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In Memory of Hajia Um Tareq 
born Nazzi Haji Nabi Sherwani at Arbil in 1927 and 

died in Baghdad 8 October 1991 

Sleep, sleep, my son 
Your enemy is feeble 
and dwells in the wilderness 

(from a traditional Baghdadi lullaby) 
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Preface 

This endeavor was initiated as a deeply personal reaction to the Gulf 

War. It began in April 1991, when I sent the following open letter to 

the Sixteenth Annual Symposium of the Center for Contemporary 

Arab Studies, Georgetown University: 

On February 26, I withdrew from participation in this sympo- 

sium as an expression of my sense of intellectual impotency in 

the face of the Gulf crisis. Nothing in my intellectual or profes- 

sional experience had prepared me for the sheer savagery of 

unfolding events. And speculation about its consequences 

seemed well beyond the pale of any scientific theory I know. 

Now, six weeks later, as you initiate the symposium, the situa- 

tion in the Middle East is even more savage and precarious, 

and I feel compelled to share with you my professional concerns 

as they relate to this enterprise. 

Six weeks ago, I felt the discipline of political science general- 

ally, and the field of Middle East studies specifically, to be 

intellectually bankrupt and irrelevant. Now I fear it may have 
been implicated all along in the trajectory toward genocide by 

contributing to the obfuscations, mystifications, and, ulti- 

mately, falsifications that mask the making of tyrants and 

warmongers, and sanction their profiteering handmaidens; that 

mask the perpetration of genocide behind humanitarian 

handmaidens. ; 

For twenty years, while the Iraqi people suffered the brutality 

of Saddam Hussein’s dictatorship, the world flirted with his 

regime. In this period, the same nations that participated in 

Operation Desert Storm conducted business with his govern- 

ment, sold him arms, supported his territorial aggressions, and 

ignored his human rights record. Saudi Arabia and other Gulf 

states, in fact, financed his war with Iran and heralded him as 

a great Arab leader and hero, even while thousands of Iraqis 

languished in his prisons and died in his torture chambers. 

The war to liberate Kuwait destroyed the Iraqi people but 
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salvaged Saddam Hussein’s regime, preserving its power base, 

the Republican Guard. The Iraqi nation is hemorrhaging: 

Arabs, Kurds, Turcomans, Assyrians, Shiis, Sunnis, Chris- 

tians—all fleeing the bloody wrath of the Republican Guard, all 

facing the ravages of disease and starvation unleashed by the 

war to liberate Kuwait. 
Iraq’s community infrastructure was destroyed in the name 

of some obscene conception of military strategy. The Republi- 

can Guard, with all their arms, was salvaged in the name of 

some obscene conception of regional stability. The Iraqi people 

were enticed into open rebellion in the name of some obscene 

conception of psychological warfare. The Republican Guard’s 

subsequent rampage against them was unchecked in the name 

of some obscene conception of national sovereignty. And in the 

name of some obscene conception of objectivity, the experts 

and specialists are immobilized in the quagmire of debate over 

the conceptual obscurities of these obscenities. 
We are trapped somewhere between Saddam Hussein’s 1984 

and Henry Kissinger’s Brave New World on the road to Presi- 

dent George Bush’s new world order. On a trail of destruction 

that leads from Palestine through Baghdad, this road has all 

the signposts of the future. We can all read them. What do we 

do with our knowledge? Add to the jingoism and benefit our 

careers? Ignore it and protect our careers? Challenge it and risk 

our careers? As experts and specialists, what role do we play in 

history? 
Since the beginning of this disaster, I have had calls and 

letters from academic colleagues all over the world expressing 

the kind of intellectual anguish that I am experiencing. This 

symposium is the first major meeting of scholars of Middle 
East studies since this crisis began. Therefore, I raise this issue 

before you in the hope that it will initiate serious debate over 
the question of whether we have abandoned the responsibilities 
of academic freedom to guide rather than legitimate policy. 

The symposium organizers did not release the letter, and the issues 

were not addressed. As a result, we (Jackie and I) organized a ple- 
nary session on the issues raised by the letter at the Fifth Congress 
of the International Association of Middle Eastern Studies (IAMES), - 

held in Tunis, Tunisia, 20-24 September 1991. This project is one 

result of the intense discussions and concerns expressed at that con- 
ference. 
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Introduction 

The concept of a new world order, introduced into the lexicon of in- 
ternational politics with the collapse of communism in Eastern Eu- 

rope, was strongly invoked by President George Bush in response to 

the Gulf crisis. Thus, the end of the cold war and Iraq’s invasion of 
Kuwait in August 1991 constitute the historical reference points for 
the concept. This suggests at least two dimensions in its meaning: 

the end of an international order determined by the struggle for he- 

gemony between the United States and the Soviet Union; and the ini- 

tiation of a U.S. foreign policy doctrine based on U.S. hegemony in 

the international order. 
This volume seeks to explore the impact of the Gulf War on the 

fashioning of a new world order, with particular reference to the role 

of the Middle East region. It is divided into four parts, each address- 

ing a different facet. The purpose is to develop a holistic perspective 
of the new world order and to explore its external and internal dy- 

namics. What is revealed is that the processes of policy articulation, 

formulation, and impact are interactively interrelated rather than se- 

quentially related and dynamic rather than static vis-a-vis the rela- 

tionship between objectives and outcomes. In a linear model, the 

new world order and the Gulf War are viewed as independent and 

dependent variables. In a nonlinear model—the focus demanded by 

a holistic perspective—they are dynamically interrelated and inter- 

dependent simultaneously on a number of planes rather than sequen- 

tially related in space-time. 

Part I, “The Gulf War and the International Order,” examines 

central principles of international relations inherent in the articulation 

of the new world order and the power dynamic among protagonists 

of world order. The first chapter, “Reflections on the Gulf War Ex- 

perience: Force and War in the UN System” by Richard Falk, ini- 

tiates this section with an examination of the failure of the United 

Nations to abide by international law and to forestall the trajectory 

toward war. 
The aim of progressive international law has been to outlaw war. 

Resort to force in foreign policy is unconditionally prohibited in 
modern international law except in situations of self-defense. This 
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legalist undertaking, however, has remained unfulfilled. The Iraqi in- 

vasion of Kuwait challenged and tested the willingness and capacity 

of the UN to mount an effective response by way of collective secu- 

rity. The results are mixed. 

Prior to the Gulf crisis, collective security had been generally dis- 

credited by a combination of failures of capacity and consensus, first 

during the period of the League of Nations and next during the UN 

period. The Gulf crisis generated an early response that appeared 

encouraging. In the aftermath of the Gulf War, however, few would 

argue that collective security as an approach to international aggres- 

sion had been vindicated or even tested. Instead, it appears that the 

UN authorized a resort to war as a result of pressure exerted by the 

U.S. government, thereby neglecting to be guided by the conception 

of collective security specified in Chapter VII of the UN Charter. 

Falk concludes that the UN’s failure in relation to the Gulf War is 

tragic and far-reaching. The war was improperly initiated, and car- 

ried well beyond the basic UN mandate. Then, having been so 

dubiously extended, it was perversely terminated in a highly disrup- 

tive fashion that caused severe and massive additional suffering and 

devastation. 

In Chapter 2, “The United Nations in the Gulf Crisis,” Robert 

Springborg examines the process by which the United States re- 

cruited the United Nations to its cause to crush Iraq while simul- 

taneously ensuring that the international organization did not intrude 

into the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. Washington invoked the name 

and authority of the UN for its unilateral naval blockade two weeks 

prior to the passing of Security Council Resolution 665 that autho- 

rized such action. Resolution 678, which authorized the use of force 

against Iraq, was a masterpiece of obfuscation intended to avoid UN 

control over U.S. military actions. The deployment of U.S. troops to 
Saudi Arabia was predicated on the spurious claim that an Iraqi in- 

vasion was imminent. The General Assembly was essentially excluded 

from playing any role during the crisis, while the Security Council 

was prevented by the United States even from meeting during the 
most intensive phase of military action. The secretary-general was 

similarly prevented by Washington from using his good offices to 

avert war. From the onset of the crisis, the United States was intent 

on maintaining control of events and on legitimating its intervention 

through the UN. That it succeeded is testimony to the status of the - 
United States as the sole surviving superpower and to the inability 

of the UN to defend its organizational interests and integrity. 
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Together, these two chapters identify the extent to which the no- 

tion of a new world order is a U.S.-imposed design on a unipolar 

world rather than a higher stage in the evolution of international 
affairs toward conflict management. In Chapter 3, “Bush’s New 

World Order: A Structural Analysis of Instability and Conflict in 

the Gulf,” Yasumasa Kuroda examines the new elements in Presi- 

dent Bush’s new world order, how European colonial powers struc- 

tured the Gulf, as well as the whole of West Asia and North Africa, 

to suit their interests rather than to foster democracy, and how the 

United States has dealt with the region to maintain the status quo 

rather than to promote democracy, not differing significantly from 

its European allies. From this perspective, it is argued that instability 

and conflict in the Gulf are the product of colonial design rather 

than any indigenous systemic process. Structurally, the new world 

order simply represents the continuation of the colonial design under 

US. tutelage. 

In addition to the structural elements of the Gulf’s instability, ac- 

tors who contributed to increasing hostility against Iraq are presented 

to provide a wider picture of why and how the Gulf War occurred. 

The history of anti-Arab sentiment in the West in general and the 

United States in particular has been manipulated to legitimate impe- 

rialistic policies and reveals the pattern of vilification that provided 

popular legitimation for the Gulf War. The media campaign of half 

truths and misinformation mustered support for a righteous cam- 

paign. Bush told an audience of soldiers departing for the Gulf that 

the United States was going to war so that “what we say goes” in 

the Gulf. Secretary of State James Baker said repeatedly that the 

war created a window of opportunity to work toward peace and se- 

curity in the region. 
What kind of peace and security are sought by a superpower with 

little sympathy for the peoples of the area? One can be optimistic 

only if this moment is used by hegemonic powers to rekindle “the 

better angels of our nature,” as another Republican president, Abra- 

ham Lincoln, said. Of course, better elements of our ideals are to 

promote political and economic freedom in the region, as the super- 

powers profess for Eastern Europe, so that security and stability are 

founded on a sound legitimate base rather than brute force. The 

forces that are likely to challenge the prevailing institutions and geo- 

graphic boundaries in the region to establish a new order call for 

restructuring the entire region. 

The dominant role played by the United States in orchestrating 
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the international response to Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait and the Gulf 

War begs the question of the role of other powers in the interna- 

tional arena. The international consensus supporting U.S. policy was 

both impressive and surprising. The United States, after all, may be 

a military superpower, but it is no longer an economic superpower. 

The European Community (EC) and Japan are ascendant powers in 

the global economy. And unlike the United States, both are heavily 

dependent on Middle East oil and would ostensibly appear to have 

a strong vested interest in distancing themselves from U.S. geostrate- 

gic policy in the region. Yet both acquiesced to the uncompromising 

U.S. agenda of restoration of the status quo ante in Kuwait and de- 
struction of Iraq. The last three chapters in this section examine the 

cases of the roles played by these powers. 

In Chapter 4, “The European Community’s Middle Eastern Pol- 

icy: the New Order of Europe and the Gulf Crisis” Friedemann 

Buettner and Martin Landgraf examine the European Community’s 

failure to assert an independent policy in the Gulf crisis in terms of 

the changes in Europe at the end of the cold war, and the position 

of the EC and of individual European states during the crisis. When 

Iraqi troops invaded Kuwait on 2 August 1990, the EC acted swiftly 

and in concord to condemn the invasion and impose economic sanc- 
tions. The activities out of Brussels seemed to indicate that the Euro- 
peans were determined to play a leading role in the crisis. Such a 

role would have been fully in consonance with Europe’s new poten- 

tials after the end of the cold war. 
In a way, the Gulf crisis came to the Europeans as a test case for 

their ability to coordinate their individual foreign policies in a situa- 

tion of crisis and to design new structures for a joint European secu- 

rity policy. The crisis found the Europeans in disarray at a time 

when a joint European stand might have been of some consequence 

for the course of events. Verbally the Europeans continued to sup- 

port all Security Council resolutions in perfect unison. But there fol- 

lowed no successful effort to implement a joint European policy 

beyond making declarations. By the time the aerial bombardment of 

Iraq started in mid-January 1991, it had become clear that the Euro- 
peans obviously had missed an opportunity to effect the course of 
the crisis. 

In spite of many bitter comments on European disunity, most 
Middle Eastern states did expect an active European role in the peace © 

process and in endeavors to frame a new regional order in the Mid- 
dle East. In order to make the prospects for and limits to such a 
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European role assessable, the problems of coordinating European 

foreign policies and the emergence of the European Political Coop- 

eration as an institutional framework are outlined, with special ref- 

erence to European Middle Eastern policy. 

In Chapter 5, “Regional Cooperation and Security in the Middle 

East: The Role of the European Community,” Timothy Niblock 

offers another perspective on the rather undistinguished role of the 

EC during the Gulf crisis. There have been two distinctive aspects to 

the EC’s approach to the Middle East: an emphasis on promoting re- 

gional integration in the area, and a belief in the need to establish an 

overall framework within which the region’s problems could achieve 

resolution. The overall framework sought is one in which the EC it- 

self has a direct role, by virtue both of its proximity to the Middle 

East and of there being a “Mediterranean region” of which the Com- 

munity forms part. 

The effect of the crisis has been to create a more concerted EC 

policy on matters that relate to both “distinctive aspects.” As regards 

the promotion of regional integration in the region, new policies are 

now being developed that involve supporting integration through 

technical cooperation, infrastructure projects, and educational and 

research activities. Some of the projects which are under considera- 

tion—such as the creation of infrastructures that link together water, 

gas and electricity networks—suggest a major undertaking. 

As regards the pursuit of an overall approach to the area, the 

proposals for a cooperation and security framework in the Mediter- 

ranean are now much more concrete than they were before. The 

concern is to create a stable system of regional cooperation, where 

all the states accept a set of principles and roles (similar to the Con- 

ference on Security and Cooperation in Europe). The basis would be 

laid for peace conferences for the resolution of specific disputes: se- 

curity structures grounded on local support and involvement; the 

treatment of some of the socioeconomic problems of the region; and 

the promotion of some general principles promoting tolerance and 

the respect for human rights. Thus, the crisis did bring about some 

significant developments in EC policy. These developments may 

prove of particular importance to the EC’s future role in the Middle 

East. 
Chapter 6, “Japan: An Economic Superpower in Search of Its 

Proper Political Role in the Post-Cold War Era” by Yasumasa Kur- 

oda explains why Japan acted as it did in dealing with the Gulf War. 

It examines how the government, the public, the media, and area 
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specialists responded to the war. It shows how peace-oriented Ja- 

pan’s constitution is, how well the public accepted its pacifist con- 

stitution over the years, and, in relation to the West, how untainted 

it is by a history of colonial ambitions in West Asia and North 
Africa. Historically, Japan has taken somewhat different policies to- 
ward the region with respect to its foreign policy, which is often ac- 
cused of simply following the U.S. lead. Who controls the oil makes 

little difference to Japan, which relies on oil from the region. The 

Japan-U.S. relationship is important and vital to Japan, however, 

and it constrains Japan from making its own independent foreign 
policy rather than following the U.S. lead in world politics. Japan 

finds it a Herculean challenge to play an active role in world politics 

while it proved its ability in a few decades to become an undisputed 

economic superpower after its economy was almost totally ruined in 

World War II. 

As a U.S. model for world affairs, the meanings of both the new 

world order and the Gulf War are embedded in the lexicon of U.S. 
politics. Part II, “The United States and the New World Order,” ex- 

plores the scope and range of this lexicon as it relates to U.S. policy 

in the Middle East. The purpose is to examine the relationship be- 

tween President Bush’s concept of a new world order and his orches- 

tration of the Gulf War. The first chapter in the section (Chapter 7), 

“Between Theory and Fact: Explaining U.S. Behavior in the Gulf 

Crisis” by Shibley Telhami, considers the conventional interpretations 
of U.S. policy in the Gulf crisis, from its initial reaction to Iraq’s in- 
vasion of Kuwait to its culmination in military action against Iraq. 

Three categories of theoretically significant but logically flawed ex- 

planations are critiqued: oil, Israel, and the end of the cold war. A 
fourth category, other, examines some of the theoretically insignif- 

icant types of explanation. Although an interesting case can be made 

for each of the interpretations, none can ultimately stand up to the 

facts. 
An alternative explanation—one that addresses the decision-mak- 

ing process rather than motives—provides a framework for examin- 

ing policy as a product not only of objectives but also of the changing 

exigencies and contingencies of time and space in a course of action. 

Viewed from this perspective, the author argues that the early U.S. 
decision to deploy forces in the Gulf was almost “automatic”; no 

matter who sat in the White House, or who had access to it, the deci- 

sion would have been the same. The decision to escalate U.S. deploy- 
ment in October 1990 made war inevitable. It is argued that this 
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decision was ultimately caused by the inherent tension between the 

domestic and international context of U.S. policy in the Middle East. 

The tension was exacerbated by the major Israeli-Palestinian crisis 

during that month. 

In Chapter 8, “The New World Order and the Gulf War: Rhetoric, 

Policy, and Politics in the United States,” Enid Hill examines the 

speeches and other statements issued by President Bush and Secre- 

tary Baker during and immediately following the Gulf crisis and war 

to deconstruct the notion of a new world order. The concept was in- 

voked repeatedly as both an objective of the war and as the antece- 

dent condition that the war was being fought to restore. The formu- 

lations of the Bush administration enthusiastically embraced the Gulf 

War as the “first test” of enforcing security in the new world order. 

Although the overwhelming majority of senators supported the ad- 

ministration’s Gulf policy, there were several senators who expressed 

serious reservations. Initially dismissed as isolationists, journal com- 

mentaries pointed up various contradictions to explain away their 

reservations; however, the debates reflected serious substantive con- 

cerns in the emerging critique of the new world order. 

The rhetoric of the Bush administration during the Gulf crisis is 

contrasted with pre- and post-Gulf crisis rhetoric. The movement of 

the Bush administration’s foreign policy from one extreme to another 

is revealed. Schizophrenic tendencies in U.S. policy are not limited 

to pre- or post-war Iraq, however. The author contends that although 

policy in the Gulf seems to lack rationality, coherence, or common 

sense, it is symptomatic of U.S. policy toward the Middle East in 

general. 

The next chapter (9), “The Making of the New World Order: The 

Role of the Media” by Malcolm Hayward, broadens the rhetorical 

lens from a focus on the rhetoric of policymakers to the narration of 

war as a cultural phenomenon. To view the Gulf War from this 

perspective, attention is given to the roles of audience, narrative, and 

mode of presentation. Three factors influence events and ideas about 

these events: “interpretative situations,” which encompass both the 

series of events that constitute the Gulf War and the vision of the 

new world order; the narratives participants use to relate those events; 

and the mode of presentation and its effect on the audience. 

The interpretative situation of the United States esteems rational- 

ity, codified fairness, consensual democracy, and a dependence on 

technology. U.S. understanding of the Arab world was measured by 

these qualities. During the Gulf crisis, the media, influenced by area 
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specialists and politicians, perpetuated a number of stereotypes that 

found the Arab world to lack these four qualities. These stereotypes 

were encased in political narratives drawn from U.S. popular cul- 

ture, casting Iraq in the role of the villain. The media of presenta- 

tion—television, video, and new photographs—were also designed to 

elicit negative emotional responses to the Iraqis. As Bush’s new world 

order was a contingent response to specific events during the Gulf 

crisis, the shape that this agenda for U.S. foreign policy has taken 

was markedly influenced by the emergent realities of the conflict and 

by the rhetorical terms in which the conflict was cast. The result is a 

vision of U.S. values instituted on a global scale, with the sanctioned 

use of force to implement these designs. 

The final chapter in this section (10), “Defeating the Vietnam Syn- 

drome: The Military, the Media, and the Gulf War” by Andrew T. 

Parasiliti, examines the special role played by U.S. media in devel- 

oping and presenting the narrative. Although the Bush administra- 

tion hailed a new world order in orchestrating the UN coalition 

forces against Iraq in the Gulf War, U.S. policy was in many ways 

characteristic of traditional U.S. cold war foreign policy. On 16 Jan- 

uary 1991, the day the air war against Iraq began, President Bush 
promised the American people that “this will not be another 

Vietnam.” 

During the Gulf War, the Bush administration fell prey to a com- 

mon misperception stemming from the Vietnam War—that the U.S. 
media played an oppositional role to government policies. According 
to this view, the media’s critical reporting of that conflict, especially 
television’s coverage of combat, undercut U.S. policy and undermined 

faith in the U.S. presidency. Operating on this assumption, the Bush 
administration placed controls on the media during the Gulf War in 

order to avoid “another Vietnam.” The media, also influenced by 
criticism of its alleged role as an oppositional force during the Viet- 

nam conflict, in fact performed as an establishment institution, gen- 
erally supportive of the president’s policies. The result was a public 
relations landslide for the Bush administration and a limited and 
relatively uncritical view of U.S. participation in the Gulf War pre- 
sented by the media to the U.S. people. 

Part III, “The Gulf War and the Middle East Order,” turns atten- 

tion to significant actors in the Middle East drama. For reasons of 

space, only the core participants of the Middle East political system 
are included. These are the actors whose policies—domestic, regional, 
and international—have essentially defined the nature and scope of 
the Middle East political system in the twentieth century. 
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Hence, these are the core actors of the system. Although the Mid- 

dle East includes many other states, generally they have been more 

or less peripheral to the systemic patterns of Middle East politics. In 

other words, their participation in regional politics may have been 

intense at various times, but neither their active participation nor 

their withdrawal to peripheral participation significantly altered the 

nature of the system. 

On this basis, neither the North African nor the Gulf states are 

included. Though they were participants in the Gulf War (directly in 

the case of the Gulf states but only indirectly for those of North 

Africa), they really played only a peripheral or passive role in the 

orchestration of the new world order that was a central factor in the 

waging of the war. 

Part III begins with Chapter 11, “Iraq and the New World Order” 

by Marion Farouk-Sluglett and Peter Sluglett. How Iraq came to be 

the object of a U.S.-led war in the Middle East is a central issue in 

understanding the nature of a world order premised on the destruc- 

tion of the country. Although Parts I and II focused on the inter- 

national and U.S. political arenas in addressing this issue, part of 

the answer lies in the dynamics of Iraqi politics as well. In this chap- 

ter, the Slugletts analyze recent developments in Iraq through an in- 

terpretation of Iraqi history since the foundation of the state in 1920. 

In spite of the artificiality of Iraq as a political entity, some pro- 

gress toward national integration was visible by the 1950s and 1960s; 

during the 1970s and 1980s much of this was dissipated, although 

perhaps not irrevocably, by the brutality and arbitrariness of the 

present regime. 

In part, the current situation in Iraq has come about as a result of 

the absence of democratic and other checks to the rise of one par- 

ticular individual to a position of absolute authority and in part be- 

cause of the support given to him at crucial moments by an eclectic 

assortment of foreign powers. Saddam Hussein has ruined the Iraqi 

economy and destroyed much of civil society by constructing a mon- 

strous machine of internal repression and a military leviathan that 

has taken the country into two disastrous military adventures. 

National reconciliation will be possible only if all sectors of so- 

ciety—Sunnis, Shi’is, Kurds—can feel confident that any new gov- 

ernment is truly representative of their interests. To have moral 

authority, the new world order requires that all possible support be 

given to those forces struggling to introduce democracy and the rule 

of law into Iraq. The temptation on the part of the West, prompted 

largely by the more conservative Arab states, simply to maintain the 
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status quo in Iraq and elsewhere in the region because it is familiar 

and thus in some sense manageable must be resisted. If the present 

situation persists, there is a real danger of the rise of religio-political 

movements that may threaten the fragile peace and security of the 

region as a whole, as well as impeding processes of national reconcil- 

iation. 
Iraq and Iran are the major regional powers in the Gulf. With or- 

ganized central governments since ancient times, these states (known 

in the past as Persia and Mesopotamia) have always functioned as 

gatekeepers to the Gulf—a perennially important waterway in the 

history of world affairs in general and East-West relations in par- 

ticular. Since Britain sought hegemony over the Gulf in the eigh- 

teenth century, pacification of Iraq and Iran has been a strategic 

imperative of imperial policy. Although the local tribes and tribal 

principalities of the Gulf never constituted a political or strategic ob- 
stacle to external penetration of the area, the central powers in Iraq 
and Iran (or Mesopotamia and Persia in the past) have always been 

a bane to Western policy in the Middle East. 

In the modern era, oil replaced trade routes in the Middle East’s 

geopolitical significance in international politics. And with oil re- 

sources concentrated in the Gulf states, Iraq and Iran have been 

pivotal points in Western strategies to secure control over these re- 

sources. With the stability of the fragile Gulf sheikhdoms securely 

tied to Britain or the United States, Iraq and Iran remained strategic 

gadflies in the Gulf’s security. Iran’s 1979 revolution demonstrated 

not only the frailty of a security system dependent on anachronistic 
regimes but also the pivotal role of Iraq and Iran in the whole sys- 

tem. Although the Iran-Iraq War temporarily staved off threats to 

the weak Gulf sheikhdoms, it also opened the door to direct military 

intervention by the West to preserve the status quo. Maintenance 

and protection of the status quo ante in the Gulf were unqualified 

and unambiguous objectives of Bush’s call for a new world order. 

Viewed from this perspective, the destruction of Iraq and preserva- 
tion of the status quo ante there after the war is a means of im- 
mobilizing a gadfly. What about Iran? 

Chapter 12, “Iran and the New World Order,” by Scheherazade 

Daneshkhu examines Iran’s reaction to the new world order and 
notes that it has been relatively subdued for a state not given to diffi- 

dence in its foreign policy. Whenever the phrase is mentioned at the 
official level, it is invariably with a sense of mistrust and cynicism. 
But the more pragmatic faction in Iran’s leadership, led by President 
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Hashemi Rafsanjani, has not gone out of its way to condemn the 

new world order. There are a number of reasons for this uncharacter- 

istic ambivalence. 
On the international level, the Iranian government, like many 

others, is unsure of what is meant by a new world order. If it means 

that the United States is willing to forgo some of its powers to allow 

the UN to play a greater role in world affairs, Iran would welcome 

it. The collapse of communism as an ideological doctrine was cer- 

tainly a positive development for Iran’s Islamic rulers, but they view 

the logical extension of this with less equanimity. Does it follow that 

the United States will have increased power and that it will be able 

to impose a Pax Americana unchallenged? Or does it mean that a 

United States no longer threatened by the Soviet Union will become 

inward looking and feel less need to intervene in the domestic affairs 

of other states? Obviously, Iran would feel threatened by the first de- 

velopment but would welcome the new world order if it resulted in 

the second. 

In regional terms, the Iranian government is anxious to know how 

the new world order translates itself into a new regional security 

structure for the Gulf and specifically for its own role within that 

structure. The outcome of the first major international crisis to oc- 

cur after the collapse of communism—the Iraqi invasion of Ku- 

wait—ended in Iran’s favor. Its old enemy was humiliated by the 

coalition forces. Yet the first indications for a new regional security 

structure, the Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC) countries and Syria 

and Egypt, excluded Iran, giving rise again to Iran’s mistrust of 

what the United States is hoping to achieve. The Damascus Declara- 

tion has all but collapsed, and Iran’s view of the new world order 

will be tempered by the U.S. response to the size of its role in the 

regonarl 
Domestically, moves toward a new world order have come at a 

time of change in Iran. Even when Ayatollah Khomeini was alive, 

Iran began to break through its isolationism. Iran’s hand to the world 

was first extended through the Soviet Union when a delegation visited 

Mikhail Gorbachev in January 1989, carrying a message of praise 

for the Soviet leader and his reforms from Ayatollah Khomeini. 

Since Khomeini’s death in June 1989, President Rafsanjani has 

been regarded as trying to institute his own form of perestroika in 

Iran by relaxing the stricter conditions, a position for which he gets 

increasingly vocal criticism from harder line Iranian opponents. These 

opponents view the new world order with less ambivalence than does 
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Rafsanjani. It is taken to mean that the United States will now be 

able to rule the roost without hindrance from the Soviet Union. 
Under these circumstances, they argue, it is even more important for 
Iran to assert Islam as a political and ideological force to challenge 

the hegemony of U.S. rule. Hardline idealogues argue that Islam 

was the third force in international relations (after capitalism and 

communism), and it should now be the second force. 

The systemic patterns of Middle East politics have revolved around 
two poles of interaction: oil and the Palestinian problem. Oil is the 
primary pole of attraction for external actors, and its center of grav- 

ity is the Gulf. The Palestinian problem, on the other hand, has 

been the primary pole of interaction for regional actors, and its cen- 

ter of gravity is the Fertile Crescent. Although the U.S. doctrine of a 

new world order clearly translates into preservation of the status quo 

in the Gulf, what does it indicate vis-a-vis the Palestinian problem? 
The question of U.S. credibility as the leader of the new world 

order would seem to be a factor working in favor of a resolution of 

the Palestinian problem. How, it might be asked, after marshaling 

the entire UN to redress Iraq’s invasion and occupation of Kuwait, 

can Washington ignore those very issues in regard to the Palestin- 

ians? Will it not be necessary for the United States to act consis- 

tently and principally, in accordance with UN resolutions, to bring 

about a just resolution of the Palestine issue? 

In Chapter 13, “The Gulf War, the Palestinians, and the New 

World Order,” Cheryl A. Rubenberg examines the prospects facing 

the Palestinians in the new world order. In the aftermath of the Gulf 
War, no actor (except, of course, Iraq) is in a weaker or more vulner- 

able position than the Palestinians. They have lost the financial sup- 
port of their major Arab state backers and the political support of a 

significant number of other states, their bargaining power has been 

significantly diminished, the Intifada has come to a virtual halt, and 
there is a leadership crisis as well as a new exodus of Palestinians, 

this time from Kuwait. To a considerable extent, this situation is a 

consequence of the Palestinians having sided with the “wrong” party 
in the Gulf conflict, though there has been a great deal of distortion 

concerning their positions. In addition, the transformation of the in- 

ternational system into a unipolar structure with a hegemonic U.S. 

purposefully promoting its design for a new world order does not 

bode well for Palestinians. The United States has been historically 
consistent in its rejection of fundamental Palestinian rights, and there 

is nothing to suggest that it will change significantly. 
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Even before the Gulf War, the collapse of communism in the So- 

viet Union and Eastern Europe had a negative impact on Palestin- 

ian interests. Although the Soviet Union had never been a strong 

supporter of the Palestinians or the Palestine Liberation Organiza- 

tion (PLO), its position on an international conference, its relation- 

ship with Syria and Iraq, and its general counterpoint to the United 

States provided the Palestinians with some hope that the U.S.-Israeli 

behemoth might be contained and Palestinian interests realized. But 

the Soviet Union’s eagerness for trade, aid, investment, and loans 

from the U.S. led Moscow to acquiesce readily to U.S.-backed Is- 

raeli interests, the most important being the immigration of Soviet 

Jews to Israel. 
Palestinian interests have also suffered a significant setback as a 

consequence of the shifting positions of actors in the aftermath of 

the Gulf War. Traditional U.S. ailies such as Kuwait, Saudi Arabia, 

Egypt, and Jordan (despite a less than “correct” position during the 

war) have more openly than ever embraced the United States, even 

having an evident willingness to formalize relations with Israel and 

in effect negate Palestinian rights. Moreover, with the Soviet Union 

in partnership with the United States, Syria, a traditional U.S. foe, 

was quick to side with Washington (in exchange for control over 

Lebanon) and to do “business” with Israel, also apparently at the ex- 

pense of the Palestinians. 

Indeed, in the aftermath of the war against Iraq the Middle East 

will never be the same. Even the idea of Arab nationalism or pan- 

Arabism, with its Palestinian cornerstone, seems moot. While in the 

past the Arab states felt constrained by the strength of mass senti- 

ment regarding the Palestinians at least to give lip service to the Pal- 

estinian cause, with the new world order—especially the promise of 

U.S. force to maintain the status quo should disgruntled masses try 

to make their voices heard—no major Arab state seems either willing 

or able to demand rights for Palestinians. 

In Chapter 14, “Israel and the New World Order,” Meir Porat ex- 

amines the impact of the Gulf War and the doctrine of a new world 

order on Israel, Although the discussion is organized in terms of 

global, regional/and domestic spheres of Israeli politics, a determinant 

factor across all spheres is Israel’s diplomatic, military, and economic 

dependence on the United States, a dependence fostered by the 

buildup of Israel’s regional military hegemony. This factor has served 

both U.S. objectives of global hegemony and allied containment and 

Israel’s domestic objectives of immigration absorption and territorial 
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expansion. In other words, the creation of Israel as a regional mili- 
tary superpower has served the U.S. strategy of destabilizing pan- 

Arab politics and increasing U.S. influence in the oil-producing 
states; as a correlative, Israel, as a military superpower in the region, 
has pursued Zionism’s more extreme messianic and xenophobic 

ambitions. 
The combination of military means and ideological ends resulted 

in Israel’s diplomatic isolation, especially after the 1967 war. This 

further increased dependence on the U.S. internationally and on mili- 
tary means regionally. The end of the cold war witnessed a reduc- 

tion of diplomatic isolation with an improvement in Soviet-Israeli 
relations, but the removal of obstacles to the immigration of Soviet 

Jews to Israel intensified domestic economic and social problems 

and hardened messianic policies. The Gulf War and the breakup of 

the Soviet Union strengthened the alignment between the United 
States and Israel in the regional sphere. In the domestic sphere, Is- 

raeli politics have polarized around issues of war and peace. 

In Chapter 15 “Jordan and the Gulf War,” Kamel S. Abu Jaber 

examines the complex and intertwined international, regional, and 

domestic factors that influenced Jordan’s course of action in the Gulf 
crisis. Diminishing U.S. aid to Jordan following the peace treaty be- 

tween Egypt and Israel, the growth of Jordan’s economic ties with 

Iraq as a result, Israel’s arms buildup and pressure on Jordan, the 

popularity of Saddam Hussein in Jordan—all were factors influenc- 

ing Jordan’s efforts to de-escalate and de-internationalize the crisis. 
This course of action was in contradiction with the U.S. response to 

Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait. As a result of its pursuit of an Arab 
solution to the crisis, Jordan raised the ire of the United States and 

suffered manifold consequences, including diplomatic isolation and 
the curtailment of aid. The impact on Jordan has been profound. 

Thus, as the cold war subsided and official declarations of its death 

were repeated almost ritually by politicians in East and West, inter- 

national cooperation and the peaceful resolution of conflicts appeared 
to be the hallmarks of a new order in international affairs. It was be- 
coming readily apparent that in the Middle East this new world 
order of harmony and peace was only the surface of an order that 

consecrated the hegemony of the winners of the cold war. 

In Chapter 16, “Syria, the Kuwait War, and the New World 

Order,” Eberhard Kienle observes that, unlike its counterpart in Bagh- 

dad, the Assad regime of Syria understood the implications of the 

end of the cold war. Since the late 1980s, this understanding, to- 
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gether with a number of other considerations (foremost among them 

the need for foreign capital), led Syria to seek closer relations with 

the West. Prior to the Kuwait crisis, however, there were limits to 

such a rapprochement as the Western powers continued to suspect 

Damascus of sponsoring or protecting international terrorists. In the 

United States, moreover, the less conciliant features of Syrian policy 

toward Israel continued to be exaggerated, while little attention was 

paid to more accommodating stances. 

The invasion of Kuwait fundamentally changed Western attitudes 

toward Syria. The Assad regime all of a sudden emerged as a center- 

piece of any strategy against the Iraqi regime that disrupted the new 

world order (in the sense that it pursued policies that were not en- 

dorsed by the victors of the cold war). Hence, the crisis enabled 

Damascus to demonstrate its willingness to play the new game. It 

provided an opportunity, but not the excuse, for Syria to support 

the new world order openly. 

Though strengthened by the outcome of the Kuwait crisis, the 

position of the Syrian regime remains precarious in a number of 

ways. The need for Western capital particularly narrows its policy 

choices and may result in a formal arrangement with Israel. Com- 

bined with the relative decline of Soviet support and assistance, it- 

self an expression of the new order, it will reinforce tendencies in 

Syria toward the acceptance of rules laid down in the cabinets and 

boardrooms of the West. 

The cases included in this section thus far as core members of the 

Middle East’s systemic patterns of politics are all active participants 

in at least one of the two poles of interaction. In contrast, the re- 

maining two chapters in this section—on Egypt and Turkey—repre- 

sent cases that had withdrawn from active participation well before 

the Gulf crisis. They are included here for the opposite reason as 

some states have been excluded: namely, changes in the nature of 

their participation significantly alter the Middle East order, and this 

played a key role in the orchestration of the Gulf War. 

Chapter 17, “Imagining Egypt in the New Age: Civil Society and 

the Leftist Critique,” by Raymond Baker examines Egypt’s relation- 

ship to the Gulf crisis through the prism of the critique of policy 

within the Egyptian arena. To assess the impact of the crisis on civil 

society in Egypt, first the promise and reality offered Egypt in a new 

world order are contrasted; then Egypt’s domestic debate on the Gulf 

War is considered. 

The promise of a new world order is a large and generous role for 
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a prosperous Egypt, at peace with Israel and playing a regional lead- 

ership role. The reality is the persistence of the old system with 
changed conditions that make the global environment even less favor- 

able to Egypt. The possibility for progressive change was blocked by 

the U.S.-led military action in which Egypt played a supporting role. 

To make the point, a sketch is made of the alternative world order 

that was scuttled by the military action against Iraq. That alternative 
did emerge as a possibility, however dimly, in the truncated U.S. do- 

mestic debate on Gulf policy—only to be overwhelmed by the vic- 

tory in the war. Instead, the war resulted in a reassertion of the old 

order. U.S. hegemony was asserted against the new challenges from 

Europe and Japan. Consequently, Egypt’s room for maneuver was 

sharply circumscribed. 
A detailed analysis of the Egyptian domestic debate on the Gulf 

crisis indicates the state of Egypt’s civil society. Social and structural 

constraints on the debates limited their scope and terms of reference, 
yet they exposed the views of the regime and secular left opposition. 

Official restrictions and repression combined with all manner of in- 
ternal disabilities to deny the left a coherent and unified institutional 

presence on the political scene. Despite these handicaps, however, 

the Egyptian left did manage to develop and bring before public 

opinion a coherent alternative to the official policy. 
The Gulf War and the Egyptian reaction to it has brought impor- 

tant though partial clarifications on some key aspects of Egyptian 

and international political life. Realities of fundamental power and 
policy direction remain unchanged. Egypt is an authoritarian regime 

originating and sustained by the military that relies ultimately on the 

police and security apparatus to preserve an effective monopoly on 

policy making. Despite divisions and opposition, the regime can sus- 

tain a commitment to force to pursue its policy objectives, even 

though those objectives are questioned by a substantial portion of 
the population. 

