arab countries. Late President-Elect Bashir Gemayel ex-

pressed this sentiment as follows:

The younger generation of Lebanese Christians
want to survive as independent human beings in
a free democratic state, not as subjects, as
dhimmis (a protected community), under Islamic
rule or as third-class citizens in a communist
"people's democracy" ruled by Palestinians. The
determination of the young Lebanese Christians
to defend their freedom and their Christian
values gives them considerable political strength
in their difficult struggle for survival.10

The founding of Israel in 1948, which led to the com-

ing of the Palestinians to Lebanon, and the civil war in

Jordan in 1970-1971, which resulted in the Palestinian

defeat in that country and the entry of thousands more

guerrillas and their leaders and the transformation of

Lebanon into their sole base, added special dimensions to

the Lebanese conflict. The presence of the guerrillas

made Lebanon's problems more complicated and difficult

to resolve because of Palestinian interference in Lebanese

domestic affairs. Thus, Lebanon's religious strife became

interrelated with the Palestinian conflict, and the latter

problem had to be settled before the former could be

" 2 Harald Vocke, The Lebanese War (New York, St. Mar-
tin's Press, 1978), p769.
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resolved--as long as the Palestinian problem continued,

the Palestinians would remain in Lebanon; as long as the

Palestinians were in the country, the Lebanese religious

controversy would be unabated because the Muslims would

go on supporting the Palestinians and depending upon them

to shift the Lebanese balance of power in their favor and

the Christians would maintain their opposition to the

Palestinians and refuse to come to an understanding with

the Muslims under the barrels of Palestinian guns.

The communal conflict in Lebanon crystallized as a

political rather than a social issue for several reasons.

First, both wealth and poverty exist in both communities.

Second, the focus of the intense communal strife during

the 1975-1976 civil war was centered primarily between

the two poorest suburbs in Beirut, Christian Ain al-

Rummaneh and Muslim Al-Shiyyah. Moreover, the true nature

of the conflict could easily be ascertained from a state-

ment made by Hussein Quwatli, the director of the Higher

Muslim Council in Lebanon during the civil war. The

Lebanese problem, he said,

. . can be summed up in the change from a
"Muslim rule" to a "Christian Maronite rule"
in Lebanon. This is the essence of the prob-
lem, the issue around which the fighting oc-
curred, and the complex point in the dialogue
which is taking place. And [the shift from Mus-
lim rule to Christian rule] is simmering in the
religious and social subconscious, which is
still with both of us [Muslims and Christians],
and which the observer could see in the
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behavior of the fighters during the battles, who
executed identity-card killings [killing of people
according to their religious denomination, which
is included on the Lebanese citizenship card] . . .l1

In the Muslims' opinion, Syria's mediation in the war

in 1976 was undertaken for the benefit of Lebanese Chris-

tians, but in actuality the Syrian motivation may have been

more complex. Syria might have feared that, if the Chris-

tians were pushed too far by the Muslims and Palestinians,

they would partition Lebanon with the support of Israel.

Thus, the emergence of another "Israel," in effect, could

create further problems, especially for a bordering country

like Syria. According to Syrian President al-Asad,

Such a solution will never come about except
through the partition of Lebanon, and this through
violence and repression. There will be a state
created for those repressed people [Christians] in
which the predominant feeling will be one of bitter
resentment. One generation after another will feel
the same in view of the injustice that has been in-
flicted upon them [Christians]. They will lose all
faith in Arab values. They will lose faith in
Islam. . . . The state which will thus be created
will very frankly be more dangerous and more hostile
to the Arabs than Israel itself. 1 2

Second, Syria may have intervened in Lebanon with the aim

of transforming it into a confrontation state with Israel

by extending the Syrian front to include the Lebanese-

Israeli border.

"Antoine Khuayri, Hawadith Lubnan, 1975: Part One
(Jonieh, Lebanon, Manshurat Dar al-Abadiyyah, [n.d.]Y7p.
142 (translated by the author).

12Dawisha, p. 128.
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All efforts made by the commanding officers to avert

a split within the ranks of the army were unsuccessful.

Nordlinger has described the impact of religious divisions

on the Lebanese army in the civil war of 1975-1976:

At the outset of the civil war that began in 1975,
the army managed to avoid involvement in the fight-
ing. But the Muslim officers deserted to join their
own communal militiamen, followed shortly by the
total disintegration of the Lebanese army. An army
that remained above an intense communal conflict
for some thirty years, largely because the predomi-
nantly Christian officer corps found itself under
Christian-dominated governments, was quickly pulled
apart when the communal conflict turned into civil
war. 13

With the disintegration of the army, no other institution

in Lebanon was able to contain the conflict.

During the civil war the authority of the presidency

was impaired and could not prevent the Muslims and Pales-

tinians from tearing the country apart. The Christian

command of the army was powerless, and Lebanese Christians

looked to their militias for defense. In fact, the Mus-

lims gained a greater advantage from the army than did the

Christians since Muslim officers took most of the army's

military equipment with them when they deserted.

The new generation of Lebanese Muslims is opposed to

the National Pact of 1943, and its members have made

clear that they will no longer accept what they regard as

the Christian "privilege" of holding Lebanon's presidency

13Nordlinger, Soldiers in Politics, p. 40.
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and the highest command posts in the army. The Christians,

on the other hand, argue that these provisions in the Na-

tional Pact are not "privileges" but "guarantees"--that is,

guarantees of safety in a Muslim Arab world. Moreover, the

National Pact, which stipulated that the Muslims would

cease to call for the unification of Lebanon with a larger

Arab state, did not deter them from demanding unification

with Egypt and Syria under President Nasser in 1958. As a

result, the Christians have felt no obligation to maintain

their adherence to the National Pact by refraining from

seeking outside aid during their conflicts with the Muslims

and the Palestinians.

If Lebanon is to survive and the violence between its

Christian and Muslim citizens is to end, new types of politi-

cal arrangements may have to be sought. A communal federal

system might be implemented, granting each of Lebanon's

religious communities autonomy through a separate adminis-

tration, similar to that of an individual state government

in the United States of America, under the umbrella of the

federal government. Another possible alternative is con-

federalism, which would allow Lebanese Christians and Mus-

lims to work together in different areas of their social

and political life, especially the economic sphere. In

short, intense efforts toward compromise and cooperation

must be mounted by all of the parties in Lebanon's
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longstanding communal conflict if the specter of partition

is to be dispelled.
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