In Chapter 18, “Turkey, the Gulf Crisis, and the New World Or- 

der,” Tozun Bahcheli examines the important role played by the 
Turkish government in the imposition of sanctions against Iraq fol- 
lowing its invasion of Kuwait in August 1990 by shutting off the 
pipeline that carries half of Iraq’s petroleum exports through Tur- 
key. It also helped the military effort of the U.S.-led coalition by 

massing a substantial military force on its border with Iraq, thus 

raising the possibility of a second front, and by allowing the United 
States to use the Incirlik base to bomb targets in northern Iraq. 
In taking an unequivocal position on Kuwait, Turkey was show- 
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ing a commitment to the protection of the existing state system in 

the Middle East. Further, Iraq’s absorption of Kuwait threatened to 

change the existing balance of power in the region. Although Tur- 

key’s relations with Iraq were not marred by deep-seated animosi- 

ties, in recent years relations between the two neighbors were strained 

principally because of the water issue. Against this background, 

Turkish President Turgut Ozal saw the crisis as offering opportuni- 

ties to Turkey to garner both short- and long-term diplomatic and 

military advantages; in particular, Ozal wanted to capitalize on Tur- 

key’s activist role in the coalition to improve Turkey’s case for mem- 

bership in the EC. 
What has been stressed thus far in this introduction is that there 

has been a significant reordering of power relations between external 

and regional actors and among regional actors in Middle East poli- 

tics. This reordering is largely a product of structural changes in the 

international system that include, in addition to the Gulf War, the 

decline of communism and collapse of the Soviet Union. Although 

the structural patterns and dynamics of a new world order as it re- 

lates to the Middle East have been identified in the preceding chap- 

ters, the normative patterns underlying this new age in international 

relations remain obfuscated. Part IV, “Political Trends and Cultural 

Patterns,” explores the relationship between politics and culture 

emerging in the post-Gulf War world order. 

The first chapter in this section (Chapter 19),“The Middle East in 

the New World Order: Political Trends” by Louis J. Cantori, ex- 

amines the political trends in the Middle East in the aftermath of 

the Gulf War from three perspectives: the international system, the 

regional subordinate system, and the dynamics of internal politics. 

Not only have the global changes in the international system been 

more dramatic, but their impacts upon the Middle Eastern regional 

subordinate system have been profound and significantly determin- 

ing of its politics. ; 

The end of the cold war in 1989 has seen the international system 

make the transition from competitive bipolarity to hegemonic uni- 

polarity. This has enormous implications for Middle Eastern interna- 

tional relations in terms of a presumed U.S. hegemony there as well, 

but the Middle East is illustrative of an additional point in this re- 

gard, and that is the potential emergence of worldwide regional areas 

of conflict. In the Middle East, the question of the ability of the 

United States to be a hegemonic power needs to be examined in 

light of the Gulf War and its impact. 

In the future, can the United States do what neither it nor anyone 
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else has been able to do, namely, prevent the outbreak of future con- 

flict in the region? Or can it repeat what it has just done and did be- 

fore in 1956, namely, reverse the consequences of aggression? Finally, 

what impact will U.S. hegemony have on the regional balance of 

power? Prior to the invasion, a multipolar system existed, with Iraq 

pressing to become the hegemon of the Gulf subregion and Egypt 

attempting to do the same in the Eastern Mediterranean via an ac- 

tive policy on the Palestinian question. Syria was preoccupied in 

Lebanon. 

In the aftermath of the war, Saudi Arabia has striven to exclude 

Egypt and Syria from the Gulf even as Egypt continues its activist 

policy on the Palestinian question and harbors ambitions to domi- 

nate the entire Middle East. Thus the prewar pattern of the Gulf- 

Eastern Mediterranean separation continues. Just as the 1989 date 

of the end of the cold war indicates, so, too, the forces at work in 

the internal politics of Middle Eastern states originated prior to the 

Gulf War. The years after 1970 have seen a remarkable pattern of 

relative domestic stability in the Middle East, but just prior to and 

during the Gulf War, economic grievances and Islamic revivalist 

sentiments came to a head in all of North Africa and Jordan. These 

grievances appear to have been further provoked by the Iraqi inva- 

sion of Kuwait, but, more important, by the absence of an Arab 

solution to the crisis and the Western power intervention. These 

pent-up domestic forces need to be analyzed in these anticoalition 

countries and in the coalition partnership states of Egypt, Syria, and 
the Gulf states as well. Finally, the medium-term stability of the re- 

gion will be determined by the interaction of the U.S. hegemonic 

rule, the resolution of the remaining crises of Lebanon and the Pales- 

tinians, attaining a security regime in the Gulf, and achieving greater 

domestic stability possibly via a mechanism for the redistribution of 
wealth in the region. 

In Chapter 20, “Islam, Democracy, and the Arab Future: Con- 

tested Islam in the Gulf Crisis,” Raymond Baker examines political 
trends in the Middle East from a cultural perspective, focusing on 
the powerful stamp of Islam on politics in the region. Mass demon- 
strations against the Gulf War in Jordan, Morocco, Tunisia, Algeria, 

Egypt, and the West Bank reflected the fact that throughout the 

Arab world today oppositional political thought often expresses itself 
most effectively in the universalistic language of Islam, pronounced © 

everywhere with strong local accents that reflect the circumstances 
and imperatives of particular groups and agendas. 

Faced with the powerful imprint of Islam on politics in the Middle 
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East, how does the West understand the world in which Islam and 

politics interplay so powerfully? The understandings of Islam that 

dominate the Western media and academia take shape in the context 

of the U.S. strategic vision, codified by the Bush administration 
under the rubric of a new world order and a new Middle East. The 

official U.S. strategic vision provides the broad intellectual context 
for mainstream understandings of Islam, generating two alternative 

but ultimately related definitions of Islam. The first is Islam as ter- 

rorist ideology. This dominant definition reflects the primary strate- 

gic concern that sees Islam as a disruptive and destabilizing force 

that challenges the U.S. hegemonic position. This conception impels 

the use of force to contain or destroy the Islamic threat when it is 

directed against US. interests or, less frequently, to exploit it when 

directed against a perceived enemy of those interests. The second is 

Islam as benign cultural sensibility. This subordinate definition al- 

lows accommodation with Muslim regimes in the Western sphere, 

such as Saudi Arabia, the Gulf states, and Egypt. Despite the con- 

trasting policy implications of these two available understandings of 

Islam, both have certain important shared characteristics. Islam in 

both conceptions is understood as ahistorical, unitary, apolitical, and 

essentialist. 
Such definitions of the subject matter of Islam suggest common- 

sense guidelines for the best means to understand (for policy and 

mass publics) or to study (for media and the academic community) 

Islamic subjects. Though they implicitly claim general applicability, 

these prevailing definitions and guidelines are of little use in making 

sense of Islam in contexts other than that of the dominant U.S. stra- 

tegic vision and for purposes other than those of furthering U.S. in- 

terests so understood. 

Although the first two chapters of this section addressed systemic 

and cultural dimensions of regional politics in terms of the pattern of 

U.S. hegemony established by the Gulf War, the remaining chapters 

broaden the focus to address underlying global patterns and trends 

in the new world order. In Chapter 21, “Islam at War and Commu- 

nism in Retreat: What Is the Connection?,” Ali A. Mazrui explores 

the topography of international relations in terms of the Muslim- 

Christian dichotomy historically rooted in the weltanschauung of 

the Crusades, rather than the standard East-West dichotomy of the 

cold war paradigm or the North-South dichotomy of economic devel- 

opment. Viewed from this perspective, a causal relationship between 

the resurgence of Islam and the decline of communism is examined. 

On a normative level, this causal relationship is interrelated by 
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two distinct historical processes: the de-Leninization of Marxism and 

the dis-royalization of Islam. The impact of three explosive events in 

the Muslim world reveal the linkage between these processes—the 

Iranian revolution, the war in Afghanistan, and the Gulf crisis. Their 

impact has ranged from undermining the Soviet empire to the slow 

erosion of royalist Islam. 

The resurgence of Islam in Iran and Afghanistan was a major 

contributory factor to the Soviet decision to intervene militarily in 

Afghanistan in December 1979. Soviet military losses and political 

setbacks in Afghanistan helped to erode Moscow’s imperial will to 

intervene anywhere else. On the other hand, U.S. humiliation in 

Iran under the Carter administration resulted in the triumph of 

Ronald Reagan’s militarism in his first years in office. It was this 

combination of the humbling of the USSR and the emboldening of 
Reagan’s United States that helped Gorbachev in his quest to end 

the cold war. But although resurgent Islam was thus among the 

causes of East-West reconciliation, that reconciliation has itself ex- 

acted a price—from the Muslim world—ranging from large-scale 

emigration of Soviet Jews to Israel to the decline of the strategic 

value of Pakistan and Turkey in international politics. 

The third most momentous Muslim crisis is the Gulf War. Its 
aftermath exhibits many contradictions, including the dialectic be- 

tween monarchies and republics, between wealth and power, between 

piety and worldliness. The Gulf crisis and its aftermath completed 
the triad of dramatic Muslim experiences of the last quarter of the 

twentieth century. As a result, the nature of the twenty-first century 

has been remarkably altered. 

Although a Muslim-Christian dichotomy in international affairs 

has historic roots in the Crusades, religion is not the only dimension ~ 

of polarization in world affairs. A racial division is emerging that is at 

least as profound and much uglier in its implications. In Chapter 22, 

“Global Apartheid? Race and Religion in the New World Order,” Ali 

A. Mazrui examines the impact of the end of the cold war on inter- 

national stratification. The cold war prevented the global caste system 

from becoming global apartheid because it divided the white world 

ideologically. Rivalry between the two white power blocs averted the 

risk of racial solidarity among the more prosperous whites. 

But there is now a closing of the ranks among the white peoples 

of the world. Pan-Europeanism is reaching levels greater than any- 

thing experienced since the Holy Roman Empire. The question that 
has arisen is whether this new Pan-European force, combined with 
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the economic trend toward a mega-North America, will produce a 

human race more than ever divided between prosperous whites and 

poverty-stricken non-whites. Is a global apartheid in the making? 

Race and religion remain potent forces in global affairs. Histori- 

cally, race has been the fundamental divisive factor between Western- 

ers and people of African descent almost everywhere. Religion has 
been the fundamental divisive factor between Westerners and people 

of Muslim culture almost everywhere. Was the collapse of the Berlin 

Wall in 1989 the beginning of the racial reunification of the white 

world? Is the twentieth century getting ready to hand over to the 

twenty-first century a new legacy of global apartheid? The trends are 

ominous. 

The final chapter of the volume (23), “Democracy Died at the 

Gulf” by Richard Falk, places the foregoing in normative perspec- 

tive by examining the nature of the new world order revealed by the 

Gulf War. It is an order based fundamentally on a technology gap 
between North and South that makes the modern industrial states of 

the Northern Hemisphere the primary beneficiaries of economic de- 

velopment, and the underdeveloped countries of the Southern 

Hemisphere the primary victims. The War revealed the racist and 

militaristic traditions embedded in the West’s liberal democracies and 
the imperialistic relationship between North and South represented 

by the technology gap. The Gulf War not only unmasked the config- 

uration of militaristic forces operating within ‘the framework of 
democratic systems to forestall the realization of any democratic sub- 

stance; it also revealed the hostility inherent in the West, especially 

in the United States, toward democratization in the Third World. 

The Gulf War reflects the nature of modern warfare within the 

framework of the North-South polarity. Called Nintendo war, it is 

warfare in which money inserted at one end generates a technopower 
that inflicts one-sided destruction at the other end, and depends for 
its reality on denying the weaker side the technological and political 

means to fight back. More accurately portrayed as a massacre, Nin- 

tendo war represents a new stage in the evolution of warfare from 

the Crusades. It is a product of the inner logic of modernity where 

democracy, capitalism, and technology combine to create the mo- 

mentum for a racist perception of world order and a militarist con- 

cept of security. 



oat 7, 2 pudins: : 

TPR oe at 

hat HD sre Binds ; + Ba eon a a ‘a 

2a fede ey sila Gah oSN? 
a er es Sey ae tat 488 MT 

5 tei iqueesh aaeith ty signed fare 3 
et 3 A i Rn BARA SS 

Eee Sy set ts aa if ORAS ‘SiRke - 
fobs & Sf io Bi iigoe oh See ae 

Ss oy of he sae ae) Nate Witte HARE Sh ; 

‘ate “bedded FV Eiriies etalg 18 eso ihe & Aube Vt — Me : 
Sua ee jas LORE ome 268 ew ado 

Ey esti OSes Hatin 
sabi Var are cera 

: Go aR id Seta lel 

Spas ifs ati wie ; ants GS elt | 
; ie vote! eet Oe wat PRR ae iar & haar Atk 2 A 

“Wail Ge Ay 0 exis Sees ra ah Ger oae iat ad 
“Het Wiaaw gb beiiis AR ie a ater Satine oat 
pat Liege hem a aa a cog 8 a 

i est Mitt is ! q Pew ia ‘ (eo) 

geet se P- > Fras if 
a hy % i on Ryo he YS nis ee 

ae = is “ beret a" it 
4 Oar ahhh! Teaty'y iat aN Gus Abt os 

iad a Relies die We net eh Pinas 
; ie meas eae ii hratileg hae, fi 

as Sac oe iF ‘at Of Uhiuesibeentiob prvatee Benes bot 
“bp iitiog sul Phe Ve ane EL m 
SB RW dP Bile REAM nn — 
<i Ati Bs td pa a 
ett ee omit eaey da | 

ca At i 8 a Z Ls 

‘TN ele 

Put. wneae a NEVE ® be 
& the wertd, Pao i 

ack or 
nea uioen iy. mined 

My r yi we 



Part I 

The Gulf War and the 
International Order 



4 

sit a ar thd att ee 

u \ pelt? farotisenated os pis’ ia ‘eet Sia 

crepes emerson en ceece etna 7 
on pate ge oare nena ner eta att eS capes eye ee 

ia 
> 

tas : 

‘TS 
1 om a : p 

She ie eae 

s * ~~ — a "7 iA ore thea ~—, ah | - 

A Soll oe 

s a) o 

| 

en than ised 
- 

Pi! ¢ 7 Sane 

vat ta kak 

+ Spy tga 
: Py, 
it STs ae iar nh 

nan 



1 

Reflections on the Gulf War Experience 

Force and War in the UN System 

Richard Falk 

The most ambitious aim of progressive international law is to outlaw 
war as an instrument of policy available to sovereign states. Resort 

to force in foreign policy is unconditionally prohibited in modern in- 
ternational law except in situations of self-defense. This legalist un- 

dertaking remains unfulfilled, existing in a domain of jurisprudential 

traction: It is neither repudiated nor implemented. Implementation 
would require several fundamental political adjustments: a real shift 

in the practice of powerful states with respect to force as an interna- 

tional policy option; a limitation of expenditures and deployments to 

accord with a purely defensive role for weaponry; and a commit- 

ment of resources to establish a collective security system to protect 

weak countries against aggression. 

Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait on 2 August 1990 challenged and tested 

the willingness and capacity of the United Nations to mount an 

effective response through collective security. The results were defi- 

nitely mixed, and the reality is too recent and unresolved to yield 

anything as definitive as “the lessons of the Gulf War.” Nevertheless, 
it is time to reflect upon the experience: to identify strengths and 
weaknesses, and to offer some preliminary appraisal from the per- 

spective of international law. 
At the outset, it seems clear that if the UN Security Council’s re- 

sponse had achieved unconditional Iraqi withdrawal without recourse 
to counterwar, it would have greatly strengthened tendencies toward 

the renunciation of force and increased overall confidence in the po- 
tential role of the UN in the war-peace area. Such a result would 

encourage the view that the political situation after the cold war was 

open to a collective security approach to combat aggression. 

Prior to the Gulf crisis, collective security was generally discred- 

25 



26 Richard Falk 

ited. During the period of the League of Nations, there was neither 

requisite will nor capacity to act on behalf of victims of aggression. 

The crucial failure for the League came in 1935 when it was unable 

to protect Ethiopia effectively against outright aggression by Italy. 

Despite sanctions, Italy successfully annexed Ethiopia, and two years 

later these results were acknowledged and the ineffectual sanctions 

quietly dropped. During the UN period, it was evident that the East- 

West split prevented collective action at the global level, except in 

the special circumstances of the Korean War (1950-1952) and in 

marginal situations where superpower interests happened to con- 

verge. 
Thus, in crucial respects, the Gulf crisis generated an early re- 

sponse that appeared encouraging from the perspective of both capa- 

bilities and consensus: The United States displayed the initiative and 

muscle to confront Iraq with a formidable response and mobilize a 

common front within the Security Council behind the demand that 

Iraq withdraw unconditionally from Kuwait. The erosion of this 

positive image of the UN’s role was a serious concern from the out- 

set; however, it gained a decisive character on 29 November—the 

day that Security Council Resolution 678 was adopted—when the 

deadline of 15 January was imposed on Iraq, after which date resort 

to war would be authorized. 
In the aftermath of the Gulf War, few would argue that collective 

security as an approach to the problems of international aggression 

was vindicated, or indeed, even properly tested. Closer to the bloody 

reality of what transpired during the early months of 1991 in the des- 

ert of Arabia is the impression that the UN gave its official blessings 

to a war that it could not control. The war’s objectives far exceeded 

the mandated mission to restore Kuwaiti sovereignty, and the mili- 

tary action of the coalition forces generated a series of security and 

legal problems as serious and dangerous as those the UN response 

were supposed to correct. Partly, this criticism reflects the strong 
conviction that the UN was induced to authorize recourse to war as 
a result of pressure exerted by the U.S. government, thereby giving 

up on sanctions prematurely and inappropriately, as well as evidenc- 

ing a disinclination to find a diplomatic solution. At root, the Secur- 
ity Council seemed overwhelmed by President Bush’s call for “a new 

world order,” the opportunistic phrase invented by the White House 
to mobilize public support, and in the process the UN failed to be 
guided by the proper conception of collective security as specified in 

Chapter VII of the UN Charter. 
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The UN Framework 

The Gulf War reversed, at least temporarily, concerns about the rela- 

tion between the prevention of war and the existence of the UN. For 

decades, peace-oriented social forces had hoped to strengthen the 

role of the UN, particularly the capacity of the Security Council to 

respond effectively to war-threatening situations. The UN’s path to 

global security was regarded as both distinct from, and preferable 

to, the superpower path. In the climate of the cold war, the latter 

path consisted of the familiar structures of bipolarity, the bloc sys- 

tem, and the logic of mutual deterrence. Most significant conflicts in 

international life were entangled in this bipolar encounter, making it 

impossible for the UN to play a role. If necessary, the main antago- 

nists relied upon their veto in the Security Council to prevent a sig- 

nificant UN initiative in relation to a contested major use of force. 

Thus, long wars in Vietnam and Afghanistan and between Iraq and 

Iran continued for years without generating any significant response 

from the UN; the organization consistently failed to challenge fre- 

quent military intervention by the two superpowers in the internal 

affairs of a series of countries. 

The disappointing performance of the UN was regarded as an in- 

evitable casualty of the cold war. Its formal structure in the areas of 

peace and security reflected the judgment that an effective Security 

Council depended decisively on the capacity of’ the five permanent 

members to cooperate in relation to major threats directed against 

international peace. The veto gave these countries the assurance that 

the UN Security Council could not be turned against their vital na- 

tional interests. The idea that the UN’s effectiveness was built upon 

the fragile foundation of keeping the World War II alliance against 

fascism alive in the period after 1945 was a prospect that was com- 

pletely eliminated by 1947, if it ever existed. 
The implementation of the UN Charter was dependent upon the 

cooperation of the great powers, especially with regard to the Secu- 

rity Council playing a central role. The Charter was drafted on the 
assumption, based on false optimism, that such cooperation would 

be forthcoming after 1945. The basic commitment of the organiza- 
tion was expressed in the Preamble: “to save succeeding generations 

from the scourge of war.” The centrality of this complex undertak- 

ing was stated more carefully at the start of the operative part of the 

Charter in which the purposes of the UN were specified. Article 1(1) 

reads: 
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To maintain international peace and security, and to that end: 

to take effective collective measures for the prevention and 

removal of threats to the peace, and for the suppression of acts 

of aggression or other breaches of the peace, and to bring 

about by peaceful means, and in conformity with the principles 

of justice and international law, adjustment or settlement of 

disputes or situations which might lead to a breach of the 

peace. 

This central purpose was expressed in Article 2 under guiding princi- 

ples. Members were obliged in Article 2(4) to renounce the use of 

force as an instrument of foreign policy and in Article 2(3), to settle 

all disputes by peaceful means. The sole exception to the Charter’s 

outlawry of war was the preservation, in Article 5(1) of the right of 

individual and collective self-defense against a prior armed attack, 

and then only until the Security Council could act. According to the 

Charter, even the rights of self-defense validly asserted by a victim 

of aggression were provisional and subordinate to the primary re- 

sponsibility of the Security Council to arrange for an appropriate re- 

sponse. In the language of Article 51, “Measures taken by Members 

in the exercise of this right of self-defense shall be immediately re- 

ported to the Security Council and shall not in any way affect the 

authority and responsibility of the Security Council under the present 

Charter to take at any time such action as it deems necessary in 

order to maintain peace and security.” Such a legal relationship 

prompted a recent study to comment on “the UN’s almost total mo- 

nopoly of the lawful use of force on the international plane.”! Even 

regional organizations were legally precluded from entering conflict 

situations unless expressly authorized to do so, within the terms of 

Article 53, by the Security Council. 

The UN’s scheme was ambitious and potentially far reaching. The 

Security Council, according to Article 39, was empowered to make 

recommendations to parties in any war threatening situation. Its pri- 

mary mandate was, of course, one of war prevention, which sug- 

gested a responsibility for addressing grievances that endangered 

international peace and paving the way for negotiation and peaceful 

resolution of disputes that could lead to war if unaddressed. In addi- 

tion, the Charter granted the Security Council more extensive com- 

petence to engage, as a last resort, in enforcement activities. Articles 

40 and 41 authorized the Security Council to make recommendations 

and decisions with respect to nonmilitary measures against a state 
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that engaged in aggression, and to authorize provisional measures to 

prevent a war-threatening situation. Such action could include sanc- 

tions and an embargo. If the Security Council considered these un- 

dertakings inadequate, Article 42 authorized military measures. A 

key element in the Security Council’s conception was collective and 

institutional responsibility for enforcement activity. Article 46 reads: 

“Plans for the application of armed forces shall be made by the Se- 

curity Council with the assistance of the Military Staff Committee.” 

Further, in Article 47, conditions were specified for establishing the 

Military Staff Committee and according it full responsibility “on all 

questions relating to the Security Council’s military requirements” 

including “the employment and command of forces placed at its 

disposal” and “the strategic direction” of these forces. Finally, Article 

45 obliged members of the UN to identify and earmark, in advance, 

contingents of their armed forces for participation in such UN en- 

forcement measures. 

The UN conception of collective security rested on three key ele- 

ments: (1) avoiding war, while protecting countries against wrongful 

uses of force; (2) according the Security Council broad authority to 

fulfill the objectives of (1); and (3) ensuring that enforcement action 

undertaken on behalf of the Security Council was genuinely collec- 

tive at all stages of implementation. 

This envisaged scheme for collective security was never imple- 

mented. As one respected specialist concluded “enforcement action 

under Chapter VII . . . was a dead letter in 1945 and. . . likely 

to remain so for the foreseeable future.”? The cold war, centering 

upon rivalry between the two superpowers, not only stalemated polit- 

ical action requiring their assent, but completely frustrated any effort 

to bring into being the collective mechanisms contemplated by the 

Charter to confer upon UN enforcement actions a global commun- 

ity character. For different reasons, and to different degrees, in vari- 

ance with political leadership and the issue posed, neither the United 

States nor the Soviet Union wanted to move very far away from 

traditional geopolitics, that is, unilateral policy-making and capabili- 

ties supplemented by alliances and bloc arrangements. In this regard, 

although it is difficult to assess the extent, the cold war provided 

leading governments with a pretext to keep diplomacy within the 

familiar parameters of statecraft, expressed by traditional preoccupa- 

tions with alliances, balances, and military preparedness. 

What did evolve, through practice and the innovative initiatives 

of Dag Hammarskjéld during his period as secretary-general in 
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the 1950s, was the notion of peacekeeping, informally identified as 
“Chapter VI 1/2,” to emphasize its creative relation to the Charter 

as drafted and to locate its reality between Chapter VI (pacific settle- 

ment) and Chapter VII (enforcement action). Brian Urquhart, former 

UN undersecretary-general and the UN’s official most closely 

involved with devising this pattern of “innovation,” defined peace- 
keeping in the following language: “the use by the UN of military 

personnel and formations not in a fighting or enforcement role but 

interposed as a mechanism to bring an end to hostilities and as a 

buffer between hostile forces. In effect, it serves as an internationally 

constituted pretext for the parties to a conflict to stop fighting and 

as a mechanism to maintain a cease-fire.”3 UN peacekeeping arose 

as a practical set of responses within a political climate of funda- 

mental conflict, and to take advantage of the periodic willingness by 

both superpowers to contain and terminate outbreaks of warfare, 

especially those in which neither superpower was a direct participant, 

such as several of the wars in the Middle East and Africa. The Congo 
crisis of 1960 illustrated the tenuous boundary between peacekeeping 

and enforcement, and disclosed the inability of the UN to function 

in a cold war setting whenever one superpower perceived that the or- 

ganization was, in effect, aligned with the foreign policy of the other 

superpower. The UN was badly strained by this experience, and the 

membership never again tried to press so hard against the modest 

limits of superpower consensus. In a sense, even the Gulf mandate 

accepted the necessity of acting on the basis of superpower consen- 

sus, but the political conditions had shifted markedly making en- 

forcement an option, although a legally dubious one. 

The problematic character of enforcement actions by the UN in 

the cold war period was clearly manifested in relation to the Korean 

War. In a series of Security Council resolutions, the UN condemned 

North Korea’s attack on South Korea, encouraged states to assist 

South Korea and refrain from helping North Korea, and established 

a unified UN command under U.S. leadership.4 The condemnation 

of North Korea and the authorization of a UN response were for- 

mally possible only because of a Soviet decision some months earlier 

to boycott Security Council proceedings on a quite unrelated mat- 

ter, as a protest against the UN’s unwillingness to resolve the ques- 

tion of Chinese representation in favor of the Beijing government. 

The Soviet delegation had walked out of the Security Council in Jan- 

uary 1950, long before the North Korean surprise attack in June. 

The Soviets returned on 1 August 1950, apparently deciding that 
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their global interests required participation in Security Council ac- 

tivity, including the opportunity to cast a veto and block adverse 

UN action. 

The Korean precedent was important in relation to the Gulf War 

in at least two respects. First, the validation of the Security Council 

votes, despite the absence of Soviet participation, initiated constitu- 

tional opportunism as a tendency with respect to the UN Charter, 

specifically in relation to Article 27(3); it was an extremely strained 

reading of the Charter language that treated the Soviet absence as 

enabling the Security Council to reach decisions supported by “the 

concurring votes of the permanent members.” 

Second, the Korean operations were notable for the displacement 

of any UN influence upon military operations supposedly undertaken 

on its authority and, in the Korean instance, even under its banner. 

The military undertaking was shaped in Washington and became, in 

every substantive sense, a U.S. operation, including the definition of 

the scope and tactics of the mission. Indeed, the United States used 

the war to march north of the demilitarized zone with the objective 

of unifying Korea under the control of the south. This move brought 

the People’s Republic of China into the war, prolonging the fighting 

until, evidently, China and North Korea submitted to the infamous, 

secretly conveyed threats by President Dwight Eisenhower to use 

atomic bombs. This unilateralism is analogous to the Gulf experience 

where the United States expanded the mission beyond the restora- 

tion of Kuwaiti sovereignty, redirecting enforcement against Iraq in 

a manner that greatly increased the orbit of devastation and suffer- 

ing, and determined on its own the scope, scale, and tactics of 

warfare. 
There were also important differences between the Korean and 

Gulf contexts: In Korea, the Soviet absence explained the avoidance 

of a Soviet veto; in the Gulf, there was a genuine agreement, espe- 

cially during the early stages of response among the permanent mem- 

bers and the rest of the Security Council, on the unacceptability of 

the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait. China’s abstention on Security Coun- 

cil’s Resolution 678 was not intended to block enforcement action, 

but to distance China in a political sense from a likely subsequent 

recourse by the anti-Iraq coalition to forcible means.° It should be 

noted, however, that China’s willingness to allow its abstention to be 

treated as if the requirement of concurring votes had been satisfied 

(Article 27(3)) does not resolve the question of legality under the 

Charter, particularly since those members who were not represented 
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permanently on the Security Council had a right to have the Char- 

ter interpreted as drafted in relation to the voting rules of major UN 

members. 

The UN’s role in the Korean War should have aroused concern by 

members in relation to the Gulf crisis, particularly because military 

phases of any “UN response” could so easily become indistinguish- 

able from U.S. foreign policy undertaken quite independently of the 

organization. 

Where does this survey of background issues lead with respect to 

the central issues of UN enforcement? As a primary consequence of 

the cold war, although not exclusively a result of East-West ten- 

sions, the Security Council never established the machinery contem- 

plated under Chapter VII to give enforcement its collective, UN 

character. There was reason to doubt that the machinery to imple- 

ment collective security could have been created even if the victo- 

rious alliance in World War II had lasted longer. It entailed an 

ambitious set of encroachments on sovereign discretion that seemed 
to go beyond the “realist” attitudes prevalent in the foreign policy es- 
tablishments of all leading countries during the past several decades. 
The Charter’s conception of collective security seemed too idealistic 
to be realized without a prior drastic shift in policy-making and soci- 
etal attitudes toward national security issues. Many leading countries 
were reluctant to institutionalize the authority of the UN in relation 
to peace and security in this post-cold war period. Later, in the 
1980s, Soviet proposals set forth by Gorbachev to establish standby 
forces and implement the framework referred to in Chapter VII 
never elicited serious support. 

At the same time, this constitutional framework of the Charter 
remains on the books and provides the only legally valid basis for 
UN enforcement action in situations where pacific settlement and 
nonmilitary measures fail. Consequently, it is necessary to assess any 
UN enforcement operation by referring to these Charter provisions, 
which contain the ingredients of the most fundamental international 
treaty governing political relations among sovereign states. It would 
undermine confidence in the UN if the extent of its authority could 
be shaped arbitrarily and on a case-to-case basis by the political will 
of its most powerful members, particularly if done in flagrant disre- 
gard of the letter and spirit of the Charter. 

It must be acknowledged that any formal undertaking by the UN 
needs to be validated by reference to the Charter, the basic constitu- 
tive instrument of the organization. It is also the case that formal 
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modifications by way of amendment depend on a cumbersome pro- 

cedure. A path of creative interpretation of the Charter often seemed 

especially justified given the urgency of the UN tasks: The avoidance 

of war and the protection of states against aggression as overriding 

priorities in relation to peace and security. The practical contribu- 

tions of the UN depend on a flexible capacity for response in light of 

shifts in the political climate and given the nature of war-threatening 

dangers. 

This flexibility is consistent with the Charter framework. Although 

such interpretative discretion is general and incomplete, it allows 

considerable room for innovation in the manner of Chapter VI 1/2, 

but also places limits and imposes guidelines on any undertaking 

that entails the use of force under a UN mandate. The Korean and 

Gulf experiences confirmed the wisdom of some degree of constitu- 

tionalism while the peacekeeping undertakings sustained the wisdom 

of flexibility. 

The Gulf War and the UN’s Framework for Enforcement 

Without doubt, the Iraqi conquest of Kuwait was a violation of Ar- 

ticle 2(4) and, to the extent that it was the outcome of a dispute be- 

tween the two countries, a flagrant violation of Article 33, which 

required members to settle disputes by peaceful means. Iraq’s subse- 

quent annexation of Kuwait, attempting by unilateral fiat to extin- 

guish the existence of a UN member, confirmed Baghdad’s aggressive 

intention. Although there have been many acts of aggression by vari- 

ous countries since 1945, no prior attempt to annex a member of the 

UN had ever been made.? These developments were further aggra- 

vated by gross crimes of humanity committed by the Iraqi occupy- 

ing armies against the civilian population of Kuwait and, later in the 

crisis, by the seizure as hostages of hundreds of foreign nationals in 

Iraq, with their subsequent use as “human shields” to discourage at- 

tacks upon potential military targets. 

The aggression against Kuwait on 2 August was so rapidly con- 

summated that Kuwait could not invoke its rights of self-defense 

under Article 51, although its government immediately appealed to 

the UN for help. During the early stages of the crisis, the United 

States and the United Kingdom insisted that they could act in collec- 

tive self-defense outside the UN framework if the Security Council’s 

response fell short of what they regarded as an acceptable mandate. 



34 Richard Falk 

In the euphemistic language one might expect from a former high- 

level diplomat associated with the UN Secretariat, Urquhart de- 

scribed this claim as a “tendency to diverge from the procedures of 

Article [sic; Chapter] VII,” a tendency which, he asserted, was “in- 

herent from the beginning of the crisis.” He described the British- 

U.S. backup plan as “a parallel operation” to the one the Security 

Council “mounted under the leadership of the United States to pro- 

tect Saudi Arabia.” Urquhart noted that “it was accepted wisdom” 
that this deployment was supplemental to a reliance on sanctions 

that, in the early weeks of the crisis, “were to be the means of secur- 

ing Iraq’s withdrawal.” He acknowledged that such an interpretation 

of the UN intentions lost plausibility after 8 November when troop 

deployments were deliberately and unilaterally doubled by the U.S. 

government thereby enabling offensive action against Iraq, and mak- 

ing it costly and politically difficult to let the crisis drag on.’ 

The main point, obscured by Urquhart’s neutral designation of 

this process as “a parallel development,” was that the Charter pre- 

empted action in self-defense under Article 51 once the Security 

Council was aware of and seized the situation. This was crucial, as 

the process of U.S.-led deployment was never critically reviewed or 
approved by the Security Council, and the UN never attempted to 

retain appropriate and comprehensive control over the response that 

was legitimated largely by reference to UN authority. At all stages 

after the invasion, the United States insisted on discretion to initiate 

military action against Iraq and it possessed the means to abandon 

sanctions and diplomacy and opt for war. The Security Council never 

asserted any claim in support of its supervisory role in relation to 

anti-Iraqi military forces deployed in the region and thus, without 
even proper discussion, the Council improperly relinquished its pri- 
mary responsibility to achieve Iraqi withdrawal from Kuwait with- 
out war. Such a failure by the Security Council to maintain control 
was, in many respects, a fundamental constitutional defect. In the 
end, the defects of Resolution 678 were a formalization and exten- 
sion of this overriding failure, which was unchallenged on these 
grounds by any member of the Security Council, not even Cuba or 
Yemen. 

The practical problem of containing Iraq, thus preventing the 
threat or use of further force by Iraq, could have been properly ad- 
dressed through a reliance on U.S. forces, but in a mode explicitly — 
subordinate to the Security Council and its resolve to secure Iraqi 
withdrawal by sanctions and diplomacy, thereby upholding the fun- 
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damental imperative of the Charter to avert war. Such subordina- 

tion would have entailed a strict limit on the function and scale of 

foreign military forces introduced into the region during the period 

of reliance on sanctions and diplomacy. This, in turn, would have 

precluded “the war of nerves” that ensued after 8 November when 

an offensive option became the result of decisions made in Washing- 

ton apparently without prior consultation within the UN. Arguably, 

such an authorization would not have entirely satisfied the literal re- 

quirements of Chapter VII, which seemed to call for a more direct 

Security Council role as specified in Articles 46 and 47. The position 

taken here was that so long as the spirit of the Charter was upheld, 

that is, adherence to the purposes and respect for explicit require- 

ments (for example, voting rules), a degree of flexibility in relation 

to mechanisms of implementation would be acceptable for the sake 

of achieving UN effectiveness in this critical area of peace and secu- 

rity. In peacekeeping, the UN often needs to rely on the independent 

military capabilities of its members, but in doing so it must ensure, 

in all respects, that such forces are used in a manner compatible 

with the Security Council definition of its enforcement mission. 

The Security Council responded to the Iraqi invasion on 2 August 

with a series of resolutions that received the concurring votes of five 

permanent members and support from the overwhelming majority 

of the Council as a whole: Resolution 660 on 2 August, which de- 

manded that Iraq withdraw from Kuwait, was approved by a vote 

of 14-0, Yemen not participating; Resolution 661 on 6 August, which 

imposed comprehensive sanctions on trade to and from Iraq except 

for medicine and, in humanitarian circumstances, food, was ap- 

proved 13-0, with Cuba and Yemen abstaining; Resolution 662 on 9 

August, which declared that the annexation of Kuwait was null and 

void, was approved by a 15-0 vote; Resolution 664 on 18 August, 

which demanded that Iraq permit foreign nationals to leave Iraq 

and Kuwait and rescind its order closing Kuwaiti diplomatic mis- 

sions, was approved by 15-0; and Resolution 665 on 25 August, 

which permitted the use of naval force to uphold economic sanc- 

tions, was approved by 13-0, with Cuba and Yemen abstaining. This 

level of consensus in the Security Council, in relation to a major use 

of force in a strategically sensitive area of the world, was unprece- 

dented in the history of the UN. During this early flurry of resolu- 

tions, many observers believed that a new era of internationalism 

was in evidence and that the UN Security Council might at last live 

up to its role as set forth in the Charter. The collaborative relation- 
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ship maintained between the superpowers was particularly impres- 

sive, as was the degree to which the Third World supported the 

attempt to coerce the withdrawal of Iraq from Kuwait, despite Sad- 

dam Hussein’s attempt to cast himself in an anti-imperialist role and 
despite Kuwait’s dynastic and repressive internal rule that appropri- 

ated the largest portion of oil revenues for the personal benefit of the 

royal family. 

Initially, the UN seemed to uphold the purposes of the Charter 

with a single, although major, exception: the failure to curtail and 

gain authority over the U.S.-led deployment of coalition forces in 

the region. It was also questionable from the outset to include food 

within the purview of sanctions; the UN should never support coer- 

cive policies designed to withhold necessities from civilians. 

The second phase of the UN’s response commenced on 8 Novem- 

ber, the date of offensive deployment of U.S. forces, and ended on 

15 January (or 17 January), the date of the expiry of the withdrawal 

deadline (or alternatively, on the date of the initial coalition attacks 

on Iraq), with the whole period centering upon the adoption of Res- 

olution 678 on 29 November, thereby ratifying the shift from sanc- 

tions to war. Once this shift was made the UN’s role was fundamen- 

tally flawed from the viewpoint of international law. The guidelines 

for coordination and supervision of military measures (Chapter VII) 

were not followed, nor was any improvised functional equivalent re- 

lied upon that would sustain the Security Council’s constitutional re- 

sponsibilities. The Security Council violated its own constitutional 
framework to the extent that it allowed the coalition to operate inde- 
pendently and, more blatantly, by allowing the shift from sanctions 
to military measures without the finding contemplated by Article 42, 
namely, an explicit conclusion that nonmilitary measures had failed. 
Although there was controversy surrounding the effectiveness of 
sanctions and the extent to which the interests in liberation of the 
abused occupied population in Kuwait should be deferred, there was 
little doubt that the Security Council invalidly aligned itself with the 
refusal by United States and the United Kingdom to allow any rea- 
sonable negotiating space that might have produced a diplomatic so- 
lution. Also, Resolution 678 invalidly delegated authority to the co- 
alition to wage unrestricted war after 15 January. In this regard, the 
Gulf War was fought on the basis of a formal UN authorization that 
was of a doubtful constitutional character. 

The third phase of the UN’s response encompassed the war itself. 
Despite the delegation of authority in Resolution 678, the Security 
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Council was responsible and accountable in relation to international 

law, as were the countries participating in the coalition, especially 

the United States, which dominated war-making policy. There were 

several issues posed: the expansion of the mission beyond securing 

Iraq’s withdrawal; the use of air supremacy to destroy the civilian 

infrastructure of Iraq; the deliberate continuation of “the duck shoot” 

against Iraqi troops withdrawing from Kuwait and no longer in a 

combat posture; the reliance on napalm, cluster bombs, and near- 

nuclear “Daisy Cutter” bombs; and the failure to accede to a cease- 

fire prior to the ground campaign, despite Iraq’s substantial accep- 

tance of UN demands in the form of the Soviet peace initiative and 

the adverse human, political, and environmental consequences of 

continuing the war. These features of the Gulf War, carried out in 

the name of the UN, raised serious questions about violations of the 

law of war and the refusal to limit coalition objectives and minimize 

reliance on force. 

The fourth phase of the UN’s response involved the aftermath of 

the war, including the imposition of a punitive cease-fire and the 

constraint of Saddam Hussein’s regime from committing crimes of 

humanity against the Kurdish people and other segments of the Iraqi 

population. Having continued the war to the point of provoking a 

breakdown of internal order, partly encouraged by President George 

Bush’s call to insurrection, a distinct set of responsibilities ensued 

for coalition forces to remove the criminal regime in Baghdad from 

power and uphold the human rights and the right of self-determina- 

tion of the Iraqi people. In essence, the war was improperly initiated 

and was continued well beyond the basic UN mandate; however, af- 

ter being so dubiously extended, it was perversely and prematurely 

terminated in a highly disruptive fashion that caused severe and mas- 

sive suffering and devastation. 

Some Conclusions 

The UN’s failure in relation to the Gulf War was tragic and far 

reaching. The essence of this failure was the refusal of the Security 

Council to control the United States and the coalition, allowing the 

UN to become formally associated with waging unrestricted warfare 

in a manner that, according to a UN report, reduced Iraq to prein- 

dustrial conditions, resulting in “near apocalyptic” devastation.’ If 
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the UN is to learn from this experience and overcome its deficien- 

cies, it must respond effectively in several broad areas of concern: 

Te the establishment of a viable constitutional framework to ensure 

that future undertakings of an enforcement character are kept 

within the scope of Chapter VII; 

the reaffirmation of a fundamental commitment of the organiza- 

tion to preclude the UN’s recourse to military measures if any 

peaceful path exists; 

the confirmation of an autonomous negotiating and diplomatic 

role for the secretary-general in line with the primary objective of 

the office to resolve all disputes by peaceful methods; 

a requirement that the Security Council not allow independent 

initiatives beyond its purview and be responsible for extending its 

authority over all aspects of response to any war-threatening 
situation once its jurisdiction has been successfully established; !° 

. the necessity to conduct military operations under UN auspices in 

strict conformity with the laws of war, including a full acceptance 

of individual and institutional responsibility for violations; 

. the overriding duty to take diplomatic initiatives that will moder- 

ate war-threatening situations, including the commitment to avoid 

“double standards” and selective application of UN decisions; 

. the essential requirement that the UN resort to forcible tactics be 

confined to “military measures,” carefully delimited, and never 

extended, directly or indirectly, to unrestricted war-making; and 

further, that the effects of military measures be fully and con- 

tinuously assessed by the Security Council, including the probable 
scale of devastation, impacts on civilian population, and likely 
aftereffects; and 

. the obvious need for careful monitoring of all future Security 

Council activity by nongovernment organizations and citizen 

initiatives dedicated to safeguarding the Charter imperative to 

protect the peoples of the world from war, including UN- 

mandated war, and thereby to exert a continuous pressure upon 

the Security Council to operate within its constitutional 

boundaries. 
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The United Nations in the Gulf War 

Robert Springborg 

Beginning with the Nixon administration, the United Nations, which 

since 1947 had been more actively involved in the Middle East than 

in any other region, was gradually excluded from high level diplo- 

matic activity related to the Arab-Israeli conflict. The United States, 

for example, did not work through the UN when it formulated the 

Sinai observer force to monitor the Egyptian-Israeli peace agreement, 

nor was the UN involved in intense, U.S.-dominated diplomatic ac- 

tivity surrounding the 1982 invasion of Lebanon. Yet less than a de- 

cade later, the UN had become the principal arena within which the 
United States pursued a major foreign policy objective in the Middle 

East. As a result, the UN authorized an embargo and the use of 

force against Iraq; it dispatched police to protect Iraqi Kurds from 

their own government; and it legalized its own seizure of 100 per- 

cent of Iraq’s future oil earnings, earmarking some of those funds 

for confiscation of Iraqi weaponry and redrawing the border between 

Iraq and Kuwait. 

The vastly different levels of UN involvement in Middle Eastern 
events resulted from the dramatic increase in U.S. influence within 
the organization as a result of the collapse of the Soviet Union. 
Whereas the United States could not muster sufficient support in the 
UN for the Multinational Force and Observer Mission to the Sinai, 

it had little difficulty a decade later in steering resolutions through 

the Security Council that, as cited by President George Bush, were 

proof that the Gulf crisis “is not a matter between Iraq and the 
United States of America. It is between Iraq and the entire world 

community.”! 
The UN’s acquiescence to Washington’s diplomatic and military 

initiatives brought praise from precisely those U.S. circles that for ~ 

years had berated the international body as an agent of various Third 
World excesses and radicalisms, especially of the Arab variant. The 
New York Times, whose coverage of UN involvement in Middle 
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Eastern affairs has been noted for its cynicism, distortion, and pre- 

dilection for condemnation, suddenly discovered that real virtue 

lurked in the UN precincts in East Manhattan.2 More independent 

opinion in middle America, less enamored of the Gulf operation 

than the Times, concurred with the assessment that the UN had 

emerged from the crisis as the big winner. The Minneapolis Tribune, 

for example, wrote that “the war’s rancid aftertaste does not extend 

to the United Nations. . . . Beginning last August, member states 
let the United Nations be the force for good its founders envisioned.”3 

Even noted commentators on the Middle East found little to fault in 

the UN’s volte-face. Robin Wright, for example, despite her worries 

about destabilizing consequences of the Gulf crisis, noted that “most 
of the good news . . . centers around the spirit of the renewal at 

the United Nations. . . . [T]he unprecedented unity in the UN Se- 

curity Council on a host of resolutions on the Gulf . . . carried the 
9994 

potential to establish a framework for a ‘new world order’. 

Academics of the U.S. establishment joined the chorus of praise 

for the UN. Writing in Foreign Affairs, Bruce Russett and James 

Sutterlin proclaimed that “the new world order envisioned by Bush 
and Gorbachev would be founded on . . . the possibility of mil- 

itary enforcement measures by the United Nations.” Such measures, 

according to them, were “improvised” during the Gulf crisis in a 

creative fashion that, although not provided for in the UN Charter, 
helped to achieve “international peace and sectrity.”> Russett and 

Sutterlin conceded that this “improvisation” may have resulted in the 

Security Council’s insufficient control over military operations. In 

practice, however, this did not matter because, unlike the Korean 

War, when U.S. troops (exceeding the terms of the Security Council 

resolution under which they were operating) crossed the thirty-eighth 

parallel, thereby bringing China into the war, the United States, in 

this case, did not engage in military actions “beyond the Kuwaiti 

theater of operations.”® . 

This is patent nonsense, unless the “Kuwaiti theater of operations” 

extended throughout the length and breadth of Iraq, in which case it 

should have been termed the Iraqi theater of operations. That termi- 

nology, however, would strip the fig leaf away from the military on- 

slaught, embarrassing the United States and UN in the process. 

Russett and Sutterlin, unconcerned about local sensitivities, except 

as they affected Western interests, forecast that Kuwait would likely 

be targeted again by Iraq’s quest for revenge, or by “one or more of 

its neighbors.” They therefore recommended “a substantial UN pres- 



42 Robert Springborg 

ence in the Gulf in the future.”? That Kuwait required protection in 

perpetuity from surrounding countries did not cause Russett and 

Sutterlin to ponder the reasons for this profound hostility. Those 

reasons concerned the ill fit of the nation-state system to the Middle 

East, a system imposed to serve Western interests, which, not coinci- 

dentally, would continue to be served by Russett and Sutterlin’s 

remedy. 

The chief reservation among those who viewed the new UN role 

as the “good news” of the Gulf crisis was that its assertiveness would 

be short lived. They feared that the convergence of events, including 

Iraqi audacity and clumsy disregard for the etiquette of international 

affairs, coupled with Soviet and Chinese submissiveness, would prove 

unique. 

These staunch advocates of UN interventionism, at least when 

serving a cause they supported, were not resigned to a diminished 

UN role in the future. Indeed, the New York Times in its lead edi- 

torial on 7 August 1991 urged the UN to “Keep the heat on Iraq to 

disarm” and warned the organization that it “dare not let him [Sad- 

dam Hussein] manipulate his people’s misery to escape pressure to 

comply.” Two days later, the Times, delighted that the Security 

Council was about to approve the confiscation of Iraq’s oil revenues, 

quoted a Western diplomat’s remarks that “the UN has Iraq spread- 

eagled against the car and is going through its pockets.” It then ob- 

served, “that’s as it should be. . . . Only after Baghdad unequivo- 

cally complies with its cease-fire responsibilities will it be entitled to 

ask for the rights normally available to law-abiding members of the 

international community, like free access to oil markets and sover- 
eign control of its cash receipts. Until then, the UN does right to 

treat it like the outlaw state it is, keeping it spread-eagled and under 

surveillance.” 
The Times editors, chiding the UN and the United States to “keep 

the heat on Iraq,” and then revealing smug self-satisfaction when 

they did so, need not have been so concerned that the activist phase 
of the UN behavior was going to pass quickly. The U.S. adminis- 

tration, confronting virtually no opposition in the Security Council, 

continued to orchestrate its pressure on Iraq through the UN more 

than a year after the war ended. With one exception—a disagree- 

ment between the United States and various other member states as 

to whether 30 or 50 percent of Iraq’s future oil earnings should be al-_ 

located for reparations and compensation—the United States ob- 
tained all that it wanted in the Security Council, including perpetua- 
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tion of the embargo and unrelenting pressure to strip Iraq of its 

chemical weapons and most missiles, as well as its nuclear research 
capability. Thus, the UN legitimated the unilateral disarmament of 

the sole Arab military threat to Israel, without insisting on any 

countervailing arms reductions by Israel, Iran, or other Arab states. 

On other fronts, however, the UN behaved in the timid and bum- 

bling manner that previously had earned it the derision of its U.S. 

critics. After the Security Council agreed to send a police force to 

northern Iraq to protect the Kurds, it had difficulty in cajoling mem- 

ber states to donate sufficient personnel and other resources to make 

the operation viable. Of greater significance was the UN’s abnega- 

tion of its responsibilities in the Arab-Israeli conflict. Simultaneous 
with the campaign of pressure against postwar Iraq, the UN acqui- 

esced to the joint U.S.-Israeli demand that the “international” con- 

ference planned for October 1991 should not be convened under UN 

auspices. The UN further suffered the indignity of being permitted 

(by the United States and Israel) only observer status at that confer- 

ence, with no right to comment on or otherwise participate in the 
proceedings. The UN meekly agreed to these conditions after pass- 

ing more General Assembly and Security Council resolutions on the 

Arab-Israeli conflict than on any other aspect of international affairs; 

after approving on 24 May 1991 its sixty-fourth resolution condemn- 

ing Israeli violations of Arab rights; after defining the terms upon 

which the U.S.-endorsed “international” conference was to be con- 
vened (Security Council Resolutions 242 and 338); and after passing 

Security Council Resolution 681 on 20 December 1990, which, in 

conjunction with the accompanying statement by the chairman of 

the council, pledged UN support for and involvement in an inter- 

national conference on the Arab-Israeli conflict “at an appropriate 

time.” Needless to say, the Times, given its pro-Israeli record, did 

not find this evasion of responsibility worthy of comment. Sauce for 

the Iraqi goose was not meant for the Israeli gander. 

Those who viewed the UN’s performance in the Gulf crisis as a 

new departure, and who bemoaned the lost opportunities of previous 

years when the Security Council was paralyzed by Soviet-U.S. ri- 

valry, ignored the pattern of consistency that had characterized the 

UN’s behavior toward the Arab-Israeli conflict. That pattern can be 

summed up as acquiescence to pressure from the United States. The 

Partition Resolution (181) of 29 November 1947, dividing Palestine 

into Arab and Jewish states, was developed as a result of enormous 

leverage applied by the U.S. government on recalcitrant member 
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states. Any UN delegates present in 1990 who had been in atten- 

dance in 1947 would have had a strong sense of déja vu. The carrots 

and sticks waved by the U.S. delegation in the faces of recalcitrant 

representatives were more or less the same as those wielded forty- 

three years earlier, although in the current round more attention was 

concentrated on the two vulnerable Security Council members, China 
and the USSR, than on run-of-the-mill states in the General As- 

sembly, which this time were rendered impotent by the concentration 

of activity in the council. Of those members, only Cuba and Yemen 

remained immune to U.S. blandishments and threats. Cuba ab- 

stained on three and voted no on three of the twelve Gulf resolutions 

passed between 2 August and 29 November 1990, while Yemen ab- 

sented itself on one vote, abstained on three, and voted against two 

of those resolutions. This required particular courage and sacrifice by 

this newly united country, which paid for its independence with an 

immediate reduction in aid from the United States. 

Since 1947, the United States had consistently supported Israel in 

the UN and vetoed any Security Council resolutions deemed to be 

critical of that country. Other manifestations of this support included 

threats to withdraw from UN agencies that demonstrated sympathy 

for the Palestinian national movement (for example, the World 

Health Organization); funds withheld from the UN on the grounds 

of an alleged anti-Israeli bias, and threats to withdraw entirely from 

the UN if the organization treated Israel in a fashion analogous to 

South Africa. The United States remained steadfast in its support of 

the Jewish state except in instances where Israel clearly violated inter- 

national law, such as its annexation of the Golan Heights and East 

Jerusalem, or its deportation of Palestinians from Occupied Terri- 

tories, in which case the United States supported condemnations of 
Israel while stripping resolutions of appropriate penalties during ne- 
gotiations prior to their formulation. The United States exercised its 

veto in support of Israel more times than the Soviet Union vetoed 

resolutions. This suggests that the biggest impediment to the proper 

functioning of the UN between 1950 and 1990 was the United States, 

not the USSR. 

The process by which the United States recruited the UN to crush 

Iraq, while simultaneously ensuring that the international organiza- 

tion did not intrude into the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, illustrated 

diplomatic duplicity and purposeful misinterpretation of the UN 
Charter. Sir Anthony Parsons, permanent representative of the 

United Kingdom at the UN from 1979 to 1982, characterized the 
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claim made by the United States that it had UN authorization for its 

naval enforcement of sanctions “as sailing close to the wind.”8 

Of greater concern than the United States’s bending of the rules to 

achieve its objectives, or the UN’s acquiescence in apparent violation 

of its charter, was the stark hypocrisy and moral outrage, real or 

feigned, of the U.S. administration. The premise upon which the 

United States based its case for action was that Iraq could not be al- 

lowed to invade and annex Kuwait lest a terrible precedent be estab- 

lished, plunging the world into chaos. Yet, since the formation of the 

UN, the United States had opposed mildly, or not at all, several an- 

nexations through aggression. Indonesia’s annexation of East Timor, 

India’s annexation of Goa, and Israel’s annexation of the Golan 

Heights and East Jerusalem are cases in point. Other instances in- 

cluded South Africa’s aggression against Namibia, Syria’s and Israel’s 

actions in Lebanon, Turkey’s presence in Cyprus, and Morocco’s ac- 

tions in the Sahara. In fact, shortly before the United States launched 

its campaign to crush Iraq, it invaded Grenada and Panama on the 

flimsiest of justifications. 

The hypocrisy of the U.S. appeal to international law was further 

revealed by the chicanery of its methods in the UN during the Gulf 

crisis. It invoked the name and authority of the UN to use warships 

unilaterally to intercept vessels suspected of violating the sanctions 

imposed by Security Council Resolution 661 of 6 August 1992. A 

statement issued by Washington immediately following the passage 

of that resolution warned that “in response to requests from the legit- 

imate government of Kuwait, and in exercising the inherent right of 

collective self-defense recognized under Article 51 of the UN Char- 

ter, United States forces will . . . intercept the import and export 

of commodities and products to and from Iraq and Kuwait that are 

prohibited by UN Security Council Resolution 661.” 

An international lawyer, strongly supportive of the U.S. and UN 

actions against Iraq, commented that “this came close to a claim 

_ , to assume a police role on behalf of the international commu- 

nity.”? The UN, left with a choice of renouncing U.S. unilateralism 

or endorsing it, chose the second course of action two weeks later, 

when it passed Security Council Resolution 665, which extended the 

authority of the council to the naval blockade. In that interim, how- 

ever, the blockade had no official UN sanction, despite attempts by 

the United States to make it appear otherwise. 

A similar arrogation of UN authority was later attempted by the 

United States in its claim that no Security Council resolution was 
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required to legitimate the use of force to expel Iraqi troops from 

Kuwait. The United States argued that the liberation of Kuwait by 

military means was justified by Article 51 of the UN Charter, which 

provided for “the inherent right of individual or collective self-defense 

if an armed attack occurs against a member of the UN.” That arti- 

cle, however, also limited the use of self-defense “until the Security 

Council has taken measures necessary to maintain international peace 

and security.” The Security Council had already done this by impos- 

ing economic sanctions (Resolution 661). The United States was 

therefore forced to seek specific authorization (Resolution 678, 29 

November 1992) to convince key states in the anti-Iraq coalition of 
the justification of Kuwait’s liberation. 

Resolution 678 was itself a masterpiece of obfuscation. Because 

Article 51 could no longer serve as justification for military action, 

only Article 42 remained; however, it required UN control of mil- 

itary operations through the Military Staff Committee, an agency of 

the Security Council. It also required an evaluation of the effective- 

ness of sanctions before military intervention could be launched. The 
framing of Resolution 678 thus necessitated “constructive ambiguity,” 
as the U.S. ambassador to the UN, Thomas Pickering, characterized 
this probable violation of the UN Charter. Resolution 678 did not 
refer to either Article 51 or Article 42, but was worded in such a 
way as to invoke their authority. Thus the reference in 678 to the 
need to “restore international peace and security in the area” was a 
paraphrase of Article 42 and was included to convey a sense of le- 
gality. In fact, Resolution 678 was a free-floating initiative not an- 
chored to any article of the UN Charter and thus, as the Yemeni 
and Iraqi UN delegates argued, was probably in violation of it. 

The initial deployment of U.S. troops to Saudi Arabia was also 
dubious legally. It was predicated on the claim that an Iraqi invasion 
of that country was imminent, thus invoking the right of collective 
self-defense under Article 51. No substantial evidence of Iraq’s al- 
leged intention was ever produced to support this premise in the UN 
or any other public forum. What was presented as evidence resem- 
bled a disinformation campaign, probably orchestrated in the White 
House. No satellite reconnaissance photographs were released show- 
ing Iraqi troop and armored concentrations in pre-invasion deploy- 
ments, despite claims that they existed.!° Soviet satellite reconnais- 
sance photography, obtained by a U.S. professor of engineering at 
George Washington University, revealed that on 13 September 1992, 
the date on which the Pentagon estimated that over 250,000 Iraqi 
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troops were in Kuwait with 2,000 tanks and thousands of support 

vehicles, the roads and airfields were deserted. Another independent 

analyst with access to these photographs stated that “the KFA-1000 

[satellite] images implied a defensive rather than offensive Iraqi pos- 

ture, and that Saddam had no intention of attacking Saudi Ara- 

bia.”!! Ground observations, including those broadcast on CNN and 

other U.S. networks, revealed the movement of earthmoving equip- 

ment into place by Iraq immediately following the fall of Kuwait 

City. This equipment was moved so that Iraq could prepare defen- 

sive fortifications. 

By 23 September, there was insufficient substantiation for the al- 

legation that Iraq intended to invade Saudi Arabia. “U.S. officials” 

associated with “the U.S. intelligence community” leaked (through 

Douglas Jehl of the Los Angeles Times) information intended to 

bolster the case against Hussein; namely, that in 1985 Iraq had 

drafted a plan to attack Kuwait “under a war plan designed ulti- 

mately to conquer the oil fields of eastern Saudi Arabia.” Why the 

Iraqis should draw up such a contingency plan while mired in a war 

with Iran, why the plan did not alert the United States to Iraqi in- 

tentions vis-a-vis Kuwait, and why its existence was revealed at this 

particular time, were not explained. The fact that the UN did not 

seek independent confirmation of Iraq’s alleged intentions and that 

member states of the Security Council did not evaluate that evidence 

constituted gross derelictions of duty. ; 

In the UN, the United States confined deliberations on the Crisis 

to the Security Council. If its objective had, in fact, been to under- 

score the role of the UN as the major enforcer of a new world order, 

two courses of action were open. One was to invoke the principle em- 

bodied in Chapter 8 of the UN Charter, which deemed that disputes 

be settled by regional arrangements. In this case, the Arab League 

was the relevant body to settle such a dispute. But the United States, 

working with its dependent client Egypt, ensured that the Arab 

League could not resolve the issue in a manner likely to bring about 

a negotiated settlement. 

The alternative approach was to encourage the General Assem- 

bly’s participation in the crisis, possibly by invoking the peace reso- 

lution used for the first UN peacekeeping operation in the Middle 

East, the Suez debacle. Although the United States would have ex- 

ercised less direct control over the course of events if they had cen- 

tered the issue in the General Assembly, there was evidence that the 

“parliament” of the UN was prepared to deal with the matter in a re- 
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sponsible fashion, thereby establishing a valuable precedent. On 18 

December 1990, it adopted Resolution 45/170 on the “Situation of 

Human Rights in Kuwait” (the vote was 144 to 1, the dissenting 

vote being Iraq’s). This resolution condemned the Iraqi invasion of 

Kuwait and Iraq’s “serious violation of human rights against the Ku- 

waiti people and third-state nationals,” affirmed the applicability of 

the Geneva Convention, and demanded that Iraq facilitate Red Cross 

activities in Kuwait. This was the General Assembly’s sole contribu- 

tion during the crisis; it was not in session during the actual hos- 
tilities. 

Nor did the Security Council meet during the first three weeks of 

the bombing campaign, despite its obligation under the UN Charter 

(Article 46) to ensure that the Military Staff Committee “be respon- 

sible for the strategic direction of any armed forces placed at the 

disposal of the Security Council.” This abnegation of responsibility 

was not a violation of Article 46, because the United States refused 

to place its forces “at the disposal of the Security Council” and, in- 

stead, agreed only (by Resolution 678) to “inform” (not report to) 

the council on the progress of the military campaign. But the Secu- 

rity Council’s complete inactivity at this critical time constituted a se- 
rious blow to the UN as the enforcer of the new world order; instead 
it appeared to become merely a willing accomplice to U.S. inter- 
ventionism. 

Not only did the United States ensure by this maneuver that UN 
consideration of the crisis was confined to the Security Council, it 
also hobbled the council. Resolution 678 carefully excluded the coun- 
cil’s control over military operations and impeded access to informa- 
tion about them. After several days of the most intensive aerial bom- 
bardment in history, Third World members of the Security Council 
sought to convene a meeting to discuss the war being waged in the 
UN’s name. The United States successfully blocked that move for 
three weeks, giving way only when the motion to convene included 
the proviso that it be done in camera, the fourth time in history that 
the council agreed to meet behind closed doors. Security Council 
Resolution 686, which set out the terms of the cease-fire, extended 
the time during which Resolution 678 remained in effect, thereby 
precluding any independent initiatives by the council. The surrender 
outlined in Resolution 687 authorized the United States to recom- 
mence military activities if Iraq violated its terms, including a rigor- _ 
ous 120-day timetable for implementation of wide-ranging demands 
and unilateral disarmament by Iraq. Having authorized the war (but 
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not supervised its conduct), the Security Council now authorized 

(but did not control) some of the harshest surrender terms ever im- 

posed on a defeated nation. In the summer of 1992, President Bush 

cited these terms as legitimating U-S. initiatives. 

Concomitant with the hobbling of Security Council, the secretary- 

general’s ability to use his office to avert war was undermined. J avier 

Pérez de Cuéllar, never a strong figure and further weakened at the 

time of the Gulf crisis by his desire to secure nomination for a sec- 

ond term, made a few cautious moves but they were quickly neutral- 

ized by the United States. Early in the crisis, he announced plans to 

travel to Amman and meet with the Iraqi foreign minister. Presi- 

dent Bush immediately commented that he “did not see any hope 

for a diplomatic solution” and ruled out these initiatives to stimulate 

negotiations. The secretary-general responded meekly on 25 August, 

saying that he would only seek to induce Iraq to accept the five reso- 

lutions, by then passed, which virtually precluded the possibility of a 

negotiated settlement. On 1 November, Pérez de Cuéllar suggested 

that Israel should abide by the 1949 Fourth Geneva Convention 

Relative to the Protection of Civilians in Time of War. This was 

clearly intended as a face-saving initiative to provide grounds on 

which Iraq could claim victory vis-a-vis Israel and thus justify with- 

drawal from Kuwait. The United States chose to ignore this move, 

and it immediately became a dead issue. 

On the eve of war (13 January 1991), the secretary-general trav- 

eled to Baghdad and met with Saddam Hussein. Following his de- 

parture, the Iraqi government released a transcript of the meeting, 

quoting Pérez de Cuéllar as saying that the Security Council resolu- 

tions represented U.S. domination of the UN. The office of the 

secretary-general did not confirm or deny the remarks. Two months 

previously, Brigadier Michael Harbottle, former chief of staff of the 

UN peacekeeping force in Cyprus, noted that “it was a matter of 

concern” that President Bush ensured that “the good offices of the 

secretary general have not been used.”!? That observation was an ac- 

curate description throughout the remainder of the crisis. Pérez de 

Cuéllar suffered the indignity of learning about the impending com- 

mencement of the U.S. bombing campaign only one hour before it 

was launched, by a courtesy telephone call from George Bush. 

From start to finish, the United States was intent on maintaining 

control of events and legitimating its intervention through the UN. 

That it succeeded on both counts was testimony to the diplomatic 

skills of President Bush and Secretary of State James Baker, to the 
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status of the United States as the sole surviving superpower, and to 
the inability of the UN to defend its interests and integrity. 

The UN’s failure was due in part to the global distribution of 
power that conditions the world in which it operates and in part to 

its own organizational deficiencies, which benefit the United States 

Although the UN could do little or nothing about global inequities 
of power and access to resources, it should tackle some of its short- 

comings, including the balance of power between the General Assem- 

bly and the Security Council. If any changes occur, they could be 

claimed as the “good news” of the Gulf crisis. Otherwise the “bad 

news” surrounding the crisis must also be deemed applicable to the 

UN and its performance. The UN, however, cannot be blamed for 

the war itself. As President Bush replied when asked what he would 

have done if the UN had refused to accede to U.S. demands: “I 

might have said, ‘To hell with them, it’s right and wrong, it’s good 

and evil; he [Saddam Hussein] is evil, our cause is right, and— 

without the UN—sent a considerable force to help’.”!3 
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Bush’s New World Order 

A Structural Analysis of 
Instability and Conflict in the Gulf 

Yasumasa Kuroda 

President Bush told the families of soldiers at Fort 
Stewart, Georgia, that one result of the war would 

be “what we say goes” in the Gulf. 
James McCarney, 1991 

President George Bush’s masterful orchestration of the war was a 

remarkable demonstration of his political skill, which only a few 

knew he possessed. This chapter examines his concept of the new 

world order, analyzes the possible structural causes of the Gulf War, 

and looks at the region’s possible and preferred futures in the after- 
math of the war. 

Johan Galtung, long known for his peace studies and activities, 

stated that causes of war can be answered only “in terms of a model 

of the world” (Galtung 1980:179-253). There are two basic models 

of the world, he justly claims: first, an actor-oriented model that 

looks for violence carried out by actors including groups and na- 

tions, and second, a structure-oriented model that focuses on sys- 

temic conditions that are responsible for the occurrence of direct 
military violence. These two models are not mutually exclusive but 
can be viewed as complimentary to each other in answering fully 
the question of causes of any war. 

Similarly A.J. Taylor, a British historian, divided causes of war 
into basic and particular, or immediate (Khalidi 1991). (Taylor’s basic 
causes are equivalent to Galtung’s structure-oriented model and im- 
mediate causes of the actor-oriented model, except that Taylor ap- 
proaches the subject less systematically than Galtung.) On the other 
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hand, such efforts as the one based on ad hoc case studies by John 

G. Stoessinger (1990) lack the strength of systemic efforts. 

This chapter first examines the new elements in President Bush’s 

new world order. Second, it attempts to explain how the British and 

French established boundaries and institutions to assure their future 

hegemony over the region. Third, U.S. policy toward the region is re- 

viewed in a historical perspective. Fourth, the chapter presents the 

forces that could challenge the prevailing institutions and geographic 

boundaries in the region to establish a new world order and call for 

restructuring of the entire region. 

Bush’s New World Order 

In 1990, as President Bush waged a war of words with Saddam 

Hussein and demonized him, he termed his efforts as an attempt to 

establish a new world order. Initially, some were excited and elated 

by what he might have meant by the term in light of what he wanted 

to achieve in Eastern Europe. Gradually, however, we realized that 

Bush’s main objective in the Gulf region was not to promote democ- 

racy as he had in Eastern Europe, but to re-establish hegemony in 

the region, or, as was stated at the outset of this chapter, to promote 

conditions of “what we say goes” in the Gulf. 

This was a far cry from what those in the region who desired de- 

mocracy wanted to hear; they wanted to unite the Arab world by es- 

tablishing democratic rules everywhere for Kurds, Shiites, and other 

minorities. What happened to the Kurds, Shiites, Palestinians, and 

Kuwaiti nationalists following the Gulf War in Kuwait and Iraq was 

indicative of President Bush’s policy emphasizing the restoration of 

the old political order as designed and structured by the Anglo- 

French colonial powers instead of bringing democracy to the region. 

What was new about his policy? President Bush was correct in 

describing it as an effort to bring about a new world order in the fol- 

lowing senses: 

1. The demise of Soviet influence eliminated the U.S.-Soviet rivalry 

in the region. There were no longer any superpowers to which 

Iraq or Syria could turn for military hardware or assistance. 

2. ‘The policy was new in the sense that the United States alone 

could not financially wage war against Iraq, a Third World 
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power, without damaging its own economy. This required that 

Bush ask Great Britain, France, Japan, Germany, and other na- 

tions (including the Soviet Union and China) for their assistance 

through the United Nations to achieve his objectives. In the past, 

world superpowers did not ask other nations for financial or mil- 

itary assistance; they carried out their military plans unassisted. 
3. The United States, which brought victory for the Allied Forces 

during World War II, established the UN in 1945. Since then, 

U.S. influence has gradually waned as smaller nations multiplied. 

The Gulf War marked a departure from this historical trend and 
demonstrated to the world that the United States was again a su- 

perpower to be reckoned with at the UN. 

4. The policy was a new order in the sense that, for the first time in 

history, President Bush placed Israel and its Arab neighbors on 

one side against Iraq. 

5. Bush demonstrated remarkable skill, enforcing his policy while 

successfully winning cooperation from many nations and elimi- 

nating his image as a “wimp.” He was decisive and swift; it was a 

seemingly new Bush. Looking back at what he did in Panama 

and Nicaragua, however, we should have guessed what he might 

do in the world outside Eastern Europe. How much democracy 

prevails in Panama, Grenada, and Nicaragua today? How much 

assistance has the United States provided to those countries to 
establish democracy and political stability? 

Not much else is new about his new world order. So why is this vi- 

tal region, which contains over 60 percent of the oil reserves, so un- 

stable and subject to so many crises and wars of various magnitude? 

My response is that it is unstable by design. 

Structural Instability by Design: Colonial Subjugation 

There is agreement among many who discuss West Asia or the Mid- 

dle East that these are regions of the world characterized by instabil- 
ity, and that these regions experience periodic war and revolution. 
There are several built-in sources of instability that have existed for 

many centuries, such as ethnic and religious diversity and maldistri- 

bution of natural resources prior to the development of nation states 

in the region. Great Britain and France, which dominated much of 

the region following the end of World War I, drew national bound- 
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aries and placed kings in certain areas to ensure that the Arab world 
would forever be divided. It was then easy for the European nations 
to continue their hegemonic rule in the region even after the Arab 

nations became independent. The request of the General Syrian Con- 

gress to accept assistance from the United States while the country 

prepared for total independence, rather than be ruled by the British 

or French, was disregarded by the superpowers that dominated the 

League of Nations.! 
Although individual and group alienation based on ethnicity, class, 

religion, region, and history cannot be underestimated, the focus 

here is on colonial domination of the region, due to the nature of na- 

tional boundary disputes involved in the Gulf War.? 
The Arab world is united by language. Although the spoken lan- 

guage varies by region, the written language remains constant 

throughout the Arab world. There are nearly 200 million Arabs in 

twenty-one Arabic-speaking nations of West Asia and North Africa. 

The combined size of the Arab world is 5.4 million square miles (71 

percent of which is desert), representing a land area about 50 percent 

larger than the United States. Gulf states such as Kuwait and the 

United Arab Emirates (UAE) are 100 percent desert or urban, while 

only 21 percent of Syria is so classified. Arab countries such as 

Sudan and Algeria are large, while others such as Bahrain are very 

small (230 square miles). 

The Arab world is richly endowed with such natural resources as 

oil and gas. It is remembered for its glorious history as the ancient 

Orient, and its Islamic teaching spread from Spain in the West to 

Indonesia in the East. It is a potentially dynamic power that could 

rank equally with the United States, Western Europe, and Japan. Its 

inherent strength of unity was demonstrated clearly and loudly by 

King Faisal of Saudi Arabia when he successfully orchestrated the 

1973 Arab oil embargo. Never in the history of international rela- 

tions had such a sudden shift in the distribution of money and power 

been made possible so swiftly without armed conflict. (Faisal’s life 

came to a quick end when he was killed under unusual circum- 

stances.) Although the unity did not last long, it showed the world 

its potential strength. An earlier effort by Gamal Abdel Nasser to 

challenge the British and French by nationalizing the Suez Canal 

led the colonial West to call him a Hitler who must be stopped be- 

fore it was too late. He was no match militarily for the combined 

assault of the British, French, and Israeli forces, but Nasser won the 

hearts of millions of Arabs. 
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Divide and Rule 

As the Ottoman Empire finally collapsed in World War I, the British 

and French carved out protectorates in West Asia and North Africa 

(Sykes-Picot Agreement of 1917). The British promise to grant in- 

dependence of the Arab countries to Faisal and Abdullah of the 

Hashemite family in Hijaz if the Arabs sided with the Allies was 

never kept. Similarly, President Franklin D. Roosevelt’s words of 5 

April 1945 in his letter to King Ibn Saud stating that the U.S. gov- 

ernment would make no decision on Palestine “without full consulta- 

tion with both Arabs and Jews” were disregarded after World War 

Il (Foreign Relations of the United States 1945:698). King Ibn Saud 

was further assured that Roosevelt would “do nothing to assist the 

Jews against the Arabs and would make no move hostile to the 

Arab people.” 

All Arabs were subjugated to new Western colonial masters after 

400 years of Turkish rule. Remnants of colonialism remained in West 

Asia and North Africa even after the end of the cold war. The tradi- 

tion of Western intervention in Arab affairs was dramatically con- 

firmed in the 1991 Gulf War. The old world order was very much 

alive and well. President Bush’s prediction of what would happen 

after the Gulf War revealed one of his objectives in going to war. As 

he said to the families of soldiers at Fort Stewart, Georgia, one con- 

sequence of the war will be “what we say goes” in the Gulf region 

(McCarney 1991:14). 

After the Arabs were divided and national boundaries drawn by 

colonial powers, the new countries naturally developed their own na- 

tional interests and agenda that were antithetical to Arab unity and 
independence. 

Iraq and Kuwait In 1899, Mubarak Al-Sabah “the Great” of Ku- 

wait signed an agreement with the United Kingdom, to stop Ger- 

man influence in the Gulf region. The Berlin-Baghdad railroad did 

not extend to the Gulf as a result. Thus began the development of 

Kuwait as a nascent state—a British “protection.”3 The development 
of Kuwait, which blocked Iraq’s outlet to the Arabian Gulf, cer- 

tainly contributed to the weakening of Iraq and caused potential con- 

flicts between Iraq and Kuwait. 

Iraq, Palestine, and Transjordan Faisal of Iraq and Abdullah of 
Jordan were brothers, members of the Hashemite family, which is 



Instability and Conflict inthe Gulf 57 

descendent from the Prophet Muhammed from Mecca, the king of 

Hijaz. Both opposed the establishment of the British Mandate in 

Palestine and Transjordan because the British promised indepen- 

dence to the Arabs if they sided with the Allies against the Turks 
during World War I, which the Arabs did. Their objections were 

disregarded by the League of Nations, and the League ordered Great 

Britain to maintain its mandate over Iraq, Palestine, and Transjor- 
dan. In 1921, Faisal was given Iraq in which to establish a kingdom, 

and Abdullah was given Transjordan. 
Saudi Arabia derives its name from the Saud family of the Najd. 

In 1902, Ibn Saud set out to build his country by first defeating the 

Rashidis and subsequently the Hashemites, his major rivals, thereby 

uniting the three provinces of Hijaz, Majd, and al-Hasa into one. 

Ibn Saud announced himself as king of the Arabian peninsula and 

named Saudi Arabia after his family. Ibn Saud’s conquest of Saudi 

Arabia was made possible through assistance from Wahhabi Mus- 

lims. He too, succumbed to British pressure and the area became a 

protectorate in 1915. 

In 1926, Ibn Saud successfully ousted Hashemite leader Sherif 

Hussein from the Hijaz in the Great Hall of Mecca, thereby elimi- 

nating his principal rival. The seeds of animosity between the Hash- 

emites, who traced their ancestry to the Prophet Muhammed, and 

the Saud, the region’s most powerful family, were planted. 

In a declaration of 1917 announced by Arthur Balfour, British sec- 
retary of foreign affairs, the British promised that the Jews would 

have a “national home” in Palestine without jeopardizing the civil 

rights of non-Jews. Eventually, the U.S.-led UN General Assembly 

passed a resolution to partition Palestine into Arab and Jewish states. 

Jews, who had previously owned 6 percent of the land, were to re- 

ceive 56 percent of the land under the new arrangement, the Arabs 

were to receive 43 percent, and the remaining | percent—Jerusalem— 

was to be classified under the international zone. The Palestinians’ 

rights to self-determination and property were totally disregarded by 

the West. 

The colonial practice of drawing national boundaries to suit the 

West’s needs continued even after World War II when Western he- 

gemony over West Asia and North Africa was achieved through the 

allegiance of “moderate” Arab states and Israel, the bastion of “de- 

mocracy.” In fact, these states owed their existence to the Western 

powers in terms of financial assistance from the United States (Is- 

rael) and military assistance to some of the states. The West’s inter- 
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ests in the region were both financial and political. For example, 

Western Asia and North Africa attracted more weapons than any 

other part of the world; witness the number weapons purchased by 

Iraq before the outbreak of the Gulf crisis. 

Keeping the Countries in Line 

Those who challenged Western hegemony were punished by West- 

ern powers. The democratically elected prime minister of Iran, Dr. 
Muhammed Mossadegh, was overthrown in a coup backed by the 

Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) in 1953 (Congressional Quarterly 

1990:151). His “crime” was the nationalization of the oil industry in 

Iran. The Shah then allowed the return of Western oil companies. 

Saddam Hussein of Iraq challenged the West when his forces in- 

vaded Kuwait and occupied it on 2 August 1990. Backed by the 

UN, the U.S.-led multinational forces started military actions against 

Iraq. 

Although there is no evidence to prove a conspiracy, Iraqi rulers 

who claimed Kuwait to be part of Iraq did not stay in power long. 
Ibn Rachid, backed by the Turks, attempted to gain control of Ku- 

wait in 1901 but was repelled by shelling from British fleets in the 

Gulf. In April 1939, when King Ghazi of Iraq died in an automobile 

accident, shortly after he refused to give up Iraq’s claim to Kuwait 

even after a warning from British Ambassador Peterson, it was 

widely believed that he was assassinated by British agents. In 1961, 

when Kuwait declared itself independent, Iraqi ruler General Abdul 

Karim Kassim renewed Iraq’s claim on Kuwait and threatened to 

advance Iraqi forces into Kuwait. British troops prevented the inva- 

sion, and in 1963 Kassim was ousted in a coup reportedly through 

assistance from outside forces. These events are strikingly similar to 
those of the Gulf crisis of 1990-1991. Iraq’s attempts to claim its 
rights to Kuwait have been repeatedly crushed in one way or another 
by the West. 

King Hussein of Jordan, whose economic ties with Iraq were con- 
siderable, refused to join the Allied Multinational Forces during the 

Gulf War. He disapproved of the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait, to be 

sure, but he did not side with the other “moderate” Arab states. For 

this he paid a high price: The U.S. Congress cut $50 million out of 

$80 million aid given to Jordan at a time when Jordan’s economy ~ 
was adversely affected by the Gulf War. In contrast, moderate na- 
tions including Syria received financial assistance either directly from 
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the West or from oil rich countries of the Gulf. It is ironic that this 
shift in U.S. policy occurred when Jordan was probably the most 

open and democratic nation in the Arab world. 

The Role of the United States in the Gulf 

The U.S. interest in the Gulf was initiated by a businessman from 

New Hampshire, Edmund Roberts, who went to Oman in 1827. 

Critical U.S. economic interest in the region did not start until nearly 
a hundred years later, however, when U.S. oil companies discovered 

oil in Bahrain and Kuwait in the early 1930s (Long 1976:133). Dur- 

ing that 100-year period, U.S. involvement in the Gulf was limited 

to action in the area during World War I. 

U.S. involvement in World War I led President Wilson to send 

the King-Crane Commission to assess the public pulse in Syria and 

Palestine. The commission’s report, which spoke for the self-deter- 

mination of the region, was in basic agreement with the “General 

Syrian Congress,” which proclaimed Sherif Faisal of the Hashemite 

in Hijaz as king of Syria and expressed its desire to receive assis- 

tance from the United States rather than succumb to the coloniza- 

tion of the region by the British and French colonial powers (Rustow 

1982:65). The report warned against the Western powers (including 

the United States) and the danger of establishing a Zionist state in 

Palestine. Both the General Syrian Congress and the King-Crane 

Commission were totally disregarded by the European colonial pow- 

ers. Faisal, whose father was betrayed by the British, was named 

King of Irag in 1921 and the British Mandate was established over 

Palestine. 

Great Britain continued to maintain supremacy in the Gulf by 

controlling 73 percent of the oil reserves as of 1939. Following World 

War II, its share declined to 49 percent while the U.S. share climbed 

to 44 percent. It was not until the successful, CIA-engineered over- 

throw of the democratically elected Mossadegh government in Iran 

in 1953 that the United States surpassed Great Britain; its share had 

declined to 20 percent while the U.S. share rose to 54 percent by 

1954 (Yokoyama 1989:183). 

President Roosevelt’s request to allow Jewish refugees to settle in 

Palestine was firmly rebuffed by King Abd al-Aziz Ibn Saud of Saudi 

Arabia in 1945.4 President Roosevelt promised him that the United 

States would not make any decision with respect to Palestine with- 
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out consulting both Arabs and Jews. Despite repeated pleas by Saudi 

Arabia’s foreign minister, Crown Prince Faisal, the United States 

pushed for the partitioning of Palestine and helped establish Israel, 
against the will of the indigenous population. Saudi Arabia, along 
with the Palestinians, was betrayed by the United States. 

With the birth of the cold war in 1947, the United States added 

two more objectives to the Gulf policy in addition to control of oil 

and support for Israel. The first was the containment of the Soviet 

influence in the entire region. This new policy, known as the Truman 

Doctrine, was proclaimed on 12 March 1947.5 

In 1956, the United States joined others in the UN to force the in- 

vading colonial powers of Great Britain, France, and Israel to with- 

draw their troops from Egypt when Nasser nationalized the Suez 

Canal. 

The Eisenhower Doctrine, a 1957 congressional resolution, con- 

tained the second objective. Eisenhower promoted the establishment 

of a security agreement among Britain, Iraq, Iran, Pakistan, and 

Turkey known as the Baghdad Pact. The Hashemite kingdom of Iraq 

was overthrown by Brigadier General Abdul Karim Kassim in 1958, 

and Iraq withdrew from the Baghdad Pact following the military 

coup. This led to the United States effectively joining the remaining 

Baghdad Pact nations by renaming the alliance as the Central Treaty 

Organization (CENTO). Despite Muslim opposition, President Ca- 

mille Chamoun of Lebanon accepted the Eisenhower Doctrine. It 

called for the United States “to use armed forces to assist . . . any 

nation or groups of nations requesting assistance against armed ag- 

gression from any country controlled by international communism” 

(Congressional Quarterly 1990:187). To illustrate, some 15,000 U.S. 

marines landed in Lebanon briefly and peacefully on 15 July 1958 at 

the request of Chamoun, who feared the United Arab Republic’s in- 
terference in domestic Lebanese politics. 

In the 1960s, Kennedy’s brief tenure made it impossible to leave 
much impact on the region, although he showed sympathy for the 

Arab struggle to be free of colonial powers. In 1964, British imperial 

strength, which had lasted three centuries, was greatly reduced as 

Prime Minister Harold Wilson attempted to significantly cut his 
country’s military presence in the Gulf. 

Using information obtained by invoking the Freedom of Informa- 
tion Act, Stephen Green (1984) was able to determine that the U.S. © 

Air Force directly participated in the June 1967 war against the 
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Arabs. The United States, with infrared cameras designed for night 

vision, helped Israel by providing reconnaissance flights at the outset 

of the spectacular preemptive attack that annihilated the Egyptian 

Air Force. Green speculated that President Lyndon Johnson ordered 

the U.S. Air Force to take part in the war to destroy as many MIGs 

as possible so that the Soviets would be busy supplying new MIGs 

and weapons to Egypt rather than to North Vietnam. Following 

this, the Nixon Doctrine, issued on 9 July 1969, urged nations to de- 

fend themselves, although the United States would continue to honor 

its treaties and agreements with other nations. The United States 

would continue to ship arms but should not be expected to send its 

troops to defend other countries. As part of his doctrine, Richard 

Nixon provided more arms to Iran and Saudi Arabia, and he visited 

Teheran in 1972. 
King Faisal, mobilizing all oil-producing Arab countries, used oil 

as a weapon against anti-Arab forces led by the United States in the 

1973 October War. Abdulsalam Massarweh claims that President 

Nixon, in cooperation with Secretary of State Henry Kissinger, 

planned to occupy oil fields by force primarily in Saudi Arabia to 

maintain the free flow of oil to the world (Mussarweh 1990:34). 

Henry Kissinger did ask the Congressional Research Service to de- 

velop such a plan in 1975 (reported by John Collins and Clyde 

Marks of the Congressional Research Service’s Middle East special- 

ists). This idea became the foundation upon which President Jimmy 
Carter established the “Rapid Deployment Force” (RDF), which 

called for the deployment of a combined force of 228,900 soldiers. 

This new policy, announced on 23 January 1980, was precipitated 

by the Soviet entry into Afghanistan a few weeks before. Another 

factor was the loss of Iran as a U.S. ally in 1979. 

Then, the Carter Doctrine was born: “Any attempt by an outside 

force to gain control of the Persian Gulf region will be regarded as 

an assault on the vital interests of the United States of America, and 

such an assault will be repelled by any means necessary, including 

military force” (Johnson 1991:88).° In April 1980, President Carter’s 

efforts to use special forces to rescue U.S. hostages failed. Carter’s 
attempts to obtain U.S. bases in the region also met with little suc- 
cess. The United States gained access agreements with Somalia and 

Oman but nowhere else in the region. 

President Ronald Reagan’s efforts to achieve a “strategic consen- 

sus” among “moderate” states in the Gulf had no success, as leaders 
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in the moderate states informed Secretary of State Alexander Haig 

and Undersecretary for Near Eastern Affairs Richard Murphy, that 

they were primarily concerned with Israeli threats to their security 

rather than possible Soviet entry into the Gulf region.’ On | January 

1983, the RDF was transformed into the U.S. Central Command 

(US CENTCOM), headquartered in Tampa, Florida. Its responsibil- 

ity encompassed all of the Gulf nations including Afghanistan, Iran, 

Jordan, Egypt, Sudan, Djibouti, Somalia, and two non-Arab states 

in Africa, Ethiopia, and Kenya. 

It is within the framework of the U.S. CENTCOM that the United 

States responded positively in 1987 to the Kuwaiti request for re- 

flagging its oil tankers to protect them from Iranian attacks in the 

Gulf region. President Reagan also decided to strengthen Kuwaiti 

defenses by selling them forty F-18 fighter-bombers, several varieties 

of missiles, and cluster bombs (Congressional Quarterly 1990:30). 

Relations between Iraq and the United States were rocky but friendly 

enough, as evidenced in the U.S. acceptance of Iraq’s explanation 

for mistakenly attacking the USS Stark, resulting in the death of 

thirty-seven crew members in 1987. 

It was after Iran accepted a cease-fire on 18 July 1988 that the 

United States started its campaign to criticize the use of chemical 

weapons by Iraqis, particularly on the Kurds. Television viewers were 

repeatedly shown Kurdish children, women, and men lying on the 

ground, presumably killed by chemical weapons used by Iraqis. This 

was the beginning of the United States’ hate-Iraqi campaign. Iraq’s 
usefulness as a force against Islamic fundamentalists in Iran (who 

called the United States the Great Satan) ended with the end of the 

Iran-Iraq War. The hate campaign reached a high point when, in 

1990, President Bush referred to President Hussein as a Hitler whose 

advancement must be stopped before it was too late. The tone was 

reminiscent of British Prime Minister Anthony Eden’s demonization 

of Gamal Abdel Nasser when the Egyptian hero nationalized the 

Suez Canal in 1956. 
On 28 February 1989, General H. Norman Schwarzkopf, the now 

famous commander in chief of US CENTCOM, reported to the De- 

fense Subcommittee of the U.S. Senate Appropriations Committee 

that, although Soviet influence in the region was growing, the United 

States maintained the confidence of its friendly nations in the region— 
U.S. CENTCOM’s objective did not focus on Israel’s threat to the © 

security of the Arab Gulf region. It is in this historical context that 
the following events took place. 
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Incidents that Led to the War® 

During the 1967 Arab-Israeli War, Iraq severed diplomatic relations 

with the United States because of its support for Israel. Relations 
were resumed in 1984 when Saddam Hussein announced a change 

in policy. 
The United States sided with Iraq in the Iran-Iraq War. The 

United States extended credits for its export of agricultural products, 

supplied needed information to Iraq in its war against Iran, and sold 

the country many items including arms. The Reagan administration’s 

earlier flirtation with moderate forces in Iran, as revealed in the Iran- 

Contra affair, was a failure. 
Then, on 1 September 1988, the New York Times, citing unnamed 

U.S. State Department officials, claimed that Iraq had deployed 

some 60,000 troops against the Kurds. Their leader, Jalal Talabani, 

accused Iraq of using chemical weapons since 25 August against 

some twenty-five Kurdish villages. An official study was conducted 

by the U.S. Army War College to address this issue (Pelletiere et al. 

1990:52-53).9 The report noted that when the United States accused 

Iraq of the alleged use of chemical weapons against its Kurdish pop- 

ulation the action signalled a radical shift in the United States’ pro- 
Iraq policy during the last half of the Iran-Iraq War. According to 

Pelletiere et al. (1990:51, 90), in early September 1988, about two 

hours before Secretary of State George Shultz was to meet with 

Iraqi Foreign Minister Tareq Aziz, Shultz publicly accused Iraq of 

using chemical weapons against innocent civilian Kurds. The report 

by the U.S. Army War College could not verify the State Depart- 

ment’s allegation that poison gas was employed, and, in fact, con- 

cluded that there was no evidence to prove Iraq’s guilt.!° 

On 3 September, Foreign Minister Tareq Aziz denied the use of 

chemical weapons while admitting that the Kurds were being relo- 

cated to government housing developments near the Iranian border 

(The Washington Post 9/4, 1988:A-33). Not to be outdone by the 

State Department, the U.S. Senate passed an economic sanction bill 

against Iraq for its “gross violation of international law” with respect 

to its alleged use of chemical weapons against an innocent Kurdish 

population. Some Kurds sought refuge in Turkey. A day after the 

U.S. Senate approved economic sanctions, the government of Tur- 

key responded by saying that it could not find any evidence of the 

alleged use of chemical weapons by Iraq (New York Times 9/10, 

A-4, 9/15, A-12, 1988). 



64 Yasumasa Kuroda 

This was a departure from the days when Iraq was accused by 

Iran of using chemical weapons on its citizens during the Iran-Iraq 

War. Then the United States remained mute over the Iranian allega- 

tions. Why did Shultz choose to use the shaky allegation to insult 

Aziz just before the scheduled meeting? Does it relate to an increased 

concern shown by Israel about the same time as the victory of Iraq 

over Iran? For the first time since 1979, Israel faced a potential 

enemy capable of developing nuclear weapons and directing missile 

attacks on its soil. 
The actions taken by the U.S. State Department and Senate were 

likely welcomed by Israel but predictably angered Iraq. The first 

mass demonstration against the United States in Iraqi history took 

place in Baghdad on 11 September 1988. An estimated 150,000 Iraqis 

took to the streets of the capital (The Washington Post 9/12, 1988: 

A-14). This was the beginning of the U.S. campaign against Iraq, 

which prompted the three Army War College researchers to con- 

clude that “The United States seems to be on a collision course with 

the Ba‘athists. This is unfortunate and unnecessary. The root of the 

problem appears to be Washington’s inability to appreciate the in- 

tensity of Iraq’s determination to overcome its present economic cri- 

sis” (Pelletiere et al. 1990:69). There was little doubt that Iraq’s de- 

cision to invade Kuwait was based on economic concerns. This 

prompts the question, was it Washington’s inability or Washington’s 

concern for regional security, including that of Israel, that put the 

two nations on a collision course? Certainly President Bush acted as 

a leader who knew what he was doing, as did Secretary of State 

George Shultz. 

What disturbs the author as a consumer of U.S. mass media is 

that the media joined in a vicious anti-Iraq campaign initiated by 

Shultz to make us believe that Iraqis used poison gas on its people, 

when, in fact, the U.S. Army War College’s research team, with ac- 

cess to intelligence reports, could not find a witness or evidence to 

support that claim, nor could the Turkish government authorities 

who received Kurdish refugees. 

We saw pictures of the victims of chemical weapons on television 

and in many publications, however, those victims were from Halab- 

jah, a city gassed in March 1988 during the Iran-Iraq War. There is 

no hard evidence that Iraqis used chemical weapons on the Kurds in 

Halabjah. According to the U.S. Army War College’s report, Iranian 

chemical bombardment was most likely responsible for the deaths of 
many Kurds in Halabjah, and not the Iraqis, who denied the use of 
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any chemical weapons inside Iraq.!! When these pictures were tele- 
vised, we believed that the Iraqis caused those deaths, but we should 

have demanded at least some witnesses to this tragedy before we be- 

lieved anyone’s allegation, because no television stations showed Iraqis 

actually using chemical weapons. We, the naive and gullible con- 

sumers of U.S. media, were deceived by Washington, who had its 

own agenda, and the mass media, which also was fooled. 

Unifying Forces 

What forces challenged Western efforts to maintain a firm grip of 

hegemony in the region through its military supremacy? The answer 

to this question becomes apparent when we review how the Arab 

masses reacted to the Gulf War. Although all Arab governments, 

including the Palestinian Liberation Organization (PLO), denounced 

the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait, not all Arab nations and their people 

sided with Kuwait and Saudi Arabia. 
The divide-and-rule method used by Western colonial powers to 

maintain their hegemony over the region has been discussed. Natu- 

rally, any force that unified and challenged the divided nature of the 

Arab states presented a threat to the West. Forces that united the 

Arabic speaking world in West Asia and North Africa can be di- 

vided into three categories: (1) secular pluralistic democracy, (2) Is- 

lamic fundamentalism, and (3) anti-colonial and anti-Zionist senti- 

ments. 

Secular Pluralistic Democracy 

There were two major ideological attempts to promote pan-Arabism. 

Nasser’s pan-Arabism of 1958 as well as the Ba’ath party (founded 

on the philosophy of Michel Aflaq) posit Arab unity, which is to be 

achieved through the development of national strength. Pan-Arabism 

was to promote an Arab unity in which wealth and resources were 
shared more evenly among all Arab peoples. In so doing, Nasser’s 

pan-Arabism appeared to be more pragmatic while the Ba’athist phi- 

losophy was more ideological. Nasser’s pan-Arabism was constrained 

by his Egyptian nationalism. The Ba’ath, as its name (meaning resur- 
rection or renaissance) suggests, emphasized the awakening of past 

Arab greatness. Despite lofty ideals of Arab unity, neither of the 
pan-Arabist theories succeeded in capturing the imagination of all 
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Arabs. It is an extremely difficult task to rise above Egyptian, Syr- 

ian, or Iraqi nationalism to pursue the welfare of the Arab world at 

large. 

If the improvements under the Iraqi Ba’athist regime in the past 

twenty years could be measured in terms of the advancement of 

women’s rights in Iraq, the following statistics from the Iraqi women’s 

federation in 1985 are impressive in comparison with women’s status 

among its Gulf neighbors. “Nearly one-third of university students 

are female. Women compose 70 percent of pharmacists, 46 percent of 

teachers, 46 percent of dentists, 45 percent of the voters, 37 percent 

of petroleum designing project engineers and 30 percent of construc- 

tion supervisors in the Ministry of Petroleum, 29 percent of physi- 

cians, 21 percent of civil servants, and 15 percent of accountants” 

(Freedman 1989:42-46). 

Both Nasser and Aflaq emphasized the common heritage of Islam 

as a base upon which to work toward Arab unity, although both of 

their ideologies remained secular. In contrast to these secular forces, 

there was a rising force of Islamic fundamentalists who were gaining 

power and influence in the Islamic world. 

Islamic Fundamentalism 

The number of militant Islamic fundamentalists has increased no- 
ticeably over the last two decades, probably aided by an Islamic re- 

vival. Islamic fundamentalists offered an alternative to secular dem- 

ocratic nationalists. They wish to revive the fundamentals of the 
Islamic religion and strengthen Islamic influence on society. The 

failure of nationalists to achieve their objectives has contributed to 

the rise of militant Islamic fundamentalism. Furthermore, the failures 

of modernization and pan-Arabism, defeats in wars against the West 

with the notable exception of the Algerian war of independence, and 

the paucity of social justice and legitimate and responsible political 

leadership have all added to the frustration of the Arabs. To restore 

the dignity of people who have long been subjugated to Western 

colonialism, some forum or thought system was needed through 

which they could articulate pride in who they were. For many, the 

forum resided in Islamic fundamentalism. 

Anti-colonialism and Anti-Zionism 

There are few examples to illustrate Arab supremacy in the struggle 

against colonial Western powers. The only war won by Arabs in the 
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twentieth century was the Algerian revolution. It took eight long 

years, from 1954, when the Front de Liberation National (FLN) de- 

clared war on France, to its successful conclusion in 1962. 

Another example of victory was the Suez crisis of 1956. Abba 

Eban wrote that Dwight Eisenhower “would not permit France and 

Britain to renew their colonial hegemony. The United States joins 

with the Soviet Union in a UN resolution condemning the invasion” 

(Eban 1983:36). Prime Minister Eden equated President Nasser’s na- 

tionalization of the Suez Canal with the Nazi blitz on world order in 

the late 1930s and called Nasser “Hitler” exactly as President Bush 

referred to Saddam Hussein in 1990 (Carlton 1981:298-309, 327-30, 

428-30). Nasser lost military battles but won the hearts of millions 

of Arabs. Colonial powers did not think Egyptians could run the 

canal but they learned to do it. 

In 1956, in cooperation with the Soviet Union, President Eisen- 

hower forced his European allies and Israel to withdraw from Sinai 

and Gaza. Eden resigned. It was a remarkable moment in U.S. his- 

tory when a superpower acted in the name of a principle—a tradi- 

tional belief in self-determination against colonialism upon which the 

nation was founded—rather than its own strategic self interests. Is 

President Bush following the footsteps of Anthony Eden and Dwight 

Eisenhower? 
In 1973, anti-Zionism was the uniting factor in King Faisal’s or- 

chestration of the oil embargo by the Organization of Arab Petrol- 

eum Exporting Countries (OAPEC). An earlier oil embargo during 

the 1967 War failed to achieve its purpose because at that time anti- 

Arab Western nations did not depend enough on Arab oil. The situa- 

tion had changed by 1973, when Faisal succeeded in using oil as a 

political weapon against Israel and its supporters. Anti-colonialism 

could be a unifying force if channelled into building unity in the 

Arab world—an important but difficult task to achieve. 

Reactions from the Arab World 

It should be noted that support for Saddam Hussein was felt not 

only in the Arab world but also among the 800 million people in the 

Muslim world. Hundreds of babies born in Pakistan were named 

Saddam after the Gulf War broke out. Of course, others sided with 

Saudi Arabia and Kuwait, which have been generous in their finan- 

cial assistance to less privileged Muslim nations. Although some ar- 

gued, justifiably, that the rich oil nations did not give enough, they 
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were at least more generous than Western nations in providing for- 

eign aid. 

The extent of mass support given to Iraq in the Gulf War varied 

from one country to another in the Arab and Islamic regions. Pales- 

tinians, Jordanians, and Yemeni topped the list of Iraqi supporters, 

while Saudis and Gulf nationals were least likely to support Iraq. 

The rest of the Arab world was somewhere between. 

No countries condoned the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait. Why, then 

was President Hussein viewed as an Arab hero? Although many did 
not approve of the ruthlessness by which Hussein governs Iraq, many 

supported Iraq at the start of the Gulf War on 16 January 1991. The 

massive demonstration of support by 300,000 people that took place 

in Morocco on 3 February 1991 was indicative of the support Arab 

masses gave to Iraq. It is more significant when one considers that 

Morocco was a U.S. ally in the Gulf War, sending 5,000 of its troops 

to the war theater. In the words of Ramy Khouri, editor of The 

Jordan Times, in his response to Charlayne Hunter-Gault of the 

MacNeil, Lehrer News Hour, “the West has pushed the button that 

released a collective Arab anger which has been building for centu- 

ries” (Hunter-Gault 1990:27). 

It appears that the Gulf crisis, as it escalated under the masterful 

orchestration of President Bush, was transformed from a direct con- 

frontation between Iraq and Kuwait to a dichotomy between Arab 

aspirations for independence and unity, and traditional Western im- 

perialism under the guise of the UN. The United States initially sent 
troops to Saudi Arabia to defend it from Iraqi aggression, not to 

force the withdrawal of Iraqi troops from Kuwait. To the Arab 

masses, history was repeated with the advent of Western imperialist 

armies coming to the Arab world to draw national boundaries and 

dictate their will upon the Arabs. 

Linkage 

It is in this context that Israel was viewed as part and parcel of the 
problem facing the Arabs. To the Arabs, Israel was the latest illustra- 
tion of Western imperialists drawing new national boundaries with 
total disregard for the aspirations and property rights of indigenous 

Christians and Muslim Arabs in order to carve out a European set- | 

tler state in the Arab world. In this regard, the Iraqi invasion of 
Kuwait was seen as an Arab challenge to Western imperialism. 
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Israel was perceived as the U.S. client state that could maintain 

the colonial world order in West Asia, although at times it has been 

difficult to tell which country is being manipulated. It certainly was 
in Israel’s interest to destroy Iraq’s offensive capabilities, particularly 

its weapons of mass destruction. This is a step the United States 
took under the guise of the UN’s resolution to force Iraqi troops to 

withdraw from Kuwait. The resolution, however, called for Iraq’s 

withdrawal of its troops from Kuwait, but not for the destruction of 
Iraq’s weapons of mass destruction. This departure from the original 

intent of the UN resolution angered the Arabs because all Arab 

states approved of the resolution. Furthermore, successful efforts 

made by Chairman Yassir Arafat and King Hussein to release all 

foreigners in Iraq, which finally led Saddam Hussein to release 

them in December 1990, did not receive any recognition from the 

West. 

Standing Up to the West 

The popularity of President Hussein in the Arab world was based 

on Arab frustrations that have accumulated over the years, which 

Arabs largely attributed to Western imperialism. To them, Hussein 

was a hero strong enough to squarely confront the United States— 

the superpower of the West and the symbol of Western imperialism. 
He offered them a long-denied opportunity to stand up for their 

independence and dignity. 

In the 1956 Suez Canal crisis, Nasser lost the war but won in 

peace as Egypt was assisted by Eisenhower and backed by the So- 

viet Union. In the Algerian war of independence, French Prime Min- 

ister Guy Mollet did not think the Algerians could win without a 

leader like Nasser, but they eventually did. 

Iraq has not been as successful as Egypt or Algeria in its long- 

term efforts to control Kuwait and stand up to the West. In 1901, 

Iraq was forced to withdraw after the British shelled that country 

from the Gulf when Iraq attempted to claim Kuwait as a part of 
Basra Province. In 1939, King Ghazi of Iraq made a demand on the 

Sabah family to stop the persecution of those who took part in the 
Free Kuwait Movement. He was told by British Ambassador Sir 

Maurice Peterson to keep his hands off Kuwait. Shortly after this 

incident he died in a car accident. And in 1961, when Iraqi Presi- 
dent Kassim tried to lay a claim on Kuwait by sending his troops af- 
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ter Kuwait proclaimed its independence, Iraqi forces were repulsed 
by the British military. 

Western Hypocrisy and Double Standards 

If maintaining the territorial integrity of nations was so important to 

the United States, why did the United States not protest Israel’s con- 
tinuing military occupation of South Lebanon and Palestine? Why 

did the United States not protest Israel’s annexation of Jerusalem 

and the Golan Heights but, instead, even encouraged its expansion 

by providing massive foreign aid? If the development of weapons of 

mass destruction is so undesirable, then the United States should 

apply the same credo to Israel and South Africa as it did to Iraq 

and Pakistan. Saddam Hussein agreed to disarm the mass destruc- 

tion weapons in his region if Israel took part in such a conference. If 

human rights’ violations in occupied Kuwait were so important to 

the United States, why did the United States not do anything to re- 

duce the incidence of human rights’ violations in occupied Palestine? 

If Saddam Hussein was a terrorist, why did the United States ac- 

cord such respect and financial assistance to Prime Minister Yitzhak 

Shamir, who was reportedly responsible for killing, among others, a 

fellow Zionist Jew, UN envoy Count Folke Bernadotte, and Walter 

Edward Guiness (Lord Moyne)? Shamir also flirted with Adolf Hitler 

in an effort to gain cooperation in sending Jews to Palestine. His 

underground organization joined the Irgun in the massacre of Dayr 

Yasin. Why was the United States so concerned with human and 

property rights in Kuwait while it deprived and continues to work 

against the restoration of civil and property rights to Palestinian 

Christians and Muslims? And what about Syrian President Hafez 

Assad’s record on human rights violations in Syria? The list is long 

(see Finkelstein 1991). 

Concluding Remarks 

Structural factors that gave rise to the Gulf War include Western co- 

lonialism, the lack of political legitimacy in Arab governments, the 
lack of Arab unity, and the balance of power threatening the suprem- 
acy of Israeli military forces. We documented the consistent histori- 

cal pattern of actions taken by the Western superpowers to maintain 
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hegemony over the region since the turn of the century. The last 

three factors cited are largely a corollary to the first; hence, the em- 

phasis in this chapter.!2 
The Western colonial powers used everything from secret agents 

to the outright use of the military to maintain the territory drawn on 

maps in 1899. Perhaps, in part, because of this colonial heritage 

many existing governments in the region lacked political legitimacy, 

which kept them unstable. Arab unity was achieved rarely and only 

momentarily. If more unity and cooperation existed among Arab 

countries, they could have solved the problem of the Iraqi invasion 

through the Arab League. Unfortunately, in 1990, there was no Nas- 

ser or King Faisal to provide leadership. 

Where do we go from here? The United States said that it would 

like to see President Hussein go but also would like to see Iraq 

maintain its territorial integrity. Now, that is clearly beyond what the 

UN resolutions called for in dealing with Iraq. Be that as it may, if 

Saddam Hussein falls, the most likely alternatives for leadership are 

religious fundamentalists in the south and Kurds in the north. Such 

possibilities are not welcomed by either the Gulf Arab countries (in 

the south) or Turkey (in the north), which were the allies of the 

United States in the Gulf War. If the United States and its allies 

have a common formula for the post-war Arab world, they certainly 

are not disclosing its contents. Undersecretary of Defense Paul Wolf- 

owitz conceded that the U.S. authorities lack a clear vision of the fu- 

ture for Iraq. 

Many government officials in much of the world would like to 

restore political stability in the region. In the words of President 

Bush on 8 August 1990 when he ordered U.S. troops to the Arabian 

Gulf, a principal objective of the United States was to achieve “secu- 

rity and stability in the Persian Gulf.” What many in the Arab world 

disagreed on, however, was the kind of political stability. Should it 

be based on the legacy of colonialism left by the West, which con- 

tinues to maintain hegemony there? I am reminded of President 

Bush’s statement concerning the objective of the Gulf War as ex- 

plained to the families of soldiers at Fort Stewart, Georgia. He said 

a result of the war would be “what we say goes” in the Gulf region. 

If this is not a manifestation of his interest in maintaining U.S. he- 

gemony in the region, what is? If this is what he meant by a new 

world order, it certainly is not new to the region. It is precisely what 

Arabs, who are striving to develop democracy, independence, and 

Arab unity, tried to eradicate. 
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It is difficult to imagine how political stability can prevail in the 

Arab world in which fifteen million oil-rich Arabs in the Gulf are in- 

vesting over $600 billion abroad while 185 million Arabs are suffer- 

ing from a foreign debt of $200 billion (Khouri 1991:6). Political 

stability based on an authoritarian system has its limits. Just as East- 

ern Europe is moving toward democracy, there are nascent forms of 

democracy on the rise in such Arab states as Algeria, Jordan, Leba- 

non, Tunisia, and Yemen where there is freedom of choice in politi- 

cal parties.!3 In many of these states, religious fundamentalists are 

gaining power as they become the first beneficiaries of democracy. '4 

In this sense, moves by the U.S. Congress to eliminate aid to Jordan 

is counterproductive to efforts to promote democracy abroad. 

Just as the departure of communism was necessary for democracy 

to commence in Eastern Europe, lingering imperialism, along with 

its client states and compradors in the Arab world, must be elimi- 

nated for democracy to be nurtured. A majority of Arabs, I am cer- 

tain, would welcome the United States if it treated Arab countries 

the same way it does Eastern European countries, such as Poland, 

by encouraging economic and political freedom and independence. 

By so doing, the United States would win not only the Gulf War, 

but also the hearts and minds of the Arab people. 

Political leaders do what they must to achieve their objectives, but 

the media’s role should be different from their government’s role and 

should not indiscriminately become a tool for government propa- 

ganda as evidenced in the alleged use of chemical weapons by Iraq. 

The use of Kurdish victims’ pictures not connected with Iraq’s al- 

leged attack on the Kurds in August 1988 to convince the public 

that Iraq used chemical weapons against its own people is uncon- 

scionable. In the words of Crown Prince Hassan of Jordan, “Arabs 

and Muslims deserve far better treatment on the front pages and tele- 

casts of the global media than what they have received to date” 
(Hassan 1991:10). 

Perhaps I am an optimist, but I hope that when President Bush 

said “what we say goes,” he intended to promote economic and politi- 

cal freedom in the Gulf so that “security and stability” based on a 

sound foundation would prevail rather than control the price of oil. 

In searching for causes of the war, we need to look at the social 

structure as a possible indirect cause of the war. If the structure 
built by British and French colonial powers was an unhealthy basis 

from which security and stability could rise, what will secure the sta- 

bility everyone seeks? Such a structure should be economically pro- 
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ductive and equitable, regionally and nationally integrated, socially 

communitarian, psychologically secured, politically dynamic and 

democratic, religiously and ideologically tolerant, militarily secured 

through collective security, and culturally exhilarating. !5 

This is the moment that Thomas Paine referred to when he said: 

“We have it in our power to begin the world over again.” The United 
States is in a unique position to encourage the region to move to- 

ward this preferred future, not only in the Arab world, but in the 

entire region including Iran, Israel, and Turkey. Such a vision—a 

new regional order—would move the globe toward a new world order 

in the post-cold war era. It could, in Abraham Lincoln’s words, kin- 

dle “the better angels of our nature.” 

Notes 

1. Syria’s request was echoed by the King-Crane Commission, which 

went to Palestine to assess Palestinian public opinion at the request of 

President Woodrow Wilson. Their report, likewise, was ignored by the 

League of Nations. 

2. See, for example, Lenczowski (1968): 97-118. 

3. Khodduri (1990) successfully argues that Kuwait should be referred 

to as a “protection and not as a protectorate.” Shaykh Mubarak gave up 

not only an external sovereignty but certain domestic sovereignty as well. 

Kuwait raised the Ottoman flags and paid yearly tributes, among other 

concessions. 
4. “Give the Jews and their descendants the choice lands and homes of 

the Germans. . . . Amends should be made by the criminal, not by the 
innocent bystander” (Eddy 1954:34). 

5. Harry Truman said: “Totalitarian regimes imposed on free people, by 

direct or indirect aggression, undermine the foundation of international 

peace and hence the security of the United States.” He urged the “support 

[of] free people who are resisting attempted subjugation by armed minori- 

ties or by outside pressure” (Congressional Quarterly 1986:42). To an out- 

side observer, Truman’s action to create Israel certainly contradicts his own 

doctrine by disregarding the majority inhabitants of Palestine and giving 
away their land to armed minorities. It was clearly outside colonial forces 
led by the United States under the guise of the UN General Assembly reso- 

lution that made Christians and Muslims into stateless refugees. 
6. For more detail of the doctrine’s development see Gold (1988). 

7. For Reagan Doctrine, see Lakoff (1988). 

8. Unless otherwise noted, this section draws heavily from the “Chronol- 
ogy” section of recent issues of The Middle East Journal. Major sources of 
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the “Chronology” are: Foreign Broadcast Information Service Daily Re- 

port—Middle East & North Africa and South Asia; Western Europe, Fi- 

nancial Times, The Jerusalem Post, The New York Times, The Washington 

Post, and The Wall Street Journal. 

9. This paragraph draws heavily from Pelletiere et al. (1990), as reported 

by Neff (1991). 

10. “Having looked at all of the evidence that was available to us, we 

find it impossible to confirm the State Department’s claim that gas was 

used in this instance. To begin with, there were never any victims pro- 

duced. International relief organizations who examined the Kurds—in Tur- 

key where they had gone for asylum—failed to discover any. Nor were 

there ever any found inside Iraq. The claim rests solely on testimony of the 
Kurds who had crossed the border into Turkey, where they were interviewed 
by staffers of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee” (Pelletiere et al. 
1990:52). They cite the following as the source: “Chemical Weapons Use in 

Kurdistan: Iraq’s Final Offensive,” a Staff Report to the Senate Committee 
on Foreign Relations, 21 September 1988. 

11. “Photographs of the Kurdish victims were widely disseminated in 

the international media. Iraq was blamed for the Halabjah attack, even 

though it was subsequently brought out that Iran too had used chemicals 

in this operation, and it seemed likely that it was the Iranian bombardment 

that had actually killed the Kurds” (Pelletiere et al. 1990:52). 

12. This is not to state that Arabs could not have achieved unity or 

developed one nation, however Herculean the task may have been, but the 

West certainly has done everything possible to make sure that unity did not 

happen. Political instability has been built into the region. 
13. Ironically, or perhaps logically, these nations tended to take posi- 

tions contrary to that of the United States’s Arab allies in the Gulf War. 

14. We should note here that religious fundamentalists in Jordan who 

publicly advocated a holy war against the U.S.-led coalition forces in de- 

fense of Iraq during the Gulf War lost their popularity and trust in Jordan 

by the end of the war. The reason was that they talked profusely but failed 

to take any action, while King Hussein was applauded for his role in the 
war. 

15. This characterization of the preferred future for the Arab world is 

similar to what Rami G. Khouri (1991) envisions, which I suspect is shared 

by many in the Arab world. 

References 

Carlton, David. Anthony Eden, a Biography. London: Penguin, 1981. 

Congressional Quarterly. The Middle East. 7th ed. Washington, DC: 
Congressional Quarterly, 1990. 



Instability and Conflict inthe Gulf 75 

Eban, Abba. The New Diplomacy: International Affairs in the Modern 

Age. New York: Random House, 1983. 

Eddy, William A. F. D. R. Meets Ibn Saud. New York: American Friends 

of the Middle East, 1954. 
El-Hassan bin Talal, Crown Prince. “New World Order of Understanding 

of the Arab Muslim World.” Prepared for delivery at the IPS Council 
on Information and Communication for International Development, 

Rome, 30 May 1991. 
Finkelstein, Norman. “Israel and Iraq: A Double Standard,” Journal of 

Palestine Studies 20(2) (Winter 1991): 43-56. 

Foreign Relations of the United States (1945): 8. 

Freedman, Jennifer. “Women in Iraq,” American Arab Affairs (Summer 

1989): 42-46. 
Galtung, Johan. The True Worlds: A Transnational Perspective. New 

York: Free Press, 1980. 

Gold, Dore. “Toward the Carter Doctrine: The Evolution of American 

Power Projection Policies in the Middle East, 1947-1980.” In The 

Soviet-American Competition on the Middle East, edited by Steven L. 

Spiegel, Mark A. Heller, and Jacob Goldberg, 113-25. Lexington, 

MA: D.C. Heath, 1988. 

Green, Stephen. Taking Sides: America’s Secret Relations with a Militant 

Israel. Brattleboro, VT: Amana Books, 1988. 

Hunter-Gault, Charlayne. “The View from Amman,” The Return. 

MacNeil, Lehrer News Hour 2(12 & 13) (Oct.-Nov. 1990): 27-29, 48. 

Johnson, Lock K. America as a World Power: Foreign Policy in a Consti- 

tutional Framework. New York: McGraw-Hill, 1991. 

Khadduri, Majid. “Iraq’s Claim to the Sovereignty of Kuwait,” Journal of 

International Law and Politics 23(1) (Fall 1990): 5-34. 

Khalidi, Walid. “The Gulf Crisis: Origins and Consequences,” Journal of 

Palestine Studies 20(2) (1991): 5-28. 

Khouri, Rami G. “The Post-War Middle East,” The Link 24(1) (Jan.-Mar. 

1991): 1-13. 

Lakoff, Sanford. “The ‘Reagan Doctrine’ and U.S. Policy in the Middle 

East.” In The Soviet-American Competition in the Middle East, ed. 

Steven L. Spiegel, Mark A. Heller, and Jacob Goldberg, 125-44. Lex- 

ington, MA: D.C. Heath, 1988. 

Lenczowski, George, ed. United States Interests in the Middle East. 

Washington, DC: American Enterprise Institute for Policy Research, 

1968. 

Long, David E. The Persian Gulf. Boulder, CO: Westview Press, 1976. 

McCarney, James. “Saddam May Win by Losing.” The Honolulu Adver- 

tiser (9 February 1991: 14). 

Massarweh, Abdulsalam. “Setting the Stage for War: The Gulf Script Was 

and the Players Cast a Decade Ago,” Return (October/November, 

1990): 34-36. 



76 Yasumasa Kuroda 

Neff, Donald. “How and Why the US Turned Against Iraq.” Middle East 

International 394 (2-7 February 1991): 19-21. 

New York Times, 10 Sept. 1988: A-4 and 15 Sept. 1988: A-12. 
Pelletiere, Stephen C., Douglas V. Johnson, and Leif R. Rosenberger. Iraqi 

Power and U.S. Security in the Middle East. Carlisle Barracks, PA: 
Strategic Studies Institute, U.S. Army War College, 1990. 

Rustow, Dankward A. Oil and Turmoil. New York: W. W. Norton, 1982. 

Stoessinger, John G. Why Nations Go to War, 5th ed. New York: St. 

Martin’s Press, 1990. 

Washington Post, 4 Sept. 1988: A-33 and 12 Sept. 1988: A-14. 
Yokoyama, Sanshiro. Perushawan. Tokyo: Shinchosha, 1989. 



4 

The European Community’s Middle Eastern Policy 

The New Order of Europe and the Gulf Crisis 

Friedemann Buettner and Martin Landgraf 

When presidents Mikhail Gorbachev and George Bush proclaimed 

the end of the cold war at their December 1989 Malta summit, many 

thought that the European Community (EC) would become an inter- 

national actor of first-rate importance. At a time when military power 

was seemingly losing its significance, the EC as an economic super- 

power was winning more room to maneuver to pursue specific West- 
ern European interests within the international system. European in- 

tegration gained momentum toward the end of the 1980s as the Soviet 
Union was on the brink of disintegration and the United States was 

feeling the heavy economic burden of the arms race of preceding de- 

cades. The prospect of completing the Internal European Market by 

the end of 1992 and the progress toward economic and monetary, as 

well as political, union made it seem likely that the EC would be in- 

volved in restructuring the international system as an equal partner 

of the United States. 

In a way, the Gulf crisis was a test case for the possible new role 

of the EC, for its ability to pursue a common foreign and security 

policy in a crisis. The EC’s activities immediately following the Iraqi 

invasion of Kuwait seemed to indicate its determination to play a 
leading role in the crisis: The EC immediately censured the Iraqi in- 
vasion, imposed economic sanctions, decided to give extensive hu- 
manitarian and financial aid to the refugees from Kuwait and Iraq 
and to countries negatively affected by the UN embargo, and threat- 

ened to impose sanctions against any country that did not respect 

the embargo. Furthermore, by early October more than thirty war- 

ships from EC member states were operating in the Gulf. 

But despite this swift action in the early days of the crisis and the 

continuous assurances by the Italian EC Presidency on the “conse- 
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quent and constructive cohesiveness” of the EC and its readiness to 

play a “central role,”! the Gulf crisis clearly demonstrated the EC’s 

difficulties in pursuing an active common foreign and security policy 

that went beyond declarations. The general picture is well known: 

Britain, France, and, to a lesser extent, Italy were actively involved 

in the military buildup and later in the fighting. The Netherlands 
and, to a lesser extent, Luxembourg fully supported the U.S. posi- 

tion, while the other EC members kept a low profile—none of them 

contributed more than token forces. Rich Germany, hampered by its 

constitution and primarily occupied with the process of unification, 
limited itself to checkbook diplomacy. 

Obviously, the EC missed its chance; it was in disarray at a time 

when a joint Western European stance could have been of some 

consequence. But at no time in the course of the crisis did the Com- 

munity offer a viable alternative to the policy almost exclusively 

formulated in Washington and New York. 

In spite of bitter comments about the EC’s disunity, most Middle 

Eastern states still expect Europe to play an active role in the peace 

process and in endeavors to frame a new regional order in the Mid- 
dle East. In order assess the prospects for and the limits to such a 

European role, this chapter attempts to analyze and explain the EC’s 

policy during the Gulf crisis in four steps: First, it outlines the EC’s 
Middle Eastern policy with special reference to the Community’s 
foreign policy-making structures; second, it explains the impact of 
the end of the cold war on European integration; third, it analyzes 
the positions of the Community and of individual EC member states 
during the Gulf crisis; and fourth, it reflects on a possible future role 
for the EC in the Middle East. 

The EC’s Middle Eastern Policy and its Restraints 

When six European states—Belgium, France, West Germany, Italy, 
Luxembourg, and the Netherlands—founded the European Commu- 
nity in 1957, a common foreign policy was not their immediate aim. 
Nevertheless, the EC’s founding fathers hoped that the established 
integration in well-defined, limited policy areas would spill over to 
others and would eventually lead to integration in those areas where 
the nation-states were most reluctant to give up decision-making 
power; these included the areas of monetary policy and internal se- 
curity, as well as foreign and security policy.? 
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Although this basic assumption seemed to hold true in the 1950s 
and 1960s when the EC became a success story, early ambitious de- 

signs for a viable framework of a common West European foreign 

policy failed. The establishment of the customs union by the end of 

the 1960s, however, made a common external economic policy more 

and more indispensable, to protect the attainments of the integration 
process, and to cope with the increasing integration in and thus de- 

pendence on the world economy. Although the EC’s common com- 

mercial policy became an exclusive matter of the EC institutions in 

the early 1970s, the EC members also decided in 1969 to found the 

European Political Cooperation (EPC) to coordinate traditional for- 

eign policy matters. This decision was made because the members 
were convinced that economic integration had to be accompanied by 

political integration and that such an organization was needed to 
cope with world politics in the post-colonial era and to handle the 

ever denser network of the Community’s external economic relations. 

The EPC is probably the most vivid example of a basic dilemma 

of European integration: The specific structures of the EPC and its 
development demonstrate the insight of the EC members into the 

need for cooperation, even in the field of foreign policy, but they 

were and still are reluctant to give up their ultimate control. The 

EPC was founded as a confidential, purely intergovernmental forum 

outside the established EC institutions. The EPC did not have a 

budget, nor was it equipped with any operational mechanisms, and 

its selective, nonbinding character did allow different national for- 

eign policies to be pursued simultaneously. But with these specific 

structures of the EPC, the EC members not only created an addi- 

tional framework for their national foreign policies, they introduced 

an utterly artificial division between the EC’s integrated external eco- 

nomic policy and the traditional foreign policy that was dealt with in 

the nonobligatory, intergovernmental forum of the EPC.? 

The momentousness of this artificial division was obvious from 

the beginning. Therefore, the EC Commission was soon admitted 

into the EPC where today it plays an important role.* But the inter- 

governmental character of the EPC remains unchanged. “From the 

gunboats to the embassies,” as the British foreign minister Douglas 

Hurd once put it, everything remains under the ultimate control of 

the nation state. Also unchanged is the division between external eco- 

nomic and traditional foreign policy, which explains much of the 

somewhat ambivalent role the Community played during the Gulf 

crisis. 
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The emergence and development of the EC’s Middle Eastern pol- 

icy must be seen in context with the ‘composed’ nature of the EC’s 

complex foreign policy-making structures. In its common commer- 

cial policy, the EC acknowledged the increasing importance of the 

Middle East by developing the Global Mediterranean Policy in the 

early 1970s, a policy that basically upgraded to preferential agree- 

ments some of the trade and other agreements which the EC had 

concluded in the fifties and sixties with several states bordering the 

Mediterranean.> 
Although the EC created a roughly balanced network of agree- 

ments with all the riparian states of the Mediterranean (with the ex- 

ception of Libya and Albania), the ambitious attempt to create a 

uniform structure of economic cooperation and an integrated man- 

agement of regional relations failed. This was mainly because there 

was no basic understanding among the EC members about a politi- 

cal concept that would serve as a framework for a common policy to- 

ward the region beyond mere economic agreements. Such a basic 

understanding was missing, a main reason being that the member- 

states displayed differing attitudes toward the Arab-Israeli conflict, 

which dominated the EC’s Middle Eastern policy agenda through- 

out the 1970s. 

The Middle East War of 1967, which threatened Europe with an 

Arab oil embargo, and the precarious situation along the Suez Canal 

in the early 1970s, caused the EC members to face a future situation 

in which the Arab-Israeli conflict could seriously affect their eco- 

nomic and political interests. Thus, from the beginning, the Middle 

East—together with the Conference on Security and Cooperation in 

Europe (CSCE)—was the main subject under discussion within the 

EPC. Despite an obvious convergence of basic interests, the affair 

surrounding the Schumann Paper of 1971 revealed the difficulties in- 

volved in taking a common stand. In this policy paper, “the Six” 

(the original founders of the EC) outlined principles for a solution to 

the Middle Eastern conflict that went beyond Security Council Reso- 

lution 242 of 22 November 1967 on three major points, or at least 

beyond Israel’s reading of it. These points were an Israeli withdrawal 

from all Occupied Territories, the right of Palestinian refugees to re- 

turn to their homes, and an international administration for Jeru- 

salem. Although the Arab states welcomed the new policy, Israel 

strictly rejected the paper and pressured Germany, Italy, and the 

Netherlands to revoke their consent, or at least express reservations 
about the policy paper.® 
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The affair revealed a structural dilemma in the Community’s Mid- 

dle Eastern policy: In its efforts to find a common position, the EC 

had to start from the basically pro-Israeli position of most of its 

members, and then had to face the critical reactions of both sides 

because any shift in the status quo extended beyond what Israel 

would accept, but did not extend far enough for the Arab states. 

Moreover, the member states held quite different positions: while 

France and to a lesser extent Italy were basically “pro-Arab,” the 

Benelux countries, particularly Germany with its historical responsi- 

bility for the Holocaust, took a more pro-Israeli stance. The fact that 

the United States and Israel strongly resented any involvement by 

the EC in the Middle East also played an important role. From the 
beginning, France regarded the EPC rather as an instrument to push 

its own foreign policy interests and its position vis-a-vis the United 

States and it wanted to use the EPC as a framework for an inde- 

pendent European role in world politics, while any deterioration of 

the strategic alliance with the United States was unacceptable for the 

Netherlands and West Germany. The same was true for Great Britain 

which joined the EC in 1973, along with Denmark and Ireland.’ 

This deadlock was partially resolved during the first oil crisis. Un- 

der threat of an Arab oil embargo, the EC issued a joint declaration 

in November 1973 that, like the policy paper of 1971, moved closer 

to the Arab view of the Arab-Israeli conflict without impinging upon 

Israel’s rights.8 Although Israel again rejected the declaration, the 

Arabs warmly welcomed it and suggested the creation of a common 

forum for the EC and the Arab League, the Euro-Arab Dialogue 

(EAD). Although the EC accepted the offer and the EAD was offi- 

cially established in 1974, it never really got off the ground. Not 

only was it difficult to coordinate thirty different states, but the two 

sides in the EAD were pursuing incompatible aims. Although the 

Arab side wished to secure EC support for political objectives fol- 

lowing the 1973 October war, the EC members bowed to the heavy 

pressure from the United States and Israel and insisted on excluding 

the two most burning issues—the Arab-Israeli conflict and oil—from 

the agenda. They successfully kept the EAD at the level of expert 

meetings dealing with economic and technical cooperation.’ 

In subsequent years, the EC members used the additional scope 

that the EPC offered to them to skillfully maneuver among Arab de- 

mands, Israeli protests, and U.S. misgivings. The potential of the 

EPC as a foreign policy framework in addition to national policies 

becomes clear when considering the example of West Germany 
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which, within the EPC, took a more ‘pro-Arab’ stand while, at the 

national level, claimed that its position toward Israel was unchanged. 

Germany—so it was officially argued—still stood firmly behind its 

responsibilities for the Holocaust, but could not obstruct a common 

stance within the EPC without endangering European integration.!° 

As reflected in the EPC declarations of the mid-1970s, the EC 

eventually developed a specifically European position toward the 

Arab-Israeli conflict. From a refugee problem that was subordinate 

to the problems of recognition, sovereignty, and border protection, 

the Palestinian issue emerged as the focal point of any confllict solu- 

tion. The terminology of the EC declarations shifted from “the Pales- 

tinians” to “the Palestinian people,” who had “legitimate rights,” a 

“national identity,” and “the need for a homeland.”!! But in spite of 

these changes, the EC’s joint policy remained merely declaratory 

throughout the 1970s. 

At the beginning of 1980, however, the EC prepared its own Mid- 
dle Eastern peace initiative. This was due to a number of interrelated 

factors: The U.S.-led peace process had come to an obvious stand- 

still in the months after the Egyptian-Israeli peace treaty of March 

1979, and the Arab side, whose voice gained added weight because 

oil prices spiralled upward, pressed the EC to influence U-S. policy. 
In addition, the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan reinforced concern 

about the security situation in the Gulf, which was already under 

pressure from the Islamic revolution in Iran. A halt to the peace 

process, so the Community thought, would strengthen radical anti- 

Western tendencies in the Arab world, and as the United States was 

increasingly preoccupied with the presidential elections, the Commu- 

nity could not stand aloof. 

Hectic European activism in early 1980 resulted in the Venice dec- 

laration on the Middle East in June 1980 which is often identified as 
the starting point of the EC’s 1980 Middle Eastern initiative. Close 

scrutiny, however, reveals that the initiative was practically dead be- 

fore it was conceived. Strong pressure from the United States and 

Israel divided the EC members over the issue on the eve of the Ven- 
ice summit and, due to the need for consensus of all members, the 

original plans for the EC initiative were changed beyond recogni- 
tion. Thus, from the outset the EC’s “peace missions” in the wake of 

the declaration had little chance of success. !2 
But the weakness of the EC’s foreign policy-making structure to 

counteract external pressure was not the only deficiency in the EC 

initiative. After the split in the Arab world caused by the Camp 
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David Accords, there was no strong Arab counterpart for a Euro- 

pean initiative. The ongoing civil war in Lebanon deepened the 

cleavages in the Arab world, and in the Iran-Iraq War the two bel- 

ligerents were supported by different Arab states so that cross-cutting 

alliances emerged in the various theaters of conflict. Furthermore, 

because of the reduced threat of an all-out Arab-Israeli war and the 

precarious situation in the Gulf, attention shifted eastward away from 

the Mashrig. As the EAD had, for all intents and purposes, been 

put on ice after the expulsion of Egypt from the Arab League, the 

EC tried unsuccessfully to initiate closer relations with the oil-rich 

countries of the Arabian peninsula.!3 

The EC maintained a low profile in the Middle East throughout 

much of the 1980s. Aspirations for an independent political role in 

the resolution of major conflicts were abandoned, and the individual 

interests and bilateral relations of the various Community members 

preceded common efforts. Instead of pursuing Venice-style autono- 

mous initiatives, the EC opted—although not unconditionally or 

without criticism—for supporting U.S. initiatives in the Middle East. 

The most visible expression of this support was the military partici- 

pation of major European countries in the various multinational 

forces in Sinai in 1981, Lebanon from 1982 to 1984, the Red Sea in 

1984, and the Gulf from 1987 to 1988. Less visible and more com- 

plex, although no less important, was the political and economical 

support that EC member states gave to U.S. initiatives in the form 

of sanctions, embargoes, and condemnatory statements against re- 

gional actors but also in the form of credits, trade benefits, and in- 

creased cooperation.!4 

It was only during the second half of the 1980s that the Middle 

Eastern policy of the Community gained some momentum: East- 

West tensions eased and the deep institutional crisis in the EC of the 

early 1980s (“Eurosclerosis”) was resolved by the Fontainebleau sum- 

mit of 1984, which led to signing the Single European Act (SEA) in 

1986. With the SEA, some progress was made to integrate foreign 

policy matters. The EPC was given a legal base and officially ac- 

cepted as the “second pillar” of European integration. 15 

Furthermore, the situation in the Gulf was again disquieting. Partly 

due to specific regional developments, and partly because of rapidly 

falling oil prices and the EC’s successful policy of diminishing its 

dependence on Middle Eastern oil, the Gulf was not prominent on 

the Community’s agenda from 1982 onward. But when Iran cap- 

tured the Iraqi Fao Peninsula in early 1986, directly threatening to 
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invade Kuwait, and when the ensuing “tanker war” menaced the 

freedom of shipping in the Gulf, the EC members once again be- 

came concerned about the situation in the Middle East. Moreover, 

the second enlargement of the EC, which brought Spain and Portu- 

gal into the EC in 1986, threatened vital export outlets for the 

Mashrig and, in particular, the Maghreb, a problem that could not 

be pushed aside.!¢ 

Although the Community tried to readjust its Global Mediterra- 

nean Policy,!7 it also made a fresh attempt to re-introduce itself into 

the Middle Eastern peace process. The EC continued to see a peace- 

ful solution to the Arab-Israeli conflict as central to the stability of 

the entire region. Indicative of the new start was the Brussels declara- 

tion of February 1987 in which the Twelve (the enlarged Commu- 

nity of the original six plus Denmark, Great Britain, Ireland, Greece, 

Portugal, and Spain), declared renewed interest in making “an ac- 

tive contribution” to a settlement of the conflict.'8 
There are some interesting parallels between the Venice episode 

and renewed Community activism from 1987 onward. Both EC peace 

initiatives occurred when the United States was anything but well- 

placed to keep the Middle East peace process going. During the first 

initiative, there were negative Arab reactions to Camp David, there 

were presidential elections, the Iranian hostage crisis, and Afghani- 
stan; during the second, there was the Iran-Contra Affair and the 
changes in the Soviet Union, which required a new policy. During 

both occasions it was feared in Western Europe that a lack of pro- 

gress toward some prospect of peace would strengthen radical trends 

on its southern periphery. 

Contrary to its Venice predecessor, however, the Brussels declara- 

tion of 1987 was preceded by careful consultations with the parties 

concerned; it was more attentive to the requirements of the various 

actors and therefore promptly welcomed by all sides. The Commu- 

nity no longer prejudged the outcome of the peace process but, rather, 

threw its weight behind a certain framework for negotiations, namely 

a UN-sponsored international peace conference. !9 

Despite the failure of the initiative, the Community subsequently 

distanced itself more clearly from endeavors by Israel and the United 

States to find bilateral solutions. One of the main reasons for a hard- 
ening of the Community’s attitude was the sharp decline in Europe 
of sympathy for Israel after the beginning of the Intifada in Decem- 
ber 1987. 

In their Madrid declaration of June 1989, the Twelve pointedly 



The European Community’s Middle Eastern Policy 85 

challenged key elements of the “Shamir plan,” which countered the 

Palestinian National Council’s proclamation of a Palestinian state by 

offering limited local elections in the Occupied Territories.2° In addi- 
tion to restating the need for a comprehensive and balanced approach 

that would effectively equate Israeli security needs and Palestinian 

rights as parallel objectives of the peace process,?! the Madrid dec- 

laration also called for PLO participation in the negotiations, inclu- 

sion of Jerusalem in the proposed elections, and a formulation of 

negotiations based on “land for peace.”22 
None of these initiatives, however, had a visible impact on the 

Middle Eastern peace process, let alone on the overall stability of 

the region. Bilateral accords between some EC members and some 

regional actors even obstructed the efforts of the EC institutions, or 

were at odds with supposedly common positions taken within the 

EPC.23 When the situation in Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union 

changed in 1989, the EC became increasingly preoccupied with Eu- 

ropean affairs. Although the EC expressed concern when the U.S.- 

PLO dialogue dissolved in June 1989, and although the EAD was 

revived by the EC in late 1989, it was essentially concerned with dif- 
ferent matters.?4 

European Integration and the End of the Cold War 

The disintegration of the Eastern bloc and the virtual abdication of 
the Soviet Union as a superpower removed the residual risks of the 

cold war from Europe. The long and cumbersome process of the 

Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE) had al- 

ready changed the atmosphere and culminated in the adoption of 

the extensive Concluding Document of Vienna that cleared the way 
for successful negotiations on Confidence and Security-Building 

Measures (CSBM), and on Conventional Armed Forces in Europe 
(CFE).25 

The end of bipolarity could mean the emergence of a new multi- 

polar international order in which the Community plays a pivotal 
role together with the United States, Russia, Japan, and possibly 
China. Furthermore, new challenges lie ahead in Europe. Suddenly, 
the Community is the anchor for European stability and the Eastern 

European states look toward it for political guidance, substantive 
help for restructuring their economies, and, ultimately, membership. 

At the end of the 1980s, the Community was all but ready to de- 
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velop political concepts that could serve as a framework for common 

action to meet the challenges ahead. At the time of the “Eurosclero- 

sis,” there had been enormous pressure to reform the Community 

institutions, including the somewhat unwieldy foreign policy-making 

structures. This debate found an outlet in the form of the Single 

European Act (SEA). But as the EC members could not agree on 

further political integration, the SEA did not represent substantial 

progress in this field. As a matter of fact, by adopting the SEA— 

which focused on the establishment of the Internal Market—the EC 

members responded to the pressures for reform by “suspending” pol- 

itics. Having put the “1992 train” on the rails, the heads of state and 

government could now lean back, leave the initiative to the Commis- 

sion, and postpone the debate about political reform until 1993.26 

What the EC members had tried to contain with the SEA was put 

back on the agenda with renewed urgency by the profound changes 

in 1989. The new challenges upset the EC members’ leisurely drive 

toward the completion of the Internal Market and stirred discussion 

about the need for political integration. The unification of Germany 

caused a tremendous shift within the EC. France and Britain had 

misgivings about a united Germany. British commentaries warned 

of a new German nationalism and militarism, while France was es- 

pecially concerned about an even stronger German economic hege- 

mony. The breakthrough came with the Strasbourg summit in De- 

cember 1989. In one of the package deals so typical of the history of 

European integration, France’s “yes” to German unification was 

traded for the German promise to push for the European Economic 

and Monetary Union (EMU), which the West German government 

previously had been reluctant to concede.’ 

Although most EC member states were interested in EMU, they 

were confronted with a major problem: Germany linked EMU to 

the parallel establishment of the European Political Union, but apart 

from Italy and the Benelux countries, none were ready to follow 

Germany’s open call for a federal Europe. As Germany continued to 

insist on substantial progress toward integration in the political field 

as a quid pro quo for giving up its national control of the Deutsch- 

mark, however, the development of a common foreign and security 

policy moved into focus.?8 
Given the new international environment, it was clear to all EC 

members that the EC could not assume more political responsibility 

without reforming its foreign policy-making machinery. In the twenty 

years of its existence, the EPC had become a unique system for for- 
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eign policy cooperation where different forums allowed coordination 

and cooperation at all levels, from the heads of state down to the 

lower ranks of civil servants. The communauté d’information had 

long since been realized and through the socialization process of the 

actors involved, the Twelve had gone a long way towards the com- 

munauté de vue.”9 

The basic structural deficiencies of the EPC, however, had resisted 

all attempts at real reform. One of these deficiencies, its selective 
character, now became more visible. Security and defense matters 

had always been strictly excluded from its agenda, and there was no 

other European forum where all EC members could coordinate, or 

at least discuss, the security and defense dimensions of their com- 

mon foreign policy actions.2° These subjects were reserved for the 

North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), but France had with- 

drawn its armed forces from NATO command in 1966 and Ireland 

had never been a member. And anyway, could NATO with its out- 

dated doctrine meet the new challenges ahead? Conflicts over the 

“out-of-area” competence of NATO in the 1980s pointed out the 
limits of the Atlantic alliance. NATO did not seem to be a very use- 

ful tool for dealing with the growing instability in Eastern Europe 

and the disintegrating Soviet Union.?! 

The only purely European forum for the discussion of security 

matters was the West European Union (WEU). The WEU, founded 

in 1954, soon ceded its original objectives (economic, political, and 

cultural cooperation in addition to collective self-defense) to NATO 

and to the Council of Europe and was unimportant by the end of 

the 1960s. In 1984, however, the WEU was revitalized, one of the 

main reasons being the obvious limitations of the EPC responses to 

the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan a few years earlier. In 1987, 

against the background of the European participation in the reflag- 

ging of tankers and other merchant ships in the Gulf, the WEU 
members adopted the “Platform on European Security Interests,” 

which specified some institutional reforms, intensifying cooperation 

in and coordination of “out-of-area” activities by its members. But 

dusting off the WEU did not mean that a ready-made forum was at 

hand for a prospective EC security policy: Portugal and Spain only 

became members in 1989; Denmark, Greece, and Ireland still re- 

mained outside; and the WEU had renounced its own defense struc- 

tures in favor of NATO.32 
Even more significant was that the development of a common 

foreign and security policy had implications for more than the exist- 
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ing Western security architecture; sovereignty over external affairs 

was also central to the legitimacy of the nation states. Great Britain 

in particular—always suspicious of any integrational step going be- 

yond economic integration—strongly opposed the introduction of 

majority decisions in the EPC, let alone giving the Community a se- 

curity and defense dimension. For Britain, NATO was the only via- 

ble forum for European security and defense coordination. The de- 

velopment of a proper Community policy in these fields, so it was 

argued, would not be feasible and the endeavor would strain rela- 

tions with the United States. Equally important for the British pref- 

erence for NATO was, of course, its determination to keep its free- 

dom of action and, through the “special relationship” with the United 

States, counterbalance the close cooperation between France and 

Germany (manifested in the Franco-German Brigade, which first 

held maneuvers in 1987).33 

But other EC members also had their difficulties with the pro- 

posal for a new defense dimension to the Community: The Nether- 

lands, still fearful of being dominated by its powerful European 

neighbors, was, like Portugal, a staunch supporter of NATO. Den- 

mark did not want to abandon the concept of the EC as a “civilian 

power” for fear of the possible hegemonic ambitions of a new super- 

power, and Ireland continued to cling to its neutrality. 

Thus in June 1990, when the European Council gave the green 

light to convene an intergovernmental conference to discuss possible 

steps toward political union, the discrepancies between the EC mem- 

ber states were all too obvious: Political union was as yet a “fuzzy 

objective” as the concrete forms of the union were still unclear.* 

The Iraqi invasion was to change this view. 

The Community’s Response to the Gulf Crisis 

Although the EC, with its Global Mediterranean Policy, had devel- 
oped a framework for its relations with the Mediterranean countries 
in the 1970s, there was no serious attempt to design an overall con- 

cept for the Gulf region. With the exception of Britain, all EC mem- 

bers had closer historical and economic ties with the Arab states of 
the Mediterranean than with the Gulf states. Because even France 

and Britain had long lost the capability to cope with a medium or 

high intensity military conflict out-of-area, protection of the oil sup- 

plies from the Gulf was ultimately left to the United States.* 



The European Community’s Middle Eastern Policy 89 

Nevertheless, EC member states were heavily involved in the spi- 
ralling arms race in the Gulf during the 1980s. Between 1983 and 

1987, France, Britain, Germany, and Italy exported some U.S. $17 

billion worth of weapons to the Gulf countries (Iran, Iraq, and the 

Arabian Peninsula) representing almost one third of these countries’ 

arms imports. With arms deliveries of more than U.S. $12 billion, 

France alone exported almost twice as many weapons to the region 

as the United States and was the second largest arms supplier to the 

Gulf after the Soviet Union.36 Great Britain and France, and to a 

minor extent West Germany and Italy, profited in particular from 

the wish of Saudi Arabia and the smaller Gulf states to reduce de- 

pendence on the United States for arms deliveries. There were two 

reasons for this diversion strategy: first, because it seemed generally 

advisable to make the close security alliance with the United States 

not too visible, and second, because arms imports from Europe 

helped to counteract the restrictions the U.S. Congress set for the 

sale of advanced technology weapons to Arab states. Britain’s most 

spectacular arms deal in the 1980s, for example, the 1985 sale of 

seventy-two Tornado combat aircraft to Saudi Arabia, was struck 

after the U.S. Congress—with reference to Israel’s security—voted 

against the delivery of F-15s.37 

The Twelve’s efforts to end the Iraq-Iran War were in sharp con- 

trast to these activities. And in fact, although the offices of German 

Foreign Minister Hans-Dietrich Genscher were ¢rucial in bringing 
about the cease-fire in 1988, during the eight preceding years the 

Twelve hardly did anything more than call for a cease-fire. In 1987, 

they responded very reluctantly to the heavy pressure of the United 

States to dispatch warships into the Gulf. Even the United King- 

dom, with its “Armilla-Patrol” that shadowed British merchant ves- 

sels in the Gulf without much public noise since 1980, did not trust 
the U.S. strategy in the area.38 How little the Community actually 
was ready to contribute to stability in the Gulf was demonstrated by 
its reluctance to create closer ties with the Gulf Cooperation Council 

(GCC). Although the GCC had pressed for the conclusion of a co- 

operation agreement since 1982, the EC gave clear preference to pro- 
tecting its own petrochemical industry over encouraging economic 
diversification in the GCC states.%? 

Typical of the reactive character of the EC’s foreign policy was 
that, at the height of the tanker war in September 1987, the EC 

finally agreed to reopen negotiations with the GCC after stalling 
them for years. A limited agreement was concluded in “record time” 
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by the summer of 1988.40 By this time, however, the cease-fire in the 

Iraq-Iran war had eased tensions in the Gulf. Further negotiations 

already agreed upon by the EC and the GCC about the establish- 

ment of a free-trade zone promptly came to a halt. In July 1990, 

even the European Parliament, contrary to its earlier position, called 

for a tougher stand toward the GCC.*! Obviously, the joint state- 

ment of the Twelve of 2 August 1990, that they had followed the 

growing tension between Iraq and Kuwait prior to the invasion “with 

concern,” was little more than rhetoric. In the summer of 1990, the 

EC discussed European matters—Gulf security was not on the 

agenda.” 

The swift and cohesive reaction of the Twelve after the invasion 

does not mean that the Community had closely watched the deploy- 

ment of Iraqi troops on the Kuwaiti border.4? It should be seen 

rather as a remarkable example of how smoothly the integrated parts 

of the Community’s established foreign policy machinery worked. In 

a joint statement on 2 August 1990, only hours after the UN Secu- 

rity Council passed Resolution 660, the Twelve strongly censured 

the invasion, demanded complete restoration of Kuwait’s territorial 

integrity and sovereignty, and declared unconditional support for the 

Security Council resolution. On 4 August 1990, two days before the 

Security Council imposed such measures in Resolution 661, the EC 

imposed economic sanctions against Iraq, including an oil and arms 

embargo, and froze Iraqi assets in the member states. Six days later, 

the Twelve pledged economic and financial aid to the countries most 

effected by the embargo against Iraq.44 On 7 September 1990, they 

declared readiness to give extensive humanitarian aid to refugees 

from Kuwait and Iraq; the majority of them were labor migrants 

stranded in Jordan and Turkey. At the same time, the Twelve threat- 

ened to impose sanctions against any country that did not respect 

the UN embargo against Iraq.* 

The extensive humanitarian and financial aid granted by the EC 

was part of the Community’s strategy to isolate Iraq and prevent the 

crisis expanding to an all-out confrontation between the Arab-Islamic 

world and the West. With the same aim, the Twelve tried to improve 

relations with Iran and Syria, which had been somewhat strained 

since the early 1980s. By late August 1990, the EC Commission 

started to negotiate with some Arab Mediterranean countries to in- 

tensify relations. And in September 1990, the Twelve called for an 
EAD ministerial meeting to discuss joint efforts in the search for a 
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peaceful solution to the Gulf crisis. Moreover, the EC tried to estab- 

lish closer links to the Arab Maghreb Union (AMU) and agreed to 

revive negotiations with the GCC about the establishment of a free- 

trade zone. 

From the outset, the Twelve clearly indicated to the Arab states 

that siding with the West against Iraq would positively influence 

their relations with the EC, their most important trading partner. 
Prospects for peace and economic development in the Arab world 

were given added substance by the proposal of a Conference on Se- 

curity and Cooperation in the Mediterranean (CSCM)—an idea that 

had been discussed before the Gulf crisis and which Spain and Italy 

officially proposed in September 1990.46 

Pointing to these measures and initiatives, the EC was reluctant 

to respond to U.S. demands for direct participation in Operation 

Desert Shield. The Twelve warmly welcomed President George 

Bush’s “line in the sand” but were anxious not to be seen as too 

closely aligned with the United States. In a press conference on 7 

September 1990, the Italian EC Presidency declared: “The U.S. alone 
have decided on the operation. We will engage ourselves with other 

activities, which will supplement those of Washington.”47 
That the Europeans attempted to maintain an independent posi- 

tion was evident after Saddam Hussein tried to link the withdrawal 

from Kuwait with the Palestinian issue, proposing the immediate 
withdrawal of all occupation forces in the Middle East and the im- 

plementation of all respective Security Council resolutions. This pro- 
posal highlighted the double standard of the United States, as for 

years it had used its veto in the Security Council to block all initia- 

tives intended to pressure Israel. But although the proposal was re- 

jected by the United States, Israel, and Saudi Arabia, Saddam Hus- 

sein succeeded in opening a debate that continued throughout the 

crisis. 
The Twelve did not accept Saddam Hussein’s proposal as a basis 

for a solution either, but did discuss the link between the Gulf crisis 

and the Palestine question. In contrast to the United States, the EC 

member states had always regarded the unsettled Palestine issue as 

one of the main threats to the stability in the Gulf so that the call 

for a comprehensive solution of the problems of the Middle East 

found much approval in Western Europe. In his speech to the UN 

General Assembly, for example, the EC Presidency deliberated on 

the linkage and told the assembly how vital a political solution to 
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the Gulf crisis was in the eyes of the Twelve, and that the Commu- 

nity would continue to support “Arab initiatives” to resolve the cri- 

sis. A later joint EC-Soviet declaration had the same tenor.*8 

This clearly was in contradistinction to the position of the U.S. 

government, which insisted on the “unconditionality” of an Iraqi 

withdrawal from Kuwait and tried to orient its allies toward a mili- 

tary solution. Such a military commitment was highly unpopular in 

much of Western Europe, but despite its preference for a peaceful so- 

lution, the Community could not offer a clear alternative to the use 

of force. 

Nowhere in any of the numerous common declarations by the 

Twelve during the crisis can one discern a clear line on how they 

were to achieve the proclaimed “political solution”; nowhere did the 

EC members indicate which of the various Arab peace plans and 

compromise proposals were feasible. It remained equally unclear how 

the Palestinian issue could reasonably be linked to the Gulf crisis. 

The Twelve were unable to reach a consensus on how their declared 

aims could be achieved. A feasible forum to coordinate the diver- 

gent national interests and to develop an independent Community re- 

sponse to the crisis, as an alternative to the U.S. position, was not at 

hand. By October 1990, it became clear that individual reactions and 

national policies took precedence over common actions. 

National Responses to the Gulf Crisis 

British Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher was in the United States 

at the time of the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait. Thatcher was said to 

have urged President Bush from the beginning to take a tough stand 

against Saddam Hussein;*? and throughout the crisis, the United 

Kingdom sided unconditionally with the United States. This was not 
only, as was officially argued, because the violation of international 

law could not be tolerated on principle. Equally important were Brit- 

ain’s close historical and economic ties to its former protectorate, 
Kuwait, and the GCC states in general as well as the extensive Ku- 

waiti investments in the United Kingdom.5° Moreover, as was re- 

vealed in early 1991, the British government had pledged in a secret 

protocol at the time of Kuwait’s independence in 1961 to defend 
Kuwait militarily to avoid its oil falling into other hands.°! 

Also, more subtle considerations were important. By demonstrat- 

ing its “special relationship” with the United States, the United King- 
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dom could emphasize its importance as a still strong, independent, 
international power and as a reliable partner to the United States in 
the changing international system. After all, the British economy 
faced a severe crisis, while German unification seemed to strengthen 

German economic supremacy in the new Europe. Not for naught 

was it Bonn, not London, to which President Bush offered a “part- 

nership in leadership” in 1989. An intensive commitment also enabled 
Britain to emphasize its sovereignty and independence to the Com- 

munity—and its mistrust of political union and the “Franco-German 
axis.” 

Without hesitation, Britain thus took up President Bush’s concept 

of the “New World Order” that depended on Iraq’s unconditional 

compliance with the UN resolutions. The Iraqi invasion was quickly 

renounced by Thatcher as “going back to the law of the jungle;” 

Saddam Hussein was likened to Hitler and Stalin, and any media- 

tion effort to “Munich 1938.”52 

The British position was underlined by the reinforcement of its na- 
val forces in the Gulf immediately after the Iraqi invasion. Sizeable 

contingents of naval and air forces were sent to Saudi Arabia just a 

day after President Bush announced Operation Desert Shield on 8 

August. In September 1990, some 8,000 soldiers arrived in Saudi 

Arabia and were immediately put under U.S. command. Close asso- 

ciation with the United States was also demonstrated by the exten- 

sive interpretation of Security Council Resolution 661. When in early 
November the United States announced that they would double their 

troops in Saudi Arabia, the British government promptly followed 

suit. And in early December, when U.S. Defense Secretary Richard 
Cheney questioned the effectiveness of the sanctions publicly, his 

British counterpart, Tom King, followed suit some days later (al- 

though he had stated the opposite earlier). 
With some 40,000 soldiers, sixty aircraft, and twenty warships, 

Britain was the second largest contributor to the allied forces in the 

Gulf and, together with the U.S. Air Force, British fighter-bombers 

started the aerial attacks on Iraq on 17 January 1991. Borne on a 

wave of widespread public and parliamentary support,*? Thatcher— 

and her successor, John Major—strongly criticized the other Com- 

munity members, Germany in particular, for its lack of determination 

and support for the United States. 

Besides Luxembourg, only the Netherlands, a small country that 

had experienced invasion and occupation by a larger neighbor more 

than once in its history, openly supported the British position and 
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sent three warships to the Gulf in mid-August 1990. From the outset, 

however, the government in the Hague favored a UN command to 

coordinate all military activity in the Gulf, and the Dutch ships did 

not participate in the later fighting.*4 

In preference for a strong UN role, the Netherlands was backed 

by France. The motives of the French government, however, were 

quite different. The outbreak of the Gulf crisis confronted France 

with a major dilemma: Considering the U.S. and British commit- 
ments in the Gulf, France could not remain aloof if it wanted to be 

part of any redistribution of economic and political power in the 
area. France’s position in the Gulf had been weakened by the Bush 

administration’s more aggressive arms export policy since 1989. The 

breakdown of relations with Iraq, with whom France had developed 

particularly close trade relations, meant an additional blow to its am- 

bitions in the region. Moreover, the smaller Arab Gulf states pushed 

for a French commitment.55 And as it had done for Britain, unified 

Germany’s increased weight played a role in France’s considerations: 

its seat and vote in the UN Security Council were vestiges of French 

“grandeur” and for a long time a psychological counterweight to 

German economic supremacy. But in recent years, some EC members 

(Italy in particular) demanded the “communitarization” of France’s 

and Britain’s UN seats with increasing determination.°° In such a sit- 

uation, France could hardly stay behind in the enforcement of the 
UN resolutions. 

On the other hand, France lacked the means to play an indepen- 

dent military role in the crisis, while a role as a junior partner to the 
United States (as the French saw the British role) was at odds with 

the Gaullist self-perception. In addition, the French parliament and 

the general public, in particular the large Arab community in France, 

were less supportive of an all-out military engagement. France also 

had to consider its strong historical and economic ties with the Arab 

world, especially the Maghreb, but also with the Arab “radicals”— 

Algeria, Libya, Yemen, and the PLO.’ From the outset, President 

Francois Mitterrand, therefore, adopted a double strategy. With 

15,600 soldiers, aircraft, and warships, France contributed the third- 

largest Western contingent of troops to the allied forces. France ar- 

gued that it could not allow a “second Munich,” and had to uphold 
its “international standing” as a “soldier of the law.”58 

At the same time, the French government emphasized the role of 

the UN and stressed its independent position. The French govern- 

ment called Operation Desert Storm a defensive action and its partic- 
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ipation in it as the only alternative in the absence of an “Arab solu- 

tion.” Also, French troops were not put under U.S. command until 

the last moment before the fighting started. And France generally 

advocated a more restrictive interpretation of the Security Council 

resolutions.°? 

To demonstrate its independence and counter the domestic and ex- 

ternal criticism of France’s military commitment in the Gulf, Mit- 

terrand sought to distinguish himself as an advocate of a peaceful 

solution. Without consulting his EC partners, he presented a four- 

point peace plan to the UN General Assembly on 24 September 

1990. In it, he rejected any direct link between the Gulf crisis and 

the Palestinian conflict, but did suggest that the other regional con- 

flicts in the Middle East should be resolved after Iraq had with- 

drawn. The outright opposition of the United States to this “hidden” 

linkage did not prevent Mitterrand from repeatedly putting the pro- 

posal forward in different guises, until 16 January 1991 when he 

tried to halt the imminent allied attack with a last-minute initiative 

in the Security Council. 

With his demonstrated willingness to negotiate, Mitterrand almost 

automatically assumed the role as mediator of the peace initiatives 

for both the Arabs and the Soviet Union. Telling in this respect was 

the fact that the UN Secretary General, Javier Pérez de Cuellar, re- 

turning from his last mission to Baghdad on 14 January 1991, met 

with Mitterrand before contacting the representatives of the Com- 

munity. 
To gain support for its policy, France tried to mobilize the Com- 

munity. Mitterrand was the driving force behind the immediate im- 

position of sanctions; with Germany, he initiated the joint declaration 

with the Soviet Union in September 1990; and in December 1990 he 

advocated a meeting of EC representatives with the Iraqi foreign 

minister. France was also instrumental in convening the WEU min- 

isterial meeting on 21 August 1990 when an ad-hoc-group was ap- 

pointed to coordinate the naval activities in the Gulf.®! 

From the outset, however, efforts to unite the Community behind 

the French position had little chance of success. This was partly due 

to Britain’s unconditional support for the U.S. position, which made 

the unanimity required for any common EC foreign policy action 

impossible. In addition, the other EC members, opposed to the Iraqi 

invasion but unable to formulate a viable solution, tried to keep as 

low a profile as possible. 

Ireland withdrew into its neutrality and the smaller EC countries 
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such as Denmark, Belgium, and Portugal succeeded for a while in 
taking little notice of the crisis. The other EC members faced the 

problem of how to demonstrate at least a minimum show of loyalty 
to the United States without becoming too closely associated with 
its policy. After all, they had hardly any influence on U.S. policy 

and the consequences of the crisis for Euro-Arab relations were un- 

foreseeable. Confronted with this dilemma, the Community offered 

a perfect framework for the anonymization of national measures. 

One example of this was Greece: On the one hand, the Greek 

government had to consider its strong economic interests and the 

large Greek communities in many Arab states as well as its popula- 

tion’s particularly strong aversion to toeing the U.S. line. On the 

other hand, Greece did not want to be put at a disadvantage vis-a- 

vis its traditional rival Turkey, which was receiving substantial finan- 

cial and military aid from the United States for its active role in the 

crisis. Greece thus sent a frigate to the Gulf in mid-August but only 

announced it officially after the WEU meeting of 21 August.® 

Taking part in the naval blockade within the framework of the 

WEJU, Spain also satisfied U.S. demands but kept its distance from 

the United States. This not only seemed advisable because of the 

strong antipathies in the Spanish population against the United States 

in general (stemming largely from the U.S. support for the Franco 

regime), but Spain also saw pro-Iraqi sentiments in neighboring Arab 

countries as a direct threat to its security, especially for Ceuta and 

Melilla, Spain’s last enclaves in Morocco. So the Spanish govern- 

ment repeatedly stressed that it was only participating in the allied 

effort to ensure that it did not become a “new crusade.” The Spanish 

drive for a Conference on Security and Cooperation in the Mediter- 

ranean (CSCM), suggested in September 1990, must also be seen in 

this light. 

Moreover, the massive Spanish logistical support for the United 

States was kept top secret. It was only through an indiscretion by 

British Foreign Minister Douglas Hurd that it became known that 

the Spanish and German air forces were transporting large quanti- 

ties of ammunition to the Mordén Air base where it was reloaded 
into American B52 bombers, which flew their sorties over Iraq and 

Kuwait directly from Spanish territory. And only after the end of 
the war did the Spanish government admit that more than one-third 
of all U.S. transports to the Gulf was carried out via Spanish terri- 
tory.“4 The U.S. agreement to convene the first round table Middle 

East peace talks after the Gulf War in Madrid could be seen as an 
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acknowledgment of Spain’s contribution and an attempt to restore 

its somewhat tarnished image in the Arab world. 

Spain’s proposal to convene a CSCM was supported by Italy for 

whom Mediterranean security is also a major determinant of foreign 

policy. There was, however, a heated debate in the governing multi- 

party coalition as well as in the population about the Gulf crisis.® 

But the opinion eventually prevailed that Italy could not stand aloof. 

Italy thus played an important supporting role during the Gulf crisis 

and sent ten Tornado aircraft to Saudi Arabia, which later took part 

in the fighting. As with most of the other EC members, the Com- 

munity played a central role in the case of Italy, too, by providing a 

cloak of legitimacy for the Italian actions during the crisis. It is in- 

teresting to note that this represented a departure from the Italian 

tradition of anchoring its security policy in NATO. Instead, the Ital- 

ian government publicly put forward plans for developing a com- 

mon European security and defense policy. 

Of all the EC members, Germany had the greatest difficulty main- 

taining a low profile and anonymizing actions that might have upset 

its relations with the Arab world. As the strongest economic power 

in Europe, Germany was the main target for harsh British-U.S. ac- 

cusations about the EC members’ lack of determination to support 

the United States. The pressure on Germany increased, particularly 

when more evidence was revealed on how German industry had sup- 

plied Iraq with vital parts for its nonconventional arms industries.°” 

As the latter included chemical weapons, Saddam Hussein’s threat 

to use gas against Israel was particularly abhorrent. How, it was 

argued, could the Germans stand aside while Jews were threatened 

by German-made gas?° 

Although it was argued that Germany should change its constitu- 

tion and shoulder more responsibility in international politics, the 

German government had to consider not only its economic interests 

in the Arab countries, but also the strong public opposition to any 

German involvement in the Gulf crisis as expressed in Europe’s larg- 

est peace demonstrations. Foreign Minister Genscher’s strategy for 

maneuvering between the divergent pressures on German policy was 

to make a visible contribution to the allied effort, but keep all activi- 

ties as far as possible within the EC framework. 

Genscher became France’s partner in the search for a European 

role in the crisis. He personally went to Tehran and Damascus to 

improve EC relations with Iran and Syria. And the attempt to in- 

volve the EAD in the search for a peaceful solution to the crisis was 
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born out of a joint German-Egyptian initiative. Moreover, Germany 

contributed the lion’s share of the Community’s aid as well as the bi- 

lateral financial transfers by individual EC members to countries ef- 
fected by the embargo. Germany demonstrated its willingness to par- 

ticipate in future military operations when Genscher informed his 

European partners at the WEU meeting of 21 August that his gov- 

ernment intended to change the respective articles in the German 

constitution. 

Due to pressure from the United States, however, Germany could 

not ultimately avoid making public its vast direct contribution to 

Desert Shield. Initially, the German government argued that Desert 

Shield was a bilateral agreement between the United States and Saudi 

Arabia, and tried to downplay its vast contributions to Desert Shield. 

Apart from large quantities of munitions, including highly sophisti- 

cated hardware, Germany provided massive logistical support and 

also agreed to make direct payments to the United States (some 

U.S. $6 billion!), the United Kingdom, France, and NATO. Includ- 

ing this aid, the overall German contribution amounted to some U.S. 

$12 billion—after Japan, the second-largest financial burden of any 

Western ally. The Supreme Commander of NATO, General John R. 

Galvin, was later to tell the U.S. Senate’s Armed Services Commit- 

tee that the allies’ momentous buildup would not have been possible 

without the logistical support of Germany and Spain.” Eventually, 

Germany also made a direct military contribution: after dispatching 

minesweepers to the Mediterranean in mid-August 1990 to replace 

American vessels sent to the Gulf, Germany sent eighteen AlphaJet 

aircraft and eleven air defense units with some 700 men to Turkey in 

January 1991 after Turkey had demanded NATO protection against 

a possible Iraqi attack.7! 
Contrary to most of the EC members, however, Germany’s low 

profile policy was equally determined by its domestic situation. Al- 

though the German government spent some time discussing the Gulf 

crisis, its invested energy was minimal when compared with the ad- 

ministrations of the United States, Britain, and France. German pol- 

iticians, as well as the German media and the German public, had 

another agenda: when Saddam Hussein threatened Israel in April 

1990, Germans in the East and West were excitedly preparing for 

unification and anxiously awaiting the results of the negotiations be- 

tween the four World War II allies and the two Germanies. When 

Iraq invaded Kuwait, the two Germanies had just established their 
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Economic and Monetary Union. When the allies escalated their forces 

to offensive strength, the Germans were preparing for the “great 

day” of unification on 3 October. And when the Security Council 

issued its ultimatum to Iraq, Germany was completely preoccupied 
with the first all-German elections in fifty-eight years. In Germany, 

the whole process of unification produced an all-pervasive feeling of 

elation, even unreality, which made one sometimes wonder whether 

Kant’s essay “On Eternal Peace” (1795) might not have been a re- 

cent contribution to a leading intellectual weekly. 

The EC and the Gulf Crisis: A Balance Sheet 

Given the lack of consensus among the EC members about an inde- 

pendent role for the Community in the crisis, the ultimate depen- 

dence on the United States in security matters, and the absence of a 

mandatory framework for a common foreign and security policy, 

the chances for an autonomous initiative by the Twelve were slim 

from the beginning. Attempts to mobilize the Arab League, the Is- 

lamic Conference Organization, the Arab Maghreb Union, or the 

nonaligned countries could not produce any result as long as the 

Twelve did not develop a political concept around which they could 

rally. True, there was a basic convergence of positions among the 

EC members. In the words of the German foreign minister: “We 

agree that the occupation of Kuwait has to be brought to an end. 

We agree that everything must be done to ensure that there is no 

reward for aggression, and that we bring this about by peaceful 

means.”?2 

The very problem, however, was that in the final analysis, these 

aims proved to be contradictory. How little they could serve as a ral- 

lying point for joint action became clear in connection with the polit- 

ical burlesque over the proposed talks with the Iraqi foreign minister, 

Tariq Aziz, staged during December 1990 and January 1991 in Brus- 

sels. While the other EC members favored such talks, Britain, the 

Netherlands, and Luxembourg were strongly opposed. The compro- 

mise finally agreed upon was to meet Aziz but not to obstruct the 

U.S. position: just to “talk” and not to “negotiate.” Not surprisingly, 

Aziz refused to meet EC representatives on such a basis, regretting 

that the Europeans had their policy dictated by the United States. 

Even less diplomatic, though more telling in respect of the impres- 
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sion which the EC made on the outside world, was a remark of the 

Iraqi ambassador to Spain: “We only talk with Bush, with the boss, 
not with his underlings.”73 

If the Community could not influenced the responses of Western 
governments to the crisis, the United States was at all times depen- 

dent on its European allies. Without the EC members’ massive logis- 

tical and financial contribution, the rapid and smooth deployment 

of U.S. troops in Saudi Arabia—and indeed the war itself—would 

have encountered difficulties; the political support for the United 

States, moreover, was an important psychological factor for the U.S. 

public. Likewise, one cannot overestimate the importance of the 

Community’s successful policy of isolating Iraq in the Arab world. 

The Community’s performance during the crisis is often viewed 

negatively because of its failure to provide a viable alternative to 

U.S. policy. Most of these assessments ultimately presume, however, 

that the U.S.-led action was “wrong” and that a possible alternative 

provided by the Twelve might have been “right.” Putting a final eval- 

uation aside for the moment, this assumption is a weak basis for an 

academic analysis. Instead of “eternal peace” or “structural stability 
in the Middle East,” a better key to understanding the Twelve’s ac- 
tion can be found in the interests of the various EC members in the 
light of the results of Desert Shield and Desert Storm. 

True, none of the problems of the region are solved. The Iraqi in- 
vasion of Kuwait was only a visible outbreak of a continuing crisis 
situation. The deceptive calm in the Gulf, maintained by U.S. com- 
mitment to Saudi Arabia and Kuwait, and the openly demonstrated 
readiness of the United States to intervene again should Western in- 
terests be threatened, does not signify more stability in the region, 
let alone a structural improvement of the situation. In the long run, 
the visible U.S. presence on the Arabian Peninsula, as well as the 
boldness with which Western countries so obviously applied double 
standards of “international law” to the Middle East will have nega- 
tive effects on the stability of the region and the relations of the 
Arab or Islamic world with the West in general. Moreover, the ma- 
nipulation of the UN Security Council as a forum for legitimizing 
the enforcement of Western interests has discredited the UN in the 
Middle East and will have negative consequences if another major 
crisis erupts in the near future. 

The more immediate results of the Gulf War for the EC member 
States are anything but disastrous. The uneasy threat of a powerful 
Iraq, dominating the region and commanding substantial parts of 
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the oil reserves that are still so important for keeping the Western 
economies going, was effectively countered. With the Gulf War, the 

West proved its willingness and its ability to defend its interests, a 
fact that might make a potential aggressor think twice. But although 

most EC members profit from this deterrent effect, the United States 
and to a lesser extent Britain are reproached for their imperialistic 
attitudes and hegemonic ambitions. All other EC members’ reputa- 

tions, and in particular their vast trade interests in the Middle East, 

hardly suffered—business as usual, including arms trade, resumed 

almost without restriction. 
As has often occurred during the last twenty years, the EC and 

the specific foreign policy-making structures of the EPC provided an 

effective framework within which the EC members could cope with 

the divergent demands on their foreign policies. The loss of this ad- 

ditional framework for formulating foreign policy parallel to the na- 

tional level will be regretted by national foreign policymakers if the 

EC will ever develop into a fully fledged federal state. The conve- 

nience of the present system is one of the main reasons for resis- 
tance by some member states to developing a common foreign and 

security policy deserving of the name. But as was pointed out ear- 

lier, without progress in this direction, the Community—as is clear 
to all member states—will be unable to assume the new political 

responsibilities thrust upon it in the changing international system. 

Although the Gulf War was used by Italy in particular and by the 

EC Commission to actively promote a European Common Foreign 

and Security Policy (CFSP), the situation in the Middle East was 
not and will not be decisive in bringing about more integration in 

this field. As long as the United States ultimately guarantees West- 

ern oil supplies, the need to respond effectively to the developments 
in the countries of the former Eastern bloc will be far more impor- 

tant for the EC, at least in the 1990s. 

Nevertheless, the outbreak of the Gulf crisis had an enormous 

effect on the Twelve’s ongoing discussions about political union. 

When the European Council decided in June 1990 to convene an In- 

tergovernmental Conference on Political Union, it was still unclear 

what shape this political union should take. But under the impact of 
the crisis, a deus ex machina was found:. The proclaimed political 
union would be constructed around an EC security pillar.”4 And 

when the EC members signed the “Treaty on European Union” in 

Maastricht in December 1991, the acknowledgment of the WEU as 

an “integral part of the development of the European Union” was 
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the most important step on the way to a common European foreign 

and security policy. This decision also reflected the effective coordina- 

tion by the WEU for the EC during the naval blockade of Iraq.” 

Perspectives 

The future role of the Community in the Middle East will be largely 

determined by the Community’s ability to develop an effective com- 

mon foreign and security policy. In economic terms, the EC already 

acquired the status of a superpower, and will enhance its influence 

in the international system throughout the 1990s and beyond. Once 

the Community’s foreign policy-making structures enable the EC to 

directly translate its economic weight into political power, the EC 

might become the most influential external actor in the Middle East. 

This, however, is very unlikely to happen within the next decade. 

The Maastricht Treaty was the latest step in the development of 

the EC’s foreign policy. By the relevant provisions, European Politi- 

cal Cooperation (EPC) was replaced by the Common Foreign and 

Security Policy (CFSP), but this does not mean that the Commu- 

nity has now assumed full external sovereignty on behalf of its mem- 

bers. Far from it. Insofar as the Maastricht Treaty only implies a 

further step toward European integration and not its completion, it 

provides a marginal improvement in respect of the EC’s common 

foreign policy-making capabilities. On the one hand, the artificial 

division between external economic policy and foreign policy in the 

traditional sense was largely abolished. EC and CFSP are still sep- 
arate “pillars” of the European Union, but, due to institutional re- 

form, the full association of the Commission, and, indirectly, a greater 

say for the European Parliament, the policies followed in the two 

forums will be more complementary. In addition, all areas of for- 

eign, security, and defense policy, including military aspects, might 

now be subjects of debate. 

On the other hand, the CFSP remains a nonobligatory forum. 

The member states committed themselves to support the objectives 

of the European Union “actively and unreservedly in a spirit of loy- 

alty and mutual solidarity” but there are no sanctions foreseen in 

case they do not. 

In addition, the main obstacle to an effective common foreign pol- 
icy, the need for unanimity for all policy decisions, was not removed. 
Majority decisions are only foreseen for the implementation of joint 
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action; and it requires a unanimous vote by the member states to 
decide which matters concerning joint action may be decided by ma- 

jority vote. As past experiences (such as with the EC’s environmental 

policy) show the reluctance of member states to use the possibility of 

majority voting, we can expect the consensus principle to remain 

largely intact for the foreseeable future.’ 

Moreover, neither the provision of the Maastricht Treaty that the 
WEU will now “elaborate and implement decisions and actions of 

the Union which have defense implications,” nor the much applauded 

Petersberg Declaration of June 1992 that strengthened the operational 

role of the WEU and set criteria for peace-enforcing activities, do 

mean that the EC now has a fully developed “defense arm.” The 

WELU will continue to have a separate institutional structure for some 

time to come. The admission of Greece into the WEU and the early 

granting of an observer status to Denmark and Ireland, as well as 

the move of the WEU secretariat from London to Brussels do not 

alter this fact. 

As the relations between EC-CFSP and WEU remain unclear, so 

do the relations between EC-CFSP-WEU and NATO. Although the 

decision to set up a multinational Eurocorps by 1995, as well as the 

upcoming integration of Eurogroup and the Independent European 

Program Group (IEPG) into the WEU, point to the development of 

a European pillar inside the Atlantic Alliance, the development of 
an overall structure for the future European security system will be 

the subject of much debate for the foreseeable future.”’ 

Given these perspectives of the structural prerequisites for a com- 

mon foreign policy by the Community, the prospects for an indepen- 

dent role of the EC in the Middle East are rather dim. It is not that 
the situation in the Middle East is of no concern to the EC. On the 
contrary, EC member states not only import more than half of their 

crude oil from the Middle East and North Africa, the countries be- 

tween the Atlantic and the Gulf are also important export markets 

(4 to 5 percent of extra-community exports), and their loss would be 

very disruptive. Finally, the demographic pressure, especially in North 

Africa, the emigration caused by economic failure, and fundamen- 

talist tendencies are of grave concern, in particular to the southern 

EC members of Spain, France, Italy, and Greece. 

European problems are, however, of much more immediate con- 

cern to the Community. The EC and its member states are facing a 
serious economic crisis, accompanied by a disastrous loss of credibil- 

ity concerning Community as well as national policymakers and 
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policy-making structures. While the enlargement of the EC and the 

difficult task of democratization of the integration process are on the 

Community’s agenda, the Twelve, under heavy budget constraints, 

are simultaneously confronted with the difficult situation in Eastern 

Europe and the former Soviet Union. Coping with these tasks and 

problems, shaping a new order in Europe, and defining the role the 

EC should play in European and world affairs will absorb much of 

the Community’s financial resources as well as political and adminis- 

trative attentions in the coming years. Therefore, it seems highly un- 

likely that the Community will seriously engage in the much needed 

economic reconstruction of the countries of the southern Mediter- 

ranean in the short- to medium-term. 

Besides, the discussions and activities in the defense sector (in par- 

ticular the drive for effective Western out-of-area capabilities) do not 

indicate that structural improvements in the Middle East and the de- 

veloping countries in general are of high priority. Despite all solemn 

declarations at the 1992 UNCED conference (the Rio summit), they 

rather indicate the firm will to maintain and enhance a supremacy 

of the Western developed countries, and—preferably in “security 

partnership” with Russia and the Eastern European countries—to 

intervene militarily should this New World Order be threatened. 

In contrast to the time invested in future European intervention 

schemes, the Community seemed little concerned about the develop- 

ment of new security arrangements for the Middle East after the 
Gulf War. The proposed Conference on Security and Cooperation in 

the Mediterranean (CSCM) was formally buried at the informal Eu- 

ropean Council meeting in April 1991. Germany and the United 

Kingdom were opposed to the conference from the very beginning, 

and even France rejected the idea because it prefers to keep the 
United States out of the Mediterranean. Instead, France opted for 

an intensification of the “5+5 dialogue,” and on the Community level, 

the southern EC members are pushing for a closer association of the 

Maghreb through the establishment of an EC-Maghreb free-trade 

zone. The current preliminary talks of the EC Commission with Mo- 
rocco and Tunisia cannot, however, conceal the difficulties involved. 

On one side, the EC does not want to open its market to Mediterra- 

nean agricultural products, and on the other side, the Maghreb 

countries cannot open their markets to European industrial products. — 

An agreement is very unlikely in the foreseeable future.78 

Concerning the settlement of the Palestine question, the Twelve 
were, initially, very eager to play an active role in the convening of 
an international peace conference after the Gulf War, but as there 
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was no consensus on an alternative concept, they opted for the sup- 

port of the U.S. initiative. In the end, it did not take too much U.S. 

and Israeli pressure to exclude the Community from the main nego- 

tiations in the Arab-Israeli peace talks following the Madrid confer- 

ence in October 1991. 
As for the Gulf, the Twelve could not agree on a specific security 

arrangement. France openly stated its opposition to a Pax Ameri- 

cana and supported the proposed security pact between the GCC 

states, Syria, and Egypt (the “Cairo group”). Germany opted for an 

inclusion of Iran into the Cairo group, but stressed that this would 

be the decision of the countries of the region. Besides, Germany was 

opposed to any Community activities in the Gulf without close co- 
operation with the United States. Finally, the United Kingdom gen- 

erally doubted the Twelve’s ability to play a useful role in the Gulf. 

Enhancing stability in the region, so the British government argued, 

required first and foremost, measures in the field of security policy, 

a policy area where the Community was not ready to act. 

In 1992, the United Kingdom followed the example of the United 

States and concluded a defense agreement with Kuwait. Concern 

about the stability in the Gulf was not the only motive. Britain’s de- 

fense minister, Tom King, declared that the agreement should “pro- 

duce valuable orders for British industry.” 
King was soon proven correct. Besides the United States, the 

United Kingdom not only earned a lion’s share of the rebuilding 

contracts in Kuwait, it also maintained a top position in the race for 
fueling the newly spiraling armament in the region after the Gulf 

War. The sale of forty-eight Tornado combat aircraft to Saudi Ara- 

bia as part of a U.S. $4.5 billion arms package, announced in Janu- 

ary 1993, is expected to presage a stepped up effort by Britain to 

expand its arms sales. All of this is unaffected by the international 
arms export guidelines adopted in September 1991 by the five per- 
manent members of the UN Security Council, which call for avoid- 

ance of destabilizing arms sales to the Middle East.®° 

Other EC members, in particular France and Germany, are fol- 

lowing suit. A common EC policy for the control of arms, nuclear 

materials, and dual-use goods is not in sight.®! 

These activities already indicate that, in spite of the numerous 

statements and activities of the Community during the Gulf War and 
its aftermath, the EC’s policy toward the Mediterranean and the Gulf 

region cannot be expected to experience fundamental changes in the 

1990s. As in the case of the dysfunctional economies of the southern 
Mediterranean countries and the proliferation of sophisticated weap- 
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onry in the Middle East, the Community did not find an answer to 

the other challenges ahead, such as the dynamics of Islamic resur- 

gence or the enlargement of the “arc of crisis” through the indepen- 

dence of the Muslim republics of the former Soviet Union. Even al- 

ready obvious developments, such as Iran’s muscle-flexing in the 

Gulf, are not the subject of serious debate. 

Rather, the Community will continue its policy of focusing on 

specific development projects and the sponsorship of regional organi- 

zations such as the Arab League, the Gulf Cooperation Council, the 

Arab Maghreb Union, and, once the current difficulties are over- 

come, the Arab Cooperation Council or an equivalent structure. 

Given the experience of European integration, these attempts at re- 

gional cooperation hold promise in the eyes of many Western Euro- 

pean policymakers. 

Instead of pushing for independent peace plans or participation in 

comprehensive enterprises that require funds and administrative at- 

tention in great demand elsewhere, the Community will likely con- 

tinue to support U.S.-sponsored initiatives, although not without 

criticism or different accentuation. After all, any successful step to- 

ward peace in the region has always been welcomed by the EC in 

the past, and any new attempt in this direction will find the support 

of the EC again, diplomatically and, more importantly, financially— 

even if this new order turns out to be a Pax Americana, which does 

not necessarily create more structural stability. 

Despite its preoccupation with European affairs, the EC’s Middle 

Eastern policy will have considerable influence on events in the re- 

gion. Since the disintegration of the Soviet Union, the EC has for 

some Middle Eastern countries become more important as a politi- 
cal counterweight to the United States. Also, the Community is by 

far the most important trading partner of the countries in the region 

between the Atlantic and the Gulf, including Turkey and Iran.’2 The 

economic development of these countries will depend to a consider- 
able extent on the EC’s financial aid programs and the ease of access 

to the Community’s market. In this connection, the completion of 

the Internal Market is of particular importance to the countries of 

the Middle East. Despite all the solemn declarations by the EC Com- 
mission as well as the member states, the Internal Market might well 

lead to the creation of the much feared “Fortress Europe” with un- 

foreseeable repercussions for the Middle Eastern economies. ; 
In this respect, in 1996 a moment of truth will come: By that 

time, Portugal and Spain will complete their transition to full mem- 

bership in the EC, further aggravating agricultural exports of the 
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southern Mediterranean countries, provided no new ruling comes 

into force. Current developments leave room for doubts that this 

will be the case. Although the Maastricht Treaty includes a new 

chapter on a common EC development policy, major changes in the 

EC’s trade relations with the southern Mediterranean countries can- 

not be expected as long as development aid is understood by the 

member states as being similar to export promotion, and as long as 

it is counteracted by other measures, in particular the EC’s restric- 

tive agricultural policy.*3 
At their June 1992 Lisbon meeting, the Twelve heads of state 

agreed, inter alia, that the Maghreb and Mashriq would be priority 

areas of future common foreign policy for the Community. This was 

mainly due to the pressure of the southern EC members who in- 

tended to balance the overall eastward orientation of the EC, which 

will increase when Austria, Sweden, Finland, and perhaps Norway 

join the Community by the mid-1990s. 
Although the Gulf region was not mentioned in this connection, it 

is very likely that this part of the Middle East will increasingly move 
into the focus of the EC’s attention in the following years. Oil re- 

mains the Achilles heel of the Community, and the significance of 

oil from the Gulf region for the EC will increase steadily throughout 

the decade. Other oil exporters will, because of growing domestic 

needs or the depletion of resources, be less willing and able to meet 

the EC’s demand which is expected to remain stable throughout the 

decade.84 Although this fact is well known, the member states could 

not agree on the long envisaged establishment of a free-trade zone 

with the GCC. After the expulsion of Iraqi troops from Kuwait, the 

negotiations, in a striking parallel to the events after the 1988 cease- 

fire in the Iran-Iraq War, slowly lost momentum. In the spring of 

1992, high Community officials had already warned that, if no agree- 

ment could be reached in 1992, a unique opportunity could perhaps 

be lost forever, as long as, one is tempted to add, no major crisis 

erupts in the Middle East. 
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Regional Cooperation and Security in the Middle East 

The Role of the European Community 

Timothy Niblock 

Perspective 

A recent article by Fred Halliday warns that European perceptions 
of Europe’s role in the Middle East are encumbered by myths. 
Among these, Halliday states, is the myth that a special relationship 
exists between Europe and the Arab states—the belief that the Euro- 
peans “have a better understanding of the region than do the Ameri- 
cans, by dint of history, proximity, diplomatic sophistication, and so 
forth.”! He contends that to retreat into the “transcendental world of 
the Euro-Arab dialogue” ignores the realities. The relationship be- 
tween Europe and Arab states, he says, is not a function of anything 
“special”—historic, cultural, or geographical—but exists because of 
a “trade and diplomatic position.” It is necessary to be mindful of 
this to avoid unrealistic notions and misleading concepts when con- 
ducting political analysis. 

It must also be recognized that many policies pursued by Euro- 
pean governments during the Gulf War provided little evidence of 
the latter’s sagacity or insight. This paper will contend, however, that 
there is a distinctive European Community (EC) approach to the 
problems of the Middle East, that the community has begun to shape 
and implement policies reflective of that approach; and that the Gulf 
War has accelerated the development of these policies. The writer’s 
view is that the community’s contribution to (or impact on) the peace 
and security of the Middle East will be of increasing significance 
over the last decade of the twentieth century. Difficulties over the 
Maastricht Treaty will affect the scope and effectiveness of commu- 
nity policy in the region, but even without Maastricht this policy is 
likely to become more coordinated and coherent. 
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The Background to European Community Policy 
on the Middle East 

Prior to 1990, the involvement of the community (as distinct from 

that of individual European states) in the Middle East was largely 

restricted to two fields: trade or cooperation agreements with par- 

ticular Middle Eastern states, and the conduct of the Euro-Arab 

dialogue.? 

Trade and Cooperation Agreements with 
Southern Mediterranean Countries 

From its inception, the European Economic Community (EEC) had 

to develop appropriate arrangements for the conduct of trade with 

those countries that had enjoyed preferential access to the French 

market—the Maghreb countries, in the case of the Arab world. A 

protocol annexed to the Treaty of Rome (1957) authorized France 

to maintain preferential trading arrangements with Tunisia and Mo- 

rocco (Algeria was not yet independent). There was also the more 

general problem of how to regularize trade with non-EEC Mediter- 

ranean states with which many EEC states had traditionally main- 

tained strong economic relations. The treaty empowered the EEC 

Council of Ministers to conclude trade or cooperation agreements 

with outside countries and, in the course of the 1960s and early 

1970s, a number of such agreements with Middle Eastern states were 

concluded: a nonpreferential trade agreement with Israel in 1963, 

followed by a preferential agreement in 1970; a non-preferential 

agreement with Lebanon in 1965, followed by a preferential agree- 

ment in 1972; cooperation agreements with Tunisia and Morocco in 

1969; and a preferential trade agreement with Egypt in 1972.3 

Even in the 1960s, the community was uneasy about the piece- 

meal manner in which its relations with Mediterranean states were 

being handled. In May 1964, the Italian government (so often at the 

forefront in pressing for an EEC Mediterranean policy) presented a 

memorandum to the EEC Council of Ministers suggesting a “global” 

approach to the region. Three elements of such an approach were 

proposed: the establishment of a free trade area for industrial goods 

between the community and the Mediterranean countries; the provi- 

sion of financial aid by the community to the poorer states of the 

Mediterranean; and the offer of some limited concessions on agri- 

cultural imports to the community from non-EEC Mediterranean 
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countries. The council of ministers did not accept the Italian pro- 

posals, but the latter did encourage the community to give more 

thought to overall policy in the Mediterranean region.* 

From the early 1970s, the community developed an overall policy 

for the Mediterranean to provide a framework for future trade and 

cooperation arrangements. In 1971, the EC Commission initiated 

and presented a memorandum to the council of ministers evaluating 

the record of the community’s economic relations with the southern 

Mediterranean countries. The memorandum stated that “the consid- 

erable overlap of political and economic interests, and the influence 
that Mediterranean could have in this region make it possible to see 
the development of the European basin as a natural extension of 

European integration.”> The council of ministers responded positively 

to the initiative and instructed the EC Commission to outline some 
specific proposals for mutual cooperation with non-EEC Mediterra- 

nean countries, not just on trade, but also on general economic and 

technical relations and social concerns. The development of a clear 

policy received impetus from the summit meeting of European heads- 
of-state and governments that convened in Paris on 19 October 1972. 

The summit resolutions referred to the “vital importance” that the 
community attached to the implementation of its commitments to 

the countries of the Mediterranean basin, with which agreements 
had been or would be concluded. It was stressed that these agree- 

ments would be subject to an “overall and balanced approach.”¢ 

Seven Arab countries—Egypt, Libya, Tunisia, Algeria, Morocco, 

Lebanon, and Jordan—and Israel were specified as being within the 

scope of the community’s Mediterranean policy. 

The EC Commission’s recommendations on an overall Mediterra- 
nean policy were passed by the council of ministers in November 
1972, and in June 1973 the council issued directives to the commis- 

sion instructing it to open negotiations with the non-community 

Mediterranean countries. Agreements were to include not only trad- 

ing arrangements (free access to the European market for all indus- 
trial goods except for refined petroleum products and certain textiles; 
and limited tariff concessions on specified agricultural products), but 

also financial and technical cooperation, joint institutions (coopera- 
tion councils composed of representatives from both sides, sometimes 
aided by specialist committees), and, where appropriate, social affairs ~ 

(such as concerned the conditions of Maghrebi workers in Europe). 

The community concluded wide-ranging cooperation agreements with 
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Israel in 1975, with Tunisia, Algeria, and Morocco in 1976, and 

with Lebanon, Syria, Jordan, and Egypt in 1977.7 
A further development in the community’s Mediterranean policy 

occurred in the mid-1980s when it expanded to include Spain, Por- 

tugal, and Greece. The states of the southern Mediterranean feared, 

with some justification, that the new members would damage their 
own export markets in Europe. Some adaptation to Mediterranean 

policy, therefore, was necessary. The non-community Mediterranean 

countries had become dissatisfied with the existing relationship: They 

complained that the advantages they had hoped to gain from their 

agreements with the EEC had not been realized, and that the com- 

munity’s approach to the region was still not truly “global.” 

In June 1982, the EC Commission presented a report to the coun- 

cil of ministers, outlining the implications that the enlargement of the 

community would have for Mediterranean policy. The report pre- 

dicted that the problems already being encountered in the Mediter- 

ranean would be aggravated and recommended that the community 

adopt new measures to promote intra-Mediterranean cooperation, 

to develop “traditional trade flows,” and to ensure better community 

participation in the development of the southern Mediterranean 

countries.? 
In March 1985, the community announced a new Mediterranean 

policy. A statement issued by the council of ministers stressed the 

importance that the community attached to cooperation with the 

southern Mediterranean countries and expressed the community’s 

determination to make an appropriate contribution to the economic 

and social development of these countries. The existing cooperation 

agreements were adapted to account for the expansion. The tradi- 

tional export trade of the non-community Mediterranean countries 

was maintained to ensure “significant and stable results in the me- 

dium term.”!° j 

The guidelines for the community’s “contribution to the economic 

and social development” of the southern Mediterranean countries, 

adopted by the council in November 1985, specified three main areas 

for community action: support for domestic food production (aimed 

at reducing the dependence of southern Mediterranean countries on 

food imports); the broadening of industrial, scientific, and technical 

cooperation (intended to achieve greater complementarity between 

the economies of the community and those of the southern Mediter- 

ranean); and support for stronger cooperation and integration among 
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the southern Mediterranean countries (giving priority to regional un- 

dertakings). New financial protocols between the EEC and the non- 

community Mediterranean countries were to be concluded.!! 

Negotiations with the non-community Mediterranean countries to 

adapt the existing cooperation agreements, giving expression to the 

new objectives and guidelines, opened in December 1985. Adapted 

cooperation agreements were reached and financial protocols were 
expanded and renewed with Egypt, Lebanon, Jordan, Algeria, Tu- 

nisia, and Morocco. An agreement was also concluded with Syria in 

1988, but no financial protocol was offered due to the position taken 
by the British government after the Hindawi affair in 1987.!2 

The Cooperation Agreement with the 
Gulf Cooperation Council 

In addition to, and separate from, the relationship that the commu- 

nity had established with the Mediterranean countries was its more 

recent relationship with the Gulf states. This was initiated by the 
West German government in 1980, when Foreign Minister Hans- 

Dietrich Genscher proposed to the EC Council of Ministers the con- 
clusion of bilateral cooperation agreements with the seven Arab 

countries of the Gulf.!3 The initiative was premature. The Gulf states 

(especially Iraq, Kuwait, and Saudi Arabia) were suspicious that the 

initiative was motivated solely by short-term commercial objectives. 

During a visit by representatives of the seven Arab countries to 

Brussels in June 1980, the Gulf representatives argued that the initia- 

tive stemmed from “the EEC countries’ present uncertainty about 

their oil supplies” and that the proposals “totally disregarded the 

other aspects of cooperation.”!4 There were also misgivings on the 

European side: The French government, for example, feared that 

Arab governments would see the initiative as an instrument to di- 

vide Arab opinion. After the outbreak of the Iran-Iraq War in Sep- 

tember 1980, the council of ministers formally suspended considera- 
tion of the issue, on the grounds that such consideration would be 

“inopportune and premature.”!5 

The creation of the Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC) in May 1981 

created new possibilities for the development of an EEC-Gulf rela- — 
tionship. In September 1981, the council of ministers decided to ini- 

tiate informal preliminary contacts with the secretariat of the GCC 

to determine the scope for cooperation.'® The secretary-general of 

the GCC, Abdallah Bishara, visited Brussels for talks in June 1982, 
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and an EC Commission delegation visited the headquarters of the 

GCC in al-Riyadh in March 1983. Over the following two years, 

further visits were exchanged to “explore the possibility and make 

preparations with a view to launching negotiations to conclude a 

cooperation agreement.”!7 Exploratory discussions held in March 

1985 were followed by a joint communique, which stated that the 

two sides had “agreed that it was in their mutual interest to conclude 

a comprehensive, mutually beneficial, all-embracing agreement to 

foster the broadest possible commercial and economic cooperation 

between the GCC and the European Community.”!® 

The actual conclusion of an EEC-GCC cooperation agreement, 

however, was beset with difficulties. The major issue that impeded 

progress concerned the access of GCC exports into the community. 

The GCC sought preferential treatment for Gulf industrial products 

(especially petrochemicals) in the Community market, which the EEC 

was not prepared to grant. 

The agreement signed in June 1988 (and in effect by 1990) pro- 

vided for cooperation in economic affairs, agriculture and fisheries, 

industry, energy, science, technology, investment, the environment, 

and trade. The transfer of technology through joint ventures would 

also be encouraged. Despite the long list of fields in which coopera- 

tion would be promoted, however, the community did not concede 

to the GCC’s main demand; imports of Gulf petrochemicals would 

continue to be subject to tariffs. 

The GCC’s attempt to obtain a cooperation agreement which en- 

compassed a free trade area arrangement, similar to the agreements 

the EEC had concluded with the Arab Mediterranean countries, 

failed. The EC-GCC agreement was more akin to one that the com- 

munity had concluded with the Association of South East Asian Na- 

tions (ASEAN) in 1980, where the scope of concern was limited to 

the strengthening and diversification of economic relations. The June 

1988 agreement envisaged that further talks would be held on GCC 

industrial imports into the Community, and the close coordination 

between some EEC and GCC states during the Gulf War provided 

the stimulus for the re-opening of negotiations in 1991. At the time 

of writing, however, no new arrangements had been made. 

The Euro-Arab Dialogue 

The Euro-Arab dialogue was largely the product of the 1973 war 

and the use of oil as a weapon by the Organization of Arab Petro- 
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leum Exporting Countries (OAPEC). The community needed to de- 

velop a new relationship with the Arab world wherein oil supplies 

(at reasonable prices) could be secured and Arab petrodollars could 

be recycled into European industry. The delicate interweaving of po- 
litical and economic factors was, therefore, evident from the outset. 

On the side of the community, the main objectives were economic, 

yet the means used to attain those objectives were political. The 

Arab states demanded a political dimension; it was a condition for 

their participation. Once engaged in a political forum, the commu- 

nity found it necessary to develop and define more clearly its politi- 

cal objectives and concerns in the area. 

Between 1973 and 1978 the Euro-Arab dialogue was intense. After 

numerous meetings, a framework of cooperation between the com- 

munity and the states of the Arab League was established.!? Al- 

though it is difficult to identify any concrete achievements from these 

meetings, it was nonetheless significant that the community sought to 

achieve a collective understanding with the Arab world. The Venice 

Declaration of June 1980, defining community policy on Arab-Israeli 

matters (in terms that explicitly recognized the right of Palestinians 

to self-determination), was a natural outcome of the dialogue, how- 

ever unwilling the community may have been to give practical effect 

to the policy that it had espoused. 

The “intensive” phase of the Euro-Arab dialogue was ended by 

political developments in the Middle East, not by any change in 

community policy. As a result of the Camp David agreement and 

the Egyptian-Israeli peace treaty, the Arab governments were no 

longer able to act together. Subsequent attempts to resurrect the dia- 

logue (the convening of the fifth general committee meeting in 1983 

and the sixth general committee meeting in 1990) did not further the 

process.?° 

Distinctive Characteristics of the 
European Community’s Approach 

Two aspects of the community’s approach to the Middle East were 

distinctive. The first was its emphasis on promoting regional integra- 

tion in the area. This, of course, constituted the local application of © 
a policy that was generally typical of community external policies. 

The policy was adopted in 1974, when a special meeting of the EEC 

Council of Ministers (convened to undertake an overall review of de- 
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velopment cooperation policies) adopted a resolution on “regional 
integration among developing countries.” The council indicated that 

the community would in the future respond favorably to requests 

from developing countries seeking to establish or to consolidate 

mechanisms of regional cooperation or integration.?! This position 

was repeated regularly over subsequent years, and it now forms an 

important element in the guidelines for the community’s financial 

and technical cooperation programs.” 

Despite the community’s adoption of this general principle in 1974, 

it was not promoted in a concerted manner in the Middle East until 

the mid-1980s. In a document issued in 1985, the commission iden- 

tified regional cooperation as a priority and designated community 

financial assistance to promote development in non-EC Mediterra- 

nean countries. A multilateral framework was deemed necessary if 

the region was to undergo any far-reaching industrialization. Among 

the schemes of regional cooperation that the commission was eager 

for the community to support were cross-border connections, regional 

research centers, chambers of commerce, a common program for the 

fight against drought, and a common program for the use of solar 

energy.23 A “regional facility” was written into the financial proto- 

cols that were agreed upon by the southern Mediterranean countries 

in 1987. Notwithstanding the commission’s stated priorities, no com- 

munity financial assistance went to projects involving two or more 

regional states in the second half of the 1980s, mainly because re- 

gional states showed little interest in submitting project proposals. 

The limited effects of this policy led to the development of a 

stronger one in 1991—a development that was probably also shaped 

by the Gulf crisis. Arrangements for the provision of financial as- 

sistance to non-community Mediterranean countries over the period 

1992 to 1996 specifically reserved funds for regional projects. In ad- 

dition to the established protocols with individual states covering bi- 

lateral financial arrangements, additional funds were allocated to 

“those measures whose scope extends beyond the context of a single 

country and those which concern the environment.”*4 Of particular 

interest to the community were projects that involved collective ac- 

tion to reduce pollution of the Mediterranean. The community would 

promote cooperation in the area through technical cooperation, feas- 

ibility studies of regional infrastructure projects, and educational and 

research activities. 

The second distinctive aspect in the community’s approach was 

the emphasis placed on an overall framework within which the re- 
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gion’s problems could be solved. The community wanted a direct 

role in the “overall framework,” justified both by its proximity to the 

Middle East and its inclusion in the “Mediterranean region.” The 

Euro-Arab dialogue fits within the perspective of an overall frame- 

work as did the proposal to establish a Conference on Security and 

Cooperation in the Mediterranean (CSCM). The latter initiative has 

been pursued most diligently in the period since Iraq invaded Ku- 

wait and is discussed in the next section. 

The Development of Community Policy 
During and After the Gulf War 

The Trend Toward a New Mediterranean Policy 

The Gulf War, not unnaturally, led to a substantial deepening and 

widening in the community’s consideration of a Middle Eastern pol- 

icy. It should be stressed, however, that this “deepening and widen- 

ing” had already begun before Iraqi troops moved into Kuwait. The 

process was initiated in the Conferences on Security and Coopera- 
tion in Europe (CSCE). From the outset, some community countries 

(Italy in particular) insisted on the indivisibility of the interests of 
Europe and the Mediterranean. A chapter on “Issues Relating to 

Cooperation in the Mediterranean” was inserted into the Final Act 
at the Helsinki conference in 1975. After the 1984 CSCE, a work- 

shop on cooperation in the Mediterranean was held in Venice. The 
final document of the 1986 Stockholm CSCE stressed the close link- 
age between the security of Europe and the Mediterranean, while 

the 1989 Vienna CSCE committed participating states to the promo- 
tion of security and cooperation in the Mediterranean.?> In Septem- 
ber 1990, a CSCE meeting specifically devoted to the Mediterranean 
area was held in Palma de Mallorca. 

At the end of the 1980s, moreover, a trend toward developing and 

defining EC policy on the Middle East was set in motion by political 

events within the community. By 1992, it was obvious that a more 

coherent external policy was needed for the Community; therefore 

plans were made to hold a Conference on Security and Cooperation 
in the Mediterranean and the Middle East (CSCM). This was ver- - 

balized in December 1989 by the Italian foreign minister, Gianni de 

Michelis: 

Why . . . should we not think of applying the same rationale 

(ed: as the CSCE) to solving the problems of the Mediterra- 
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nean area? And what prevents us from considering the CSCE 

model as suitable to be tailored to the peculiar features and 

heterogeneous nature of all the Mediterranean and Middle 

Eastern countries as a whole? 

I am becoming increasingly convinced of the paramount 

need to make concrete and positive proposals to boost coop- 

eration with the Arab world. And this can only be done by 

taking a global approach to the problems which have long 

hampered the development of the less advanced countries in 

the area, and dialogue and cooperation between our countries. 

For I believe that the time has now come to extend the spirit 

and the rationale of Helsinki to the Mediterranean and the 

Middle East and thereby foster democracy and economic de- 

velopment in its most objective and practical forms.” 

The Italian foreign minister’s initiative came at a time when the 

community’s commissioner for Mediterranean policy, Mr. Matutes, 

had circulated ideas on a “renewed Mediterranean Policy.” The EEC 

General Affairs Council in July 1990 discussed a proposal for the es- 

tablishment of a financial institution for the developing countries of 

the Mediterranean, where the provision of finance would be linked 

to structural reforms. 

Proposal for a Conference on Security and Cooperation in the 

Mediterranean and the Middle East 

Despite earlier developments, it was only after the Gulf crisis had 

begun that concrete proposals for the convening of a CSCM were 

made. Although the detailed proposals on the CSCM have emanated 

from individual EC states, rather than the Commission or council of 

the community, a strong link does exist with overall community pol- 

icies. The lead was taken by Italy, which at that time held the presi- 

dency of the EC Council of Ministers. The EC Commission produced 

documents that emphasized the same general objectives as those 

found in the detailed Italian/ Spanish/French/ Portuguese proposals, 

and the council of ministers issued declarations that stressed similar 

objectives. Among the former was a paper presented by Mr. Matutes 

to the EEC General Affairs Council in February 1991, entitled “Se- 

curity and Cooperation in the Middle East and in the Mediterranean: 

Action by the Community and the Member States after the Gulf 

Crisis.” Among the latter was the council’s declaration on 15 Decem- 

ber 1990: 
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the European Council remains convinced that relations of mut- 

ual confidence and cooperation must be encouraged among the 

countries of the region, with a view to establishing a situation 

of stability, security, economic and social well-being, and re- 

spect for civil and political rights, to forestalling the recurrence 

of crises, and to preventing the spread of weapons of mass de- 

struction. The European Community and its Member States 

remain ready actively to cooperate with the concerned countries 

and to achieve these goals.’ 

The proposals for the CSCM emerged gradually, through a series 

of meetings and conferences held in late 1990 and early 1991. Of 

particular importance were the speeches delivered by the Italian and 

Spanish foreign ministers to the CSCE meeting (together with the 

joint Italian-Spanish “nonpaper”) held on 24 September 1990; sub- 

missions made to the meeting on regional cooperation in the western 

Mediterranean on 10 October 1990, which brought together the for- 

eign ministers of France, Spain, Portugal, Italy, Libya, Morocco, 

Mauritania, Malta, Tunisia, and Algeria (when a “Declaration on 

the CSCM” was issued); the press communique that followed the 

December 1990 meeting on security and cooperation in the Mediter- 

ranean held in Cairo and attended by high officials from Algeria, 

Egypt, France, Italy, Malta, Portugal, Spain, and Yugoslavia; and 

the joint document on the CSCM issued by the governments of 
France, Italy, Portugal, and Spain following a meeting in Lisbon on 

17 January 1991.28 

The account of the CSCM proposals that follows is based on 

points gathered from the above-mentioned statements and docu- 
ments.2? The focus of the CSCM proposals (as was the case with the 

CSCE) was on creating a stable system of regional cooperation, 

where all the participant states accepted certain principles and rules. 
Also comparable to the CSCE was the emphasis placed on adopting 

a global approach, deemed necessary because the issue of security 

should not be separated from economic development and mutual 

tolerance. 

Flexibility was an important aspect of the CSCM framework. 

Just as the CSCE process took fifteen years to move from the pre- 

paratory conference in Helsinki to the “Charter of Paris for a New 
Europe” (November 1990), so also could the CSCM process take 

time—time to remove the distrust and misunderstanding on minor 

issues before dealing with the more substantial questions. Diplomatic 
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and political initiatives to achieve the resolution of Mediterranean 

and Middle Eastern problems that take place outside of the specific 

context of the CSCM would not conflict with it. If successful, they 

could either be included within the CSCM framework, or be re- 

garded as complementary to it. 

The principle of universality determined which states should par- 

ticipate in the CSCM. Any state with a substantial interest in the re- 

gion was to be extended an invitation. The definition of “substantial 

interest” was a broad one and included twelve member states of the 

EC, seventeen non-community states bordering, or almost bordering, 

the Mediterranean (Albania, Algeria, Bulgaria, Cyprus, Egypt, Israel, 

Jordan, Lebanon, Libya, Malta, Mauritania, Morocco, Romania, 

Syria, Tunisia, Turkey, and Yugoslavia), nine Gulf and Arabian pen- 

insula states (including Iran and Iraq), three other states involved in 

the CSCE (Canada, the Soviet Union, and the United States), and 

one other UN-recognized entity, Palestine. 

The UN was deemed an integral part of the CSCM process. In- 

deed, it was intended that the legal and diplomatic basis for conven- 

ing the CSCM would be defined in UN resolutions, particularly with 

that passed by the General Assembly on 12 December 1990. The lat- 

ter was concerned with strengthening security and cooperation in 

the Mediterranean region and noted “the widespread support among 

Mediterranean countries for the proposal to’convene a conference 

on Security and Cooperation in the Mediterranean and their will- 

ingness to open regional consultations with a view to creating the 

appropriate conditions for the initiation of such a process.” The 

UN could, on this basis, be directly involved in convening and or- 

ganizing the CSCM. 

The immediate objectives pursed by the CSCM in the aftermath of 

the Gulf War, were to prevent new imbalances from emerging in the 

region (possibly arising from the attempt by some states to benefit 

from Iraq’s weakness); to control the acquisition of arms and avoid 

the re-emergence of an arms race; to create a system of security for 

the region that would not be dependent on the presence of troops 

from outside; and to prevent the defeat of Saddam Hussein from be- 

ing perceived within the Arab world as a humiliation inflicted on the 

Arabs by the West. The last required a demonstration of evenhand- 

edness over the implementation of international law, that is, ensuring 

that violations of international law in Palestine and elsewhere were 

given attention. 

The longer-term objectives and principles would be similar to those 
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found in the CSCE, with the same baskets of security, economic 

cooperation, and human rights. The basis would be laid for the 

peaceful negotiations for the resolution of specific disputes; interna- 

tional peace conferences for the resolution of wider-ranging prob- 

lems; the establishment of security structures grounded on local 

support and local involvement; the treatment of some of the socio- 

economic problems of the region through the use of not only Euro- 

pean and Western resources but also those of oil-producing states; 

and the acceptance of some general principles promoting tolerance 

and a respect for human rights. 

With regard to developing principles of governmental conduct, 
however, it was recognized that the framing of such principles (sim- 
ilar to those drawn up by the CSCE) would take time. Meanwhile, a 
more limited set of principles could be used as an “entry ticket” into 

the CSCE. The latter could include respect for the territorial integ- 
rity of states and the inviolability of borders; responsibility of the 

richer states to provide economic support for the poorer; rejection of 

the use of force to settle disputes; tolerance and dialogue in all fields 

(political, cultural, and religious); and support for ending the arms 
race. 

Conclusion 

Despite the subservient role that the EC countries played during the 

Gulf crisis, the divisions among them on both strategy and objec- 

tives during the crisis,3! and the narrow national interests that some 

community countries continued to pursue in the area, there does ex- 

ist a distinctive community approach to the Middle East. The Gulf 

crisis fostered the further development of that approach. 

The emphasis on creating frameworks of cooperation (whether by 

coordinative arrangements suitable for the CSCM or integrative 

schemes among Arab states) represented the beginning. The future 

will likely see a refinement of strategies for promoting cooperative 

frameworks, with care taken to ensure that the political prerequisites 
for integrative efforts are not neglected. A simplistic assumption that 

cooperation under existing conditions is inevitably good would aggra- 

vate problems and probably fail to resolve crucial problems such as 

that of Palestinian dispossession. Hence the need to develop a strat- 

egy that recognizes the full range of the region’s problems and the 
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responsibility that external powers have had in the creation of some 

of them. 
Whether community policy will prove effective seems likely to de- 

pend on two factors. The first is the determination with which it is 

pursued. Already there are some grounds for pessimism on this score. 

The community’s external policies tend to be crisis-driven; they de- 

velop when the community is confronted by an immediate crisis and 

lose their impetus when the crisis subsides. The urgency for a resolu- 

tion has already diminished since the ending of the Gulf War. Para- 

doxically, the coherent development and pursuit of community pol- 

icies in the Middle East may thus be dependent on the continuation 

of crisis conditions in the region. 

The second factor impinging on the policy’s success concerns its 

realism: whether the promotion of integration and coordination is in 

fact a viable means through which the region’s divisions and rivalries 

can be managed, and whether there exists within the region the de- 

sire and the political will to pursue this option. There was a wide- 

spread assumption at the time of the Gulf War that the confrontation 

would give rise to new political forces committed to finding more 

effective ways of resolving the region’s problems. The validity of the 

community’s approach may well depend on whether this assumption 

is justified. 
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An Economic Superpower in Search of Its 
Proper Political Role in the Post-Cold War Era 

Yasumasa Kuroda 

In Search of Self: Beyond Economic Power 

On 19 August 1991, as the first Japan-U.S. Hawaii Conference of 

Legislators, Scholars, and Journalists began at the Maui Prince Hotel 

on the island of Maui, we learned of a coup in the Soviet Union.! At 
the conference, former Prime Minister Noboru Takeshita remarked 

that he was glad not to be in Tokyo as leaders there would be busily 

consulting with each other as to what the government should do. 

This revelation, among others, pointed to the absence of an estab- 

lished Japanese foreign policy to deal with key issues of the 1990s. 
The Gulf crisis was more difficult for Japan to deal with because of 
its constitutional constraint on the use of military forces abroad. 

There are some generalizations that can be made about Japanese 

foreign policy that were illustrated by the Gulf crisis, in particular, 
and conditions in West Asia and North Africa, in general. First, Ja- 
pan had not established a basic policy to deal with emerging world 

problems, particularly in the post-cold war era, even though it wished 

to play a greater role commensurate with its economic prowess. This 
prompted the question: Should Japan send its self-defense forces 
abroad? Article 9 of its constitution clearly and unambiguously re- 

nounced war as a policy instrument; therefore Japan maintained no 

military forces. The Gulf crisis was the first situation that called for 
possible military action from Japan. In the past, Japanese policy- 
making toward the Gulf and West Asia did not include a military © 
component. 

Second, the Japanese, because of their language and culture, were 

structurally nonselection-oriented in relation to Semites and Western- 
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ers.2 Hence, Japan was less likely to take decisive and extreme posi- 

tions. Certainly, this was the case in its reaction to the Tiananmen 

Square incident, the Gulf crisis, and the recent Soviet changes. This 

cultural proclivity translated itself into a policy similar to the one 

taken by Japan toward the Iran-Iraq War—evenhanded diplomatic 

ties (Murata 1990; Oki 1990; Orr 1990; Takahashi 1990). Japan’s 

less decisive and ambiguous reactions frustrated Americans who were 

trying to improve relations with Japan. 

Third, unlike other areas of Japanese foreign policy, Japan tradi- 

tionally had taken an independent policy toward West Asia and the 

Middle East. In fact, West Asia was the only region in the world 

where Japanese foreign policy often differed from U.S. policy. Ja- 

pan’s Idemitsu imported oil from Muhammed Mossadegh’s Iran in 

the early 1950s while the Seven Sisters—Exxon, Shell, British Petro- 

leum, Mobile, Standard Oil of California, Texaco, and Gulf Oil— 

refused to deal with Iran during his regime. Japan sided with the 

Arabs during the first energy crisis in 1973 despite Henry Kissinger’s 

entreaties to conform to U.S. policy (see Katakura 1986; Kuroda 

1986b). Likewise, Japan was instructed by the Carter administration 

not to trade with the Iranian revolutionaries. Japan, however, man- 

aged to maintain friendly relations with both Iraq and Iran during 

the Iraq-Iran War while the United States sided with Iraq. This was 

in accordance with the nondirectional orientation of Japan. 

Fourth, unlike Britain, France, the United States, and others who 

played the role of colonizers, particularly after the fall of the Otto- 

man Empire, Japan’s association with Western colonial subjugation 

of people in West Asia and North Africa was limited to signing the 

San Remo Treaty in 1920. In fact, to Arabs and Jews, the Japanese 

were a model, for they had struggled against Western imperialism 

and racism and had been victorious over Tzarist Russia.? Japan was 

not a member of the United Nations on 29 November 1947 when the 

UN passed a partition plan that deprived Palestinians of their land, 

ignoring the national aspiration and property rights of the Christians 

and Muslims who constituted a majority in Palestine. West Asia 

was not East Asia or Southeast Asia, where Japan had been a col- 

onizer prior to the end of World War I. 

Fifth, unlike Western and Communist countries that had sold 

weapons to Iraq for profit, Japan had not. Hence, Japan was not 

responsible for Iraq’s rise as a significant military power in the re- 

gion as were the United States and other countries. 

Sixth, one still must be cognizant of the role that the Japan-U.S. 
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bilateral relationship played in the development of Japanese foreign 
policy, including that toward West Asia. Japan always formulated 

foreign policy in respect to its effect on the United States, its largest 

trading partner. The Japanese-U.S. bilateral relationship was the 

most important external factor upon which all of Japan’s foreign 

policies were based. 
The Gulf crisis was no exception; Japan announced its U.S. $4 

billion aid program for countries adversely affected by the Gulf cri- 

sis and a U.S. $9 billion package for the Desert Storm military op- 

eration. Probably in response to prodding by the U.S. Ambassador 

Michael H. Armacost, Liberal Democratic Party Secretary General 

Ichiro Ozawa, in cooperation with Prime Minister Toshiki Kaifu, 

proposed the “United Nations Peace Cooperation Bill” on 16 Oc- 
tober so that Japan could send Japan’s Self Defense Forces (SDF) 

abroad. Reportedly, the bill had an approval rate of only 13 percent 

of the Japanese public as of the end of October (Itoh 1991:279-80); 

it was withdrawn on 8 November due to heated arguments. 

Finally, Japan sent minesweepers to clean up the Gulf after the 

war.’ Other efforts to send the SDF did not materialize. The U.S. 

reaction to these efforts was less than enthusiastic;> Japan’s response 

was too “fuzzy” for Americans. The Japanese contribution to the 
Gulf War was not appreciated. 

The absence of an established foreign policy created a forum for 

various leaders to suggest what course of action Japan should follow 

in the Gulf crisis. Opinions expressed in print media and public opin- 

ion polls indicated Japan’s views. Area specialists on West Asia and 
foreign policy scholars also expressed their views on the subject dur- 

ing the crisis. The following section attempts to analyze Japan’s re- 

sponse to the Gulf War. 

Who Started the Gulf Crisis? 

The U.S. seems to be on a collision course with the 
Ba’athists. This is unfortunate and unnecessary. 
The root of the problem appears to be Washing- 
ton’s inability to appreciate the intensity of Iraq’s 
determination to overcome its present economic 
crisis. 

Pelletiere, Johnson, and Rosenberger 1990:69 

Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait on 2 August 1990 appeared to surprise the 

Japanese government and others.® It did not take long for the three 
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researchers at the U.S. Army War College in Pennsylvania to con- 

clude that the United States and Iraq were heading toward a colli- 

sion (Pelletier et al. 1990). The invasion should not have come as a 

surprise to anyone in Japan, for there, at least one week before it 

happened, the papers were reporting Saddam Hussein’s plot to re- 

gain control of Kuwait under the guise of raising oil prices and send- 

ing troops to the Kuwait border.’ Iraqis repeatedly showed interest 

in gaining control of Kuwait from King Ghazi in the 1930s and 

from General Abdul Karim Kassim in the 1960s. It is true that the 

United States gave mixed signals to Iraq, but, at the same time, it is 

impossible to deny that the State Department, headed by George 

Schultz, intensified its hate-Iraq campaign. This occurred exactly 

one month after the end of the Iraq-Iran War when Schultz blasted 

Iraq for its alleged use of chemical weapons against the Kurds. Pel- 

letiere and his associates could find no evidence to support Schultz’s 

allegation (1990:51-52). The mass media succeeded in convincing 

the public, not only in the United States but in much of the rest of 

the world, that Iraq used chemical weapons against its own people, 

the Kurds. It is sad and regrettable that we were so susceptible to 

government propaganda. The so called “free press” also failed to 

question the validity of Schultz’s claim.* 

This incident definitely signalled the end of U.S. support of Iraq, 

which was no longer needed to keep Iranian influence out of the 

Gulf region. Schultz feared that the security of the Gulf and Israel 

would be threatened if Iraq’s power continued to increase. This fear 

became a salient element in U.S. Gulf policy. Then came President 

George Bush’s swift and decisive action in reaction to Iraq's invasion 

of Kuwait. He demonstrated remarkable diplomatic skill in orches- 

trating the mobilization of multinational forces through the UN and 

other diplomatic channels. How did the Japanese react to this? Why 

did their reactions produce such disappointment to the Americans? 

Japan’s Reactions 

Japan’s new mood, pitted against a souring Ameri- 

can attitude toward Japan, has produced the 

deepest split between the two countries since 

World War II. 
Fortune (16 May 1991): 38. 

Although Fortune magazine may have exaggerated J apan-U.S. rela- 

tions in the aftermath of the Gulf War, no one can deny the disap- 
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pointment of Americans who expected the full and swift cooperation 

of its allies, including Japan. In turn, the Japanese were disappointed 

as they had contributed a total sum of U.S. $13 billion by raising 

taxes—not an easy task in any democratic country. 
The U.S. taxpayers picked up U.S. $7.4 billion of the conflict’s 

U.S. $61.1 billion estimated costs. The rest of the money came from 

contributions U.S. officials successfully sought from Japan, Kuwait 

and other allies (The Honolulu Advertiser 29 July 1992:D-1). 

In response to Washington’s prodding, the Japanese government 

announced on 24 January 1991 that it would provide an additional 
U.S. $9 billion to support the multinational forces in the Gulf. Taxes 

were increased to about $74.00 per citizen to fulfill the promise. As 

it turned out, the Japanese government thought its payment was $9 

billion in the current yen while the Americans thought of it in terms 

of dollars. As a result of the increased value of the dollar by the 

time the payment was made later that spring, the United States com- 

plained that it fell short by approximately U.S. $1 billion. After ne- 

gotiation, the Japanese government promised to provide an additional 

amount close to U.S. $1 billion in aid to various agencies and orga- 

nizations adversely affected by the war. The differences in expecta- 

tions stemmed from public sentiment toward peace and war, and 

Article 9 (cited herein) of the Japanese constitution. The Japanese 

government interpreted the constitution to mean that “the exercise of 

the collective right of self-defense is not permitted” (Ito 1991:278).° 

Renunciation of War 

Article 9. Aspiring sincerely to an international peace based on 
justice and order, the Japanese people forever renounce war as 

a sovereign right of the nation and the threat or use of force as 

means of settling international disputes. 

In order to accomplish the aim of the preceding paragraph, 
land, sea, and air forces as well as other war potential, will 

never be maintained. The right of belligerence of the state will 
not be recognized. 

At the start of the Korean War, the United States asked Japan to 

develop what was to become the SDF, which was financed by the 

world’s third largest budget of U.S. $30 billion per year to maintain 
300,000 uniformed soldiers. The government’s interpretation of Arti- 
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cle 9 was that the SDF did not constitute a war potential because it 

was strictly designed for defensive purposes. Furthermore, it did not 

recognize military action as part of collective security while Japan 

maintained a collective security treaty with the United States. 

In addition to this formal constitutional constraint in the use of 

military personnel abroad, Japan was concerned with its Asian neigh- 

bors’ justifiable fears as well as strong pacifist sentiment that was ever 

present in the Japanese public. 
Any efforts to amend the constitution in the foreseeable future 

appears extremely unlikely. Thus, Japan legally cannot employ any 

extensive use of its military forces even if it wishes to cooperate with 

the UN or the United States. 

Area Specialists: West Asian and Islamic Scholars 

Although the Gulf is vitally important to Japan as the supplier of 70 

percent of its oil, Japanese knowledge of the Middle East remains 

scant, in spite of great strides made since the 1973 energy crisis (see 

Kuroda 1986a; Kuroda and Asai 1990). There are an increasing 

number of area specialists on West Asia in Japan whose reactions 

are interesting to note. 

Many area specialists and Islamic scholars expressed their views 

on the crisis as it unfolded. By and large they were critical of Sad- 

dam Hussein but remained reluctant to go along with the United 

States’ determination to use military force to resolve the crisis (see, 

e.g., Mutaguchi 1990). Most of them expressed optimism that the 

use of force could be avoided; perhaps the area specialists who knew 

the region did not want to see its destruction. Furthermore, the Jap- 

anese passion for pacifism made them hopeful for a peaceful solu- 

tion rather than prompting any professional analyses. 

Over two dozen specialists’ views were expressed in a book entitled, 

Chuto Wangan-senso to Nihon (The Middle East: The Gulf War and 

Japan) edited by Japan’s foremost scholar on the region, Yuzo Itagaki 

of the University of Tokyo (1991). In the book, several specialists 

(Takeshi Hayashi, Yoshiro Mutaguchi, and Masatake Matsubara) 

lamented the scant attention paid to Asian workers affected by the 

Gulf War. Yoshiko Kurita’s comments deserve attention. She said 

that reactions to the Gulf War could be divided into two categories. 

First, Iraq invaded Kuwait in clear violation of international law and 

should be punished accordingly, even if that entailed the use of mil- 
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itary force—the prevailing view in the West. Second, Kurita ques- 

tioned who made the international laws and drew the national bound- 

aries of countries in the region without regard for the inhabitants’ 

right to self-determination.!0 What Saddam Hussein attempted to 

do could be interpreted as an anti-colonial rebellion against Western 

imperialist forces and their compradors. Kurita correctly generalized 

that most area specialists belonged to the second group. Then, she 

proposed that we should explore a third option. We must not forget 

that Saddam Hussein’s government maintained oppressive policies 

against his people despite his stated objective to liberate the entire 
Arab world from Western domination. Kurita reminded her col- 
leagues that one should not forget that any new order must be based 

on respect for the people of the Arab world (Itagaki 1991:25-29). 

Asai and others expressed opposition to sending Japanese troops 

abroad. Twelve area specialists and Yuzo Itagaki, who emceed a 
gathering on the Gulf crisis on 3 November 1990, were unable to de- 

velop any specific joint statement upon which all could agree. Spe- 

cialists noted that Japan had not sold arms to the Gulf region and 

made an analogy between Iraq’s occupation of Kuwait and Israel’s 

occupation of Arab lands. Islamic scholars such as Toshiro Kuroda 

disapproved of Saddam Hussein’s aggression, as well as U.S. efforts 

to maintain the existing structure in the Gulf. Kuroda also strongly 
opposed Japan’s positive response to the U.S. request to back war 

efforts in the Gulf. The views of these area specialists were largely 
based on their knowledge of the region, which separated them from 

the rest of the Japanese public who remained relatively uninformed 
about the region. 

Mass Media 

The Japanese media were unanimous in denouncing the Iraqi inva- 

sion of Kuwait. Japan supported the freeze imposed on Iraqi assets 
abroad and the enactment of economic sanctions. The press appealed 

for all nations to unite and end the occupation of Kuwait. The an- 
nexation of Kuwait by Iraq on 8 August 1990 was also condemned 
by all. Conflicting views appeared as President Bush mobilized multi- 

national forces to first defend Saudi Arabia and later force the with- 
drawal of Iraqi troops from Kuwait. 

At the outset, the press was uniform in its condemnation of Iraq’s 
invasion of Kuwait. Later, however, the press became divided on the 

basic issue of how Japan should respond and Japan’s role in dealing 
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with the Gulf crisis. The Asahi Shimbun and Mainichi Shimbun, 

the nation’s second and third largest papers took the pacifist view 

that Japan should not alter its constitution and should contribute to 

and cooperate with the UN within existing constraints.!! The Asahi 

Shimbun, in its editorial of 23 August expressed opposition to the 

deployment of Japan’s SDF to the Gulf. It did, however, support 

the provision of nonmilitary assistance including the dispatch of ci- 

vilians to the region for noncombat duties. 

The Yomiuri Shimbun and Sankei Shimbun disagreed with the 

position taken by Asahi Shumbun and Mainichi Shumbun. The 

Yomiuri is the largest paper in the nation with a nine-million plus 

circulation, while the Sankei is the second largest paper among the 

business and financial sectors. On 24 August (a day after the Asahi’s 

editorial), Yomiuri suggested that the SDF be sent to the Gulf within 

the framework of Article 9. The Sankei was more forceful in argu- 

ing for the deployment of the SDF. 

The Asahi maintained its basic position of nonmilitary contribu- 

tion to the Gulf War efforts and urged economic sanctions as a 

means to resolve the conflict. Should the United States use military 

means, however, it recommended that Japan should not fully support 

the United States. Even after the war started on 18 January, the 

Asahi editorial questioned the need for military force. The United 

States did not exhaust all possible means to resolve the conflict 

peacefully as far as the Asahi was concerned. It questioned the valid- 

ity of using armed forces to restore peace and stability in the region 

after the war was over (18 January 1991). The concern expressed in 

Asahi Shimbun was warranted as far as we can ascertain at the time 

of this writing in the fall of 1991. The region is anything but peaceful 

and stable. In its editorial on 18 January, Yomiuri admitted the 

premature use of military action while supporting the U.S. position in 

general. The press, in agreement with the area specialists, also urged 

the government to extend its assistance to refugees in the region. 

On 4 March 1991, after the war ended, Asahi carried an editorial 

questioning the U.S. call for justice in the Gulf. If justice is what we 

are after, then Israel should be questioned for its occupation of the 

West Bank, the Gaza Strip, the Golan Heights, and Southern Leb- 

anon, in direct violation of UN Security Council Resolution 242. The 

United States should also be questioned on its invasion of Grenada 

and Panama in violation of international law. It asked that the United 

States be more flexible, sensitive, and thoughtful in view of these re- 

lated issues. 
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This contrasted with the Yomiuri’s praise for the United States, 

especially President Bush, on its decisive actions immediately after 
the war on | March. The Yomuuri did, however, note that some 

were critical of the use of military force. The paper questioned the 
public for its continuing belief in lonely pacifism. Michisada Hirose, 

an editorial writer for the Asahi, opined that the role of world police 

should be the responsibility of the UN (1991). The present lack of 

UN military forces requires the United States to assume the major 

role in any military action against aggression. 

The wide differences in opinions expressed by the two largest 

newspapers in Japan were similar to some minority opinions in the 

United States, particularly prior to the outbreak of the war in Janu- 

ary 1991. As House Majority Leader Richard Gephardt, who led the 

opposition to President Bush’s efforts to use military means rather 

than wait for the effect of economic sanctions to prevail, stated: 

“Once President Bush made the decision the nation was fully behind 

him.”!2 Perhaps this is the difference between American and Japa- 
nese views on the Gulf War. 

Public Opinion 

In a democracy, public opinion plays a dominant role in government 

policy-making. It is interesting to note what the public thought about 

the proper role of Japan in the Gulf War. The following are the re- 

sults of some polls conducted regarding Japan’s response to the Gulf 

War in Japan and the United States: 

Poll 1 

Kyodo Tsushin-sha, 31 August-1 September, 1990 

(The Hawaii Hochi, 4 September 1990, 2) 

Would it be appropriate for Japan to provide financial assistance to 

the multinational forces and send medical teams to the Gulf? 

Appropriate 59% 
No need to go that far 22% 

That will not be enough 16% 

Sending civilian personnel 27% 
Mostly economic assistance 2/3 
Against sending the SDF 83% 
Help within the framework of the constitution 60% 
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Poll 2 

A poll conducted after the Gulf War by Prime Minister’s Research 

Office as cited by Ando (1991:31-32). 

SDF participation in international peace-keeping 

activities within the constitutional constraints 45% 

Opposed [22% for and 47% opposed 2 years ago] 37% 

SDF for overseas natural disaster relief activities 54% 

Opposed 30% 

Poll 3 

Kyodo News Agency conducted at the end of October 1990 as 

cited by Ito (1990). 

In what form do you think Japan should contribute in the future 

to world peace and the resolution of conflicts? 

Send not only money but personnel 55% 

Send not only money but non-military personnel 45% 

Poll 4 

The Asahi/ Harris Poll (June 1991) as cited by Hirose (1991). 

Americans 

How do you rate the role Japan played in the Gulf War? 

highly / somewhat highly 13% 

not highly at all 1% 

During the Gulf War, Japan did not join in with the multinational 

forces giving constitutional restrictions as its reason. In the future, 

should Japan remove such restrictions from its constitution so that 

it can participate in wars such as the Gulf War? 

should be removed 51% 

should not be removed 31% 

others/no response 18% 

Japanese 

How do you feel about the overseas deployment of the SDF? 

No overseas deployment 21% 

Support deployment if for non-military 

purposes such as disaster relief 46% 
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Take on a military role if under UN leadership 23% 

Participate in such military actions as the 
Multinational Forces 5% 

Other/ No response 5% 

Do you think that the clause in the Japanese constitution that re- 
nounces all wars is accepted by the rest of the world or not? 

Accepted 46% 

Not accepted 41% 

Other/ No response 13% 

Do you feel that the clause to “renounce all wars” should be strictly 

adhered to or should it be interpreted flexibly? 

Strictly 56% 
Flexibly 35% 
Other/No Response 9% 

Poll 5 

Nihon Keizai Shimbun’s May 1991 poll as cited by Barbara Warner 
(1991:6). 

What is your evaluation of the role played by the United States 
(Japan)? 

United States Japan 

Highly appreciative 5% 20% 

Rather appreciative 27% 41% 
Don’t appreciate very much 33% 30% 
Don’t appreciate at all 29% 6% 

Can’t say 6% 3% 

Is the United States (Japan) reliable now, or unreliable, when com- 
pared to before the Gulf War? 

More reliable than before 22% 16% 
No change from before 21% 42% 
Less reliable than before 44% 35% 
Can’t say 13% 7% 

Some of the percentages given do not add up to 100 percent for 
two reasons: (1) In some reports, such as in the first half of Poll 1, 
the percentage of those who have no opinion or have refused to re- 
spond are omitted; and (2) in some instances, such as the second 
half of Poll 1, multiple answers were allowed. 
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It is safe to assume that about one-fifth of the Japanese public fa- 

vored sending the SDF abroad within the framework of the consti- 

tution while a clear majority were opposed (Poll | and Poll 2). A 

dramatic change in Japanese public opinion occurred as a result of 

the Gulf War. The Asahi/Harris poll conducted in June 1991 (Poll 4) 

suggested that three-fourths of the Japanese public supported the 

deployment of the SDF in one form or another. The ratio of ap- 

proval for SDF activities abroad increased sharply from one-fifth to 

three-fourths in less than a year as a result of the Gulf War. 

A majority (61 percent) appreciated the role that the United States 

played in the Gulf War while one-third of the Japanese public (36 

percent) did not (Poll 5). In terms of how reliable the United States 

was after the Gulf War compared to before the war, one-third of the 

Japanese public believed that the United States was less reliable than 

before the war (35 percent). Only 16 percent thought the United 

States was more reliable. These Japanese views appear strange and 

ungrateful to the Americans; however, there could be some explana- 

tions. First, the Japanese were still pacifistic in spite of their changed 

attitude toward the role of the SDF. The Japanese public, as articu- 

lated by the Asahi editorials, was opposed to the use of military 

means to resolve the conflict without first exhausting peaceful means, 

such as diplomatic and economic sanctions. Second, Japan thought 

that the United States was selective in its use of military action to 

punish Iraq while it continued to reward Israel for its occupation of 

the West Bank, the Gaza strip, the Golan Heights, and South Leb- 

anon by providing U.S. $7 billion in aid annually, in addition to 

special housing loans for Soviet Jews. After all, UN Resolution 242, 

drafted by the United States and passed by the UN Security Coun- 

cil, called for the withdrawal of Israeli forces from occupied territo- 

ries just as the UN resolutions called on Iraq to withdraw. Such 

two-faced actions appeared totally acceptable to the United States, a 

staunch supporter of Israel, but not to others. 

In addition, what the Japanese and their government thought was 

a generous financial contribution was unappreciated by the United 

States (Poll 4). Seventy-two percent of the U.S. public did not ap- 

preciate Japan’s role in the Gulf War and only one-third indicated its 

appreciation for Japan’s contribution. 

It should also be noted that there were a large number of anti-war 

demonstrations, petition movements, and letter-writing campaigns 

against the Gulf War in Japan both before and after the war broke 

out in January 1991. Many letters were from women, students, and 
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ordinary citizens who wanted to express their disapproval of war as 

a means to settle an international dispute as their constitution stipu- 

lates. Some collected money to send Asian and other refugees, who 

fled Kuwait and were stranded in Jordan, to their home countries. 

Whither Japan? 

While the leadership in Japan and the United States definitely pre- 
ferred the continuance of the present U.S.-Japanese security arrange- 

ment, the public in both countries thought otherwise as revealed in 

the Wall Street Journal/ Nikkei poll of April-May 1990.!3 

Questions asked by the Wall Street Journal/Nikkei poll were as 

follows (Watts 1990): 

Do you think Japan should continue to depend on the U.S. mil- 
itary for conventional and nuclear protection or suave Japan build 

its own independent military system? 

U.S. Japan 

Continue dependence 22% 31% 
Build own independent system 71% 40% 
Neither 3% 18% 
Don’t know 4% 11% 

Do you think Japan should or should not stake out a foreign pol- 

icy that is independent of the United States? 

U.S. Japan 

Should 50% 44% 
Should not 36% 17% 

Don’t know 14% 39% 

A majority of Americans and a large plurality of Japanese be- 
lieved that Japan should develop its own military system and pursue 
its own foreign policy objectives. 

The reasons that Japan did not develop a foreign policy to meet its 
national interests are two-fold. First, Japanese leaders realized the 
bilateral relationship between the United States and Japan was of 
supreme importance. Second, Japan had a legitimate concern that its 
Asian neighbors would fear the development of an independent J ap- 
anese military system. Although Japan enunciated its independent 
Arab-Israeli policy in response to Arab demands following the 1973 
October war, despite Kissinger’s efforts to convince Prime Minister 
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Kakuei Tanaka to the contrary, Japan leaned more and more toward 

the U.S. policy of favoring Israel over Arab countries (Kuroda 1990). 

As long as Japan continues its strong economic and security rela- 

tionship with the United States, which thus far has proved beneficial 

to both parties, Japan is unlikely to develop an independent security 

policy despite the expressed desire of the public. As noted, area spe- 

cialists in Japan also urged the public and the government to de- 

velop a foreign policy toward the Gulf region. The government was 

not likely to heed those pleas, at least not any that would seriously 

damage the U.S.-Japanese bilateral relationship. Because of different 

interests in the Gulf region, and for reasons cited earlier in this chap- 

ter, Japan will likely take policy stands that are independent of U.S. 

policies from time to time, but not to the extent that Japan jeopar- 

dizes its bilateral relationship with the United States. 

One cannot deny that the Gulf War changed Japanese public atti- 

tude toward the SDF; the Japanese will likely continue their debate 

over the proper role of the SDF in the years to come. A rather 

lengthy book published on 23 June 1991 entitled Sogoanpo to mirai 

no sentaku (Comprehensive Security System and Futures Selection) 

historically traced Japan’s security system and recommended some 

preferred futures for Japan (Eto and Yamamoto 1991:594-606). 

Among other things, the authors suggested that we think of security 

comprehensively: to use positive sanctions through nonmilitary and 

economic means to promote political stability; to develop democracy 

and the economy; and to amend the constitution to clearly reflect 

reality as it exists while maintaining the renunciation of war as a 

sovereign right.!4 

If Japan’s aspiration for a greater political role in world politics is 

to become a reality, Japan should learn to be realistic in upgrading 

its diplomatic corp as it did earlier in beefing up its Ministry of In- 

ternational Trade and Industry to promote economic development.'° 

Furthermore, it will be important for the Diet to encourage strong 

leaders who can effectively deal with foreign leaders. Japanese polit- 

ical culture makes it well-nigh impossible for any charismatic leader 

to rise.!6 The rule in the world political arena requires different qual- 

ities of political leadership than what is required for Japanese do- 

mestic leadership. The prime ministerial position is obviously not as 

powerful as that of the president. Japan could develop a stronger 

leadership if it selected a prime minister or a minister who was an 

effective and influential leader within the Liberal Democratic party. 

For example, former minister of finance Noboru Takeshita kept 
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his promise to increase the value of the yen after he made a com- 

mitment to do so at the New York Plaza Agreement in 1985. His 

position in the ruling party made it possible to keep his word. His 
former faction leader, Kakuei Tanaka, was a powerful prime minis- 

ter who contributed significantly to the strengthening of the Diet 

members’ position vis-a-vis that of the bureaucrats. 
If, in the immediate future, Japan cannot develop an internation- 

ally active and effective prime minister, the best Japan can do with- 
out changing many structural and cultural constraints is for the rul- 

ing party to choose an influential leader who commands respect and 

who is familiar with Western political culture. 
There were great expectations for prime minister Kiichi Miyazawa, 

who was well-versed in English language and U.S. culture, in addi- 

tion to being an intelligent leader of a large faction when he first as- 
sumed his prime ministership in the fall of 1991. But he proved to be 

not as apt as many had anticipated. 

For the first time since the end of World War II Japan sent its 
SDF to Cambodia in September 1992 for the purpose of a peace- 

keeping operation under the UN. This was an unprecedented event 

precipitated by the Gulf War experience. The fear expressed by con- 

cerned Asian neighbors, as well as Japanese in Japan who are wor- 

ried about where this will lead Japan, is genuine. The Gulf War has 
forced Japan to think more seriously about its pacifist position and 

its proper political role in the new world order in the making. 

Notes 

1. The conference happened to coincide with the coup in the Soviet 

Union. The objective of the conference, appropriately enough, was to discuss 
the role of Japan and the United States on security issues in comprehensive 
perspective. The Japanese delegation was led by former prime minister 

Takeshita while the United States’ delegation was led by House Majority 
Leader Richard Gephardt and included Senator William V. Roth, Repre- 
sentative Patricia Schroeder, Representative Leon Panetta, and Representa- 
tive Neil Abercrombie. The conference was organized by Yasumasa Kuroda 

of the University of Hawaii and Takayoshi Miyagawa of the Center for Po- 
litical Public Relations in Tokyo. 

2. Our study of Arabic, English, and Japanese has revealed that the 

Japanese language is least direction-oriented while Arabic is most direction- 
oriented, with English being closer to Arabic. It should be noted that the 
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language in use seems to account more for this variation than the nationality 

of respondents. For example, Japanese thinking in English become more 

decisive while Americans thinking in Japanese become ambiguous. See 

Kuroda and Suzuki (1989, 1991). 

3. A Jewish banker in New York loaned the Japanese government money 

to purchase ships and arms necessary to wage war against Tzarist Russia in 

1904-1905. Jews were certainly happy to see Tzarist Russia defeated. News- 

papers and magazines in Beirut and Cairo were filled with admiration for 

Japan’s victory over European power. Nationalists in Asia were encouraged 

by Japan’s victory. 

4. It was probably an improper decision to send the SDF even for mine 

sweeping operations in response to a request from the multinational forces 

and not from the UN. Will Japan send a similar expedition if other nations 

make a similar request in the future? 

5. According to the Asahi Shimbun poll conducted by Harris in early 

June 1991 among 1,000 Americans, the figures indicated a high level of dis- 

satisfaction with the way Japan responded to the crisis. Those answering 

“rate highly” or “somewhat highly” accounted for only 13 percent while a 

high 71 percent rated “not highly” or “not at all” (Hirose 1991:4). 

6. For example, Takashi Inoguchi (1991) describes how the Japanese 

government was taken by surprise. He further states that the U.S. govern- 

ment did not give any consistent indication of its signal to Iraq (see Gup 

1991). 
7. For example, see Yomiuri Shimbun (25 July 1990), Satellite U.S. 

edition, 4. On 26 July 1990 The Daily Yomiuri (p. 1) reported that Iraqi 

troops were sent to the Kuwait border while the United States launched 

military exercises with the United Arab Emirates and “pledged to stand by 

its friends” in the Gulf region. 

8. The hypothesis that Iraqis did not use any chemical weapons against 

the multinational forces makes sense only if one realizes that Iraq did not 

use chemical weapons against its own people, the Kurds, as alleged by 

Shultz and U.S. mass media. 

9. How such an interpretation can be consistent with the U.S.-Japan 

Mutual Security Pact signed as an integral part of the 1951 Peace Treaty 

remains a mystery to anyone who adheres to Western logic. 

10. These two categories resemble Takashi Inoguchi’s categorization of 

two lines of thought (1991:270-71): His categories are different from Kurita’s 

in that area specialists tend to side with the position taken by King Hussein, 

PLO’s Yassir Arafat, and others that the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait was il- 

legal but that the problem should be resolved by Arabs. If that is possible, 

then international economic sanction, but not the use of force, would have 

been more appropriate. 

11. This point has been made by many observers of the Japanese media, 

Hirose (1991) and Ando (1991). My remarks in this section draw from these 
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sources and others. Takehiko Kiyohara, chief editorial writer for the Sankei 
Shimbun, in his remarks in opposition to the thesis developed by Hirose, 
made a similar observation at the First Japan-U.S. Hawaii Conference. 

12. This was one of the points Representative Gephardt made the first 

day of the Japan-U.S. Hawaii Conference. 
13. Those gathered at the First Japan-U.S. Hawaii Conference appeared 

to see no reason to alter the present bilateral security agreement. The cen- 

tral topic of our discussion was the role of Japan and the United States on 
security issues. Neither House Majority Leader Gephardt nor former Prime 
Minister Takeshita mentioned any need for change. No one at the confer- 
ence suggested any changes. 

14. Yoshinobu Yamamoto, representing the Japanese scholar delegation, 

expressed similar views at the First Japan-U.S. Hawaii Conference. 
15. Japan’s diplomatic corp remains relatively small with a little over 

3,000 diplomats, which is equivalent to the Italian diplomatic corp. One 
might note that the Ministry of Foreign Affairs has been given additional 

funds to increase the number of its diplomats in recent years. The number 

still remains pitifully inadequate, however, particularly in view of the lack 

of military power. 
16. The Japanese political system discourages persons of strong person- 

ality to rise to the position of leadership for a number of reasons. This ex- 
plains the paucity of internationally known political leaders in Japan in 

relation to other Asian countries. For more detail, see Kuroda (1988). 
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7. 

Between Theory and Fact 

Explaining U.S. Behavior in the Gulf Crisis 

Shibley Telhami 

Competing Explanations of U.S. Behavior 

The Iraqi invasion of Kuwait and the U.S. reaction to it have pro- 
vided another occasion to “confirm” various theoretical propositions 
about U.S. policy. Few people take at face value the official explana- 

tion that international principles and the UN Charter were the driv- 

ing forces behind the intervention of the United States. But just about 
every other school of thought about U.S. foreign policy found “evi- 

dence” in this crisis for its own hypotheses. The only exception is the 

proposition that U.S. policy was motivated by the advocacy of de- 

mocracy: The nature of the Kuwaiti government before the invasion 

and after liberation, and the absence of democracy in many states 

that joined the U.S.-led coalition, rule out this proposition as a se- 
rious explanation. Clearly, it is not possible that all these theories 

hold. 
In this chapter, I consider the conventional interpretations of the 

decisions of the United States following Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait 

and leading up to the military attack on Iraqi forces. I suggest that a 

good case can be made for each interpretation, but in the end none 
stands up to the facts. Instead, I argue that the early U.S. decision 

to deploy forces in the Gulf was almost automatic; no matter who 
sat in the White House, or who had access to it, the decision would 

have been the same. Second, I argue that the decision to escalate the 

U.S. deployment in October 1990, which made war inevitable if Iraq 
did not withdraw, was ultimately caused by the inherent tension be- 

tween the domestic and international context of U.S. policy in the 
Middle East, which was exacerbated by the major Israeli-Palestinian 

crisis during that month. 
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The “Oil” Explanation 

What makes an assessment of U.S. motives difficult is that one can 

find some factual support for each argument, creating what James 

Kurth once called “a posteriori over-determination,” with the prob- 

lem being “not that there are no answers but that there are too 

many answers.”! Consider the argument that oil was the primary 

motive for U.S. intervention, which seemingly lent support to some 

version of theories of imperialism that emphasize capitalist need for 

control of raw materials.2 There is no need to document Western 

dependence on Middle East oil.3 Many believe that had the region 

been blessed with cotton instead of oil, for example, the United 

States would not have intervened. Although U.S. leaders could not 

have been expected to advertise this motive prominently at a time 

when the United States was rallying regional and global backing for 

its efforts, U.S. officials did not refrain from referring to oil as an 

important U.S. motive. President George Bush referred to confront- 
ing the threat to Middle East oil reserves,4 among other objectives, 

and Secretary of Defense Richard Cheney highlighted the economic 

importance of the Persian Gulf in testimony to Congress.° 
This explanation has many things going for it: a theoretical foun- 

dation in theories of imperialism; a specifiable and quantifiable in- 

terest (Western dependence on oil); an apparent threat to that interest 

(Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait); and evidence of U.S. perception of threat 
to that interest (in the domestic U.S. debate). Yet, this explanation 
suffers from serious drawbacks. Although the importance of Middle 

East oil to the West cannot be denied, the assertion that U.S. politi- 
cal and military dominance in the region is necessary to secure the 

flow of oil at reasonable prices is open to question. Evidence about 

patterns of trade in Middle East oil shows that states in the region 
sell oil and import goods independently of ideology and political- 

military alliances. The international market is a better predictor of 

these patterns.°® 

With regard to the supply and price of oil, it is not clear that an 

Iraqi takeover of the entire Arabian Peninsula, even if that were a se- 
rious threat, would have substantially affected the oil market in the 

long run. One reason that Saudi Arabia has had a commanding po- 
sition in the international oil market is not so much its control of 
substantial oil resources, but its high resource to population ratio, 

which has meant that, most of the time, Saudi Arabia’s production 
capacity exceeded its economic need. This excess has allowed the 
Saudis considerable leeway in dumping oil or withholding produc- 
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tion. A lower resource to population ratio, as would have occurred 
with an Iraqi takeover, would have diminished that leeway.’ 

The behavior of Japan and some of the United States’ European 
allies, who were considerably more dependent on Middle East oil 
than the United States, was indicative. With the exception of Brit- 

ain, the early reluctance of these allies to take initiative against Iraq,* 

and their later reservations about the need to use force to compel 

Iraqi withdrawal, generated much resentment in the United States.’ 

If interest in oil logically entailed Western intervention, how can this 
behavior be explained? Positing the Western interest in oil as the 
primary reason for the U.S. intervention is thus problematic. This 

does not exclude the possibility that, whether logical or not, U.S. 

officials perceived a need to intervene because of oil, although it is dif- 

ficult to distinguish evidence for causal perception from evidence for 

instrumental arguments in the process of decision implementation. 

Still, oil has been central to the United States’ view of the Gulf, and 

the role of oil must therefore be reconciled with U.S. behavior. I will 

address this issue in the concluding discussion of the prevailing pre- 

crisis paradigms regarding US. interests in the Gulf. 

The “Israel” Explanation 

Another prevalent explanation for the U.S. intervention was that Is- 

rael and its supporters in the United States were the primary reason 

for the use of force against Iraq. Commentator Patrick Buchanan’s 

view of the role of Israel and its U.S. supporters was only one ex- 

ample of this view that found many adherents in the Middle East, 

even among Arab states that joined the U.S.-led alliance.'° 

Proponents of this explanation had many things going their way: 

A general theory about U.S. policy in the Middle East; substantial 

Israeli interest in seeing the destruction of Iraq’s military machine; 

and a clearly stated preference by most advocates of a pro-Israel 

U.S. foreign policy for the use of force against Iraq. 

At the theoretical level, many students of U.S. policy in the Mid- 

dle East have suggested that strategic calculations cannot explain the 

strong pro-Israeli tilt, which has dominated U.S. foreign policy since 

the 1960s.!! Instead, scholars have focused on the domestic compo- 

nent of U.S. foreign policy. Some argue that the pro-Israel inclina- 

tions are driven by well organized lobbies,!? while others highlight 

the importance of issue-publics for U.S. policy in the Middle East.!° 

In these perspectives, when major decisions that relate to Israel arise, 
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the option that the United States chooses generally coincides with 

Israeli interests. 
A review of Israeli statements and policies in the months before 

Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait shows that Israel sought to highlight Iraq 

as a threat, especially after Iraq boasted of military capabilities and 

chemical weapons that were capable of reaching Israel. Moreover, 

Israel’s supporters in Congress and the U.S. press were quick to fo- 

cus attention on the perceived Iraqi threats. In congressional hear- 

ings, Representative Thomas Lantos (Democrat from California), 

among others, strongly criticized Iraq, its leaders, and the adminis- 

tration’s policy toward it.!4 Similarly, pro-Israeli columnists such as 
William Safire, A.M. Rosenthal, and Charles Krauthammer were 

among the earliest to take the offensive against Iraq.!5 In the domes- 

tic debate in the United States, supporters of Israel were almost 

unanimous in their recommendation that the United States respond 

militarily to Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait, even before most other Amer- 
icans made up their mind.!¢ So clear was the position of this group 

and so close was its correspondence to Israeli government positions 

that it prompted one conservative commentator, Patrick Buchanan, 

to suggest that they were merely reflecting Israeli interests.!7 

It was an important Israeli interest to see Iraq militarily destroyed— 

the sooner the better.!8 The Israelis also actively sought the interven- 

tion of the United States.!9 Moreover, the high correlation between 

being pro-Israeli and recommending military intervention makes it 

clear that Israel was an issue in the calculation. Does this not con- 
firm the hypotheses that Israel was the primary reason for U.S. in- 

tervention? 

There are also serious flaws with this argument; correlations, even 

strong ones, do not always entail causality. Typically, theories about 

the influence of the Israeli lobby on U.S. foreign policy imply that 

the link is stronger in Congress than in the executive branch, and 

more within the Democratic party than within the Republican. It 
was the president of the United States who first made the decision 
about the use of force, however, while Congress was hesitant and re- 

luctant. Indeed, President Bush may have sought a UN decision on 

this question partly as a way to pressure Congress to support him. 
Also, Democrats were more inclined to oppose the use of force than 

Republicans in this case. 
During Reagan’s tenure, it was possible to ignore these facts and 

point to the strongly pro-Israel inclinations of the president. Very 
few analysts believed, however, that President Bush was similarly 
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inclined, and his attitude toward Israel’s request for U.S. $10 billion 

dollars in loan guarantees demonstrates that fact. Even before the 

Gulf crisis, Israeli officials complained about a new attitude in Wash- 
ington.2° By spring 1992, many in Israel and among Israel’s support- 

ers in the United States were accusing the president and his secretary 

of state, James Baker, of being anti-Israel.2! These flaws in the the- 

ory that Israel was the primary motive for the U.S. intervention 

cannot be ignored. 

The End-of-the-Cold-War Explanation 

Another common explanation of the U.S. intervention had to do 

with the end of the cold war. In this view, the Gulf crisis was the 

perfect occasion to anchor an era of Pax Americana. Some versions 

of this theory even suggested that the United States may have misled 

Iraq into invading Kuwait, giving it enough rope to hang itself. 

This theory, too, has some apparent merits: Had the crisis oc- 

curred during the height of the cold war, the United States would 
have been considerably less inclined to confront an Iraq fully backed 
by the Soviet Union. Moreover, the international coalition could not 

have been forged without Soviet support; and states like Syria would 

have been unlikely to join the coalition had the Soviets provided an 
alternative to the United States. ; 

But this explanation merely makes the case that the end of the 

cold war provided new opportunities for U.S. foreign policy, not 

new motives. In the past, adherents of the school linking U.S. policy 

in the Middle East to the global distribution of power and U.S.- 

Soviet rivalry, posited the pro-Israel tilt in U.S. policy as a function 

of Israel’s strategic utility against the Soviet Union. It follows that if 

the decline of the Soviet threat changed U.S. objectives, this change 

should have diminished the need for U.S. involvement and lessened 

concerns about threats to Israel. The 1980 Carter Doctrine, enun- 

ciated in the wake of the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, which offi- 

cially defined the Gulf region as vitally important to the United 

States, was based on the perception of a Soviet threat to that region. 

Many of the most important advocates of “realism” (both theorists 

and policy advocates) took positions against the U.S. intervention.” 

Others made the case that the end of the cold war called for an isola- 

tionist, not an interventionist, U.S. foreign policy.*? Still other real- 

ists suggested that the only serious fear that the United States could 

have had from Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait was the possible threat to 
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Israel.24 A necessary and sufficient connection between the end of 

the cold war and the chosen U.S. policy course cannot thus be made. 

Other Explanations 

A brief survey of other theories about U.S. motivation shows that 

they, too, have their flaws. The argument that the U.S. military es- 

tablishment saw the Gulf crisis as an occasion to fashion a new role 

for itself after the demise of the Soviet threat sounds eminently rea- 

sonable and finds some support in the theoretical literature about 

the link between the military establishment and imperialism, until 
one confronts the facts: Many of the most senior generals, including 

the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Colin Powell, were reluc- 

tant to use force.26 The reasoning that the U.S. oil industry, assumed 

to be influential with a Texan president, was a major factor in the 

U.S. decision is equally problematic: Since when has the prospect of 

higher oil prices and diminishing supplies seemed threatening to oil 

companies? 
New, seemingly plausible twists on old arguments of power politics 

were also presented as an explanation of United States behavior. For 
example, “Whatever else the Bush Administration is doing in the 
Gulf, it seems to be staking out a place for an economically declining 

United States vis-a-vis the economically ascendant but largely demil- 

itarized European Community and Japan. .. . A U.S. victory— 

whatever that means—would assure the United States a central place 

at the world’s bargaining tables alongside the new great powers, Ger- 

many and Japan.”?’ Although an argument can be made about the 

beneficial consequences of the war vis-a-vis Europe and Japan, iden- 

tifying this link as a primary reason for the United States’ interven- 

tion is implausible, and it gives U.S. decision makers too much credit. 

Before the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait, the United States was too busy 

celebrating the defeat of communism to take serious notice of the 

economic decline. 

Domestic political considerations were also offered to explain the 
administration’s policy. Did Bush’s popularity not climb to an un- 
precedented 90 percent rating immediately after the war? Yet, the 

decline of the president’s popularity to only 39 percent by March 

1992 was a reminder of the volatility of U.S. public opinion and the 

temporary impact of international crises on it—an impact that could 
always be outweighed by the risks entailed in the decision to go to 

war.28 Even less plausible is the argument that it was Bush’s charac- 
ter that explains his behavior—his chance to kick his “wimp” im- 
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age.2? It is peculiar to argue that a wimp does not behave like a 

wimp because he is a wimp!2° 

Implications of Conventional Explanations 

Most of the conventional explanations of U.S. behavior during the 

Gulf crisis have serious flaws. Yet it is still hard to believe that oil 

was not a factor, that Israel was not an important issue, or that the 

military establishment did not play an important role in the process. 

How does one square these issues with the facts of U.S. decisions? 

In the next section, I present an alternative explanation, an account 

of U.S. behavior that is based on some predictable dynamics, and 

that takes into account the possible role of these issues. 

The proposed alternative explanation is not intended as a theoret- 

ical solution to the problem of over-determination pointed out by 

James Kurth.3! The relative strength of this explanation lies in two 

areas: It overcomes some of the flaws of other explanations and, 

more important, it rests on more minimal assumptions than the other 

explanations. Put differently, even without any of the motives attrib- 

uted by conventional explanations to the Bush administration in its 

handling of the Gulf crisis, few basic assumptions explain the ad- 

ministration’s behavior. In addition, evidence presented about the 

regional sentiments before and during the Gulf crisis supports this 

explanation and challenges some of the widely accepted assumptions 

about the Iraqgi-U.S. relationship. 

U.S. Decisions During the Gulf Crisis 

The Setting 

It is useful to examine the origins of the tension in the Iraqi-U.S. re- 

lationship. The sudden end of the Iran-Iraq War left Iraq victorious 

and U.S.-Iraqi relations at their best in decades. The administration’s 

policy was to maintain and consolidate economic and political rela- 

tions with Iraq, but there were always critics of this relationship 

within Congress. Negative publicity about Iraq’s use of chemical 

weapons against the Kurds contributed to the criticism. In addition, 

proponents of the “Israel” theory of U.S. foreign policy correctly 

pointed out that Israel’s supporters in the media and Congress took 

the lead in criticizing U.S. relations with Iraq.32 Most of this criti- 
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cism, however, did not seriously affect the basic Iraqi-U.S. relation- 

ship until the beginning of 1990. 

A series of Iraqi statements at the highest levels caught Washing- 

ton’s attention and generated serious concern about Iraqi policy. Es- 

pecially troubling to U.S. officials was an important speech given by 

Saddam Hussein to the Arab Cooperation Council in Amman, Jor- 

dan, in February 1990.33 The speech had its share of the type of rhet- 

oric that usually mobilizes supporters of Israel, but other parts of 

the speech, echoed by other Iraqi statements, infuriated many U.S. 

officials, including those to whom Israel was not a central issue. In 

particular, Saddam Hussein warned his Arab colleagues about what 

he feared would be U.S. hegemony following the weakening of the 

Soviet Union. He challenged the presence of the U.S. fleet in the 
Persian Gulf, warning that “if the Gulf people along with other 

Arabs are not careful, the Arab Gulf region will be governed by the 

U.S. will,” and suggested that Arab investments in the United States 

be moved elsewhere. “Just as Israel controls interests to put pressure 

on the US Administration, hundreds of billions invested by the Arabs 

in the United States and the West may be similarly deployed. In- 

deed, for instance, some of these investments may be diverted to the 

USSR and East European countries.” 

Israel or not, these statements were bound to raise red flags in 

Washington and cause some rethinking about the relationship with 

Iraq. Throughout the spring of 1990 there were additional statements 

that appeared offensive to the United States, aside from the issue of 

Israel. Most of the popular media during that period focused on 

Iraqi utterances pertaining to Israel: the reported Iraqi missile and 

chemical weapons capabilities, Saddam’s reference to his ability to 

“burn half of Israel,” and reports about an Iraqi experiment to launch 

a satellite into space. Although Israel’s supporters sought to generate 

public opposition to Iraq throughout this period, there was a real 

U.S. concern about potential Iraqi threats to the broader U.S. policy 

in the region beyond the question of Israel. By the end of the Arab 

summit conference in Baghdad at the end of May, it became clear 

that the Iraqi utterances earlier in the year were not mere aberra- 

tions, but were an indication of a broader Iraqi ambition. “No Israeli 

aggression against the Arab nation can be isolated from the desire of 

American imperialism in this regard. I use the word ‘imperialism’ 

only here. In fact I have not used this word for a long time. But 

when I saw a memorandum presented by the group working at the 

U.S. State Department, indicating that we should not use the word 
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imperialism, I decided to use it.”35 Although some in the administra- 

tion believed that the Iraqi-U.S. relationship was not beyond repair, 

and others assumed that many of Iraq’s hostile remarks emanated 

from the U.S. position on the Arab-Israeli conflict, most had to be 

concerned. By then, U.S. congressional criticism of administration 

policy was growing, with members comparing Saddam Hussein to 

Hitler, even before Iraq invaded Kuwait.*¢ 

Although the administration did not move quickly to sever rela- 

tions with Iraq, the relationship did not remain close and normal. 

The general perception in Iraq and other Arab states in the spring 

and summer of 1990 was not that the United States was “appeasing 

Iraq” but that it was preparing a campaign to destroy Iraq, either 

directly or through Israel. This perception was shared in many Arab 

states with many friends of the United States in the region, including 

Kuwait, who recommended a more conciliatory policy toward Iraq 

(some of these states later joined the anti-Iraq coalition).’’ In con- 

trast to the current charge of U.S. appeasement, Iraqi newspapers 

wrote in June 1990 that the United States was “launching an unjust 

campaign against lofty Iraq.”38 The Baghdad Voice of the Palestin- 

ian Liberation Organization (PLO) concluded that “Washington and 

Tel Aviv are making preparation for new war.”3? Egyptian foreign 

minister Ismat Abd-al-Majid announced that “Egypt reaffirms its 

full support for Iraq and President Saddam Hussein against the ar- 

bitrary and unjust campaign to which Iraq has been subjected since 

198k 0 
The theory that the United States handed Iraq enough rope to 

hang itself does not hold even if the conversation between Saddam 

Hussein and the U.S. envoy to Baghdad, April Glaspie, days before 

Iraq invaded Kuwait was taken at face value. It is not likely, espe- 

cially given the mood prevailing for many months, that Saddam 

Hussein’s decision to invade Kuwait could somehow have depended 

on a single conversation with the U.S. ambassador. It is also not 

likely that this complex military and political operation could have 

been fashioned on the spur of the moment. There are many indica- 

tions that Iraq expected a forceful U.S. response; the Iraqis had been 

saying for months that the end of the cold war would enable the 

United States to intervene more effectively in the region, as Saddam 

said in February 1990: “It has become clear to everyone that the 

United States has emerged in a superior position in international pol- 

itics,” adding that “the U.S. will continue to depart from the restric- 

tions that govern the rest of the world throughout the next five years 
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until new forces of balance are formed. Moreover, the undisciplined 

and irresponsible behavior will engender hostility and grudges if it 

embarks on rejected stupidities.” Hussein concluded by warning his 

colleagues that “there is no place in our midst for those who fail to 

take note of recent developments that have added to U.S. strength, 

thus prompting it to the possible commission of follies against the 

interests and national security of the Arabs.”4! 

Iraq’s miscalculations, when they occurred, had to do not with 

the U.S. response but with Arab and Soviet responses. The Iraqis 

calculated that given the anti-Americanism that swept the region in 

the spring and summer of 1990 for reasons having to do with the 

Arab-Israeli conflict,4? it was unlikely that vulnerable Arab govern- 

ments would permit Arab cooperation with a U.S. military campaign 
against another Arab state;#3 and without Arab support a U.S. in- 

tervention would not succeed.*4 Moreover, it is plausible that Iraq, 

perceiving the anti-U.S. sentiment in the Arab world as a deterrent 

to effective U.S. intervention, devised a strategy to aggravate this 

sentiment on the eve of the invasion of Kuwait.4> There is also clear 
evidence of Iraqi miscalculation about Soviet reaction.*6 

Even aside from the question of Israel, tension between Iraq and 

the United States was on the rise by the summer of 1990 and the 

administration was increasingly on the defensive in Congress and in 

the media over its policy toward Iraq. This mood set the stage for 

the U.S. reaction following the surprising Iraqi invasion of Kuwait. 

The U.S. Reaction to the Iraqi Invasion 

There were three different stages of U.S. decision making during the 

Gulf crisis, each decision resulting from different sets of considera- 

tions. The first stage involved the immediate decisions following Iraq’s 

invasion of Kuwait on 2 August; the second stage concerned the de- 

cisions in October and November that led to a substantial increase 
in the U.S. deployment; and the third stage pertained to the final 

decision to use force. In discussing each of these stages separately, I 

make the argument that there were some predictable U.S. tenden- 

cies: In each case the decision preceded the full articulation of objec- 
tives, and each decision made the subsequent one more likely. 

Stage | 

The White House faced a dilemma following Iraq’s invasion of Ku- 
wait. The president had been on the defensive about his relationship 
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with Iraq; he had failed to predict the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait; and 

he now faced the possibility of an Iraqi push beyond Kuwait, in a 

region defined by the United States as being vitally important. 

Bush had to come up with an effective response; the question that 

remained was the type of response. Because the immediate problem 

was military, that is, the designs of Iraq’s military forces and the 

immediate threat to other U.S. allies, the military and intelligence 

establishments were immediately called upon to provide an assess- 

ment. One must therefore consider the likely evaluations of those 

two communities following 2 August 1990. 

The position of the military and intelligence establishments was 

uncomfortable. They had failed to anticipate the invasion of Kuwait 

or prepare to counter it. Even if they had not been on the defensive 

in a Congress that was advocating large cuts in their budget follow- 

ing the decline of the Soviet Union, it is not difficult to guess what 

their assessment would have been. Regardless of the military facts, 

military officers could not afford not to have assessed that there was 

a possibility that the Iraqis would move beyond Kuwait.‘ 

Once the president was warned by his military advisors of the 

possibility of an Iraqi push beyond Kuwait, he could not avoid a 

decision to deploy U.S. troops. Had he failed to anticipate another 

Iraqi aggression and take steps to counter it, his presidency would 

have been in jeopardy. Thus the decision to deploy U.S. forces was 

almost automatic. It follows that the decision preceded a clear vision 

of the specific objectives of the deployment, which evolved as the 

crisis went on.48 The question that remained was of size and shape. 

The nature of the U.S. military deployment was decided quickly 

through procedural and institutional dynamics. The military estab- 

lishment had concluded from the Vietnam experience that incremen- 

tal interventions and extended wars are to be avoided. More recent 

to the experience of the president and some of his advisors were the 

conclusions of the Reagan administration about military interven- 

tion. Following the failed U.S. deployment of troops in Lebanon in 

1982, the Reagan administration adopted a set of principles “to guide 

America in the application of force abroad.” This policy included the 

following principles: (1) The United States should not commit its 

forces to military action overseas unless the cause is vital to its inter- 

est; and (2) if the decision is made to commit its forces to combat 

abroad, it must be done with the clear intent and support needed to 

win. It should not be a halfway or tentative commitment, and there 

must be clearly defined and realistic objectives.‘ 

Once the decision was made for massive military deployment, the 
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immediate problem became political rather than military. First, no 

matter how uncertain the administration was about actual Iraqi plans 

and intentions, as soon as a decision was made to intervene, the 

question became one of implementation. To implement as impor- 

tant and difficult a decision as the one that faced the administration 
required substantial domestic and international efforts; no matter how 

uncertain the facts may have been, selling the decision effectively en- 
tailed projecting certainty and probably involved exaggerations both 

in the domestic and the international arenas.°° 

Second, aware of the hostility of Arab public opinion to the pres- 
ence of foreign troops on Arab soil, the Bush administration needed 

to establish both international and regional legitimacy for this de- 

ployment. The efforts to get the support of confused Arab states 

and other members of the UN were to be expected. The early inter- 

national consensus was relatively easy to forge: Iraq’s invasion of 

Kuwait was a clear violation of the UN Charter. It was highly un- 

likely that small states could acquiesce in the swallowing of a weak 

state by a powerful neighbor, and these states had incentives to agree 

with the United States. This explains the rapid and unanimous adop- 

tion of UN Resolution 660 condemning the Iraqi invasion on the 
same day the invasion took place, to be followed by Resolution 661 

imposing sanctions against Iraq on 6 August. 

Arab states such as Egypt, Saudi Arabia, and Syria faced a diffi- 

cult situation. If they allowed Iraq to prevail they would have had to 

confront a more powerful Iraq in the region and fewer political re- 

straints on the use of force by a militarily dominant Israel. If they 
went against the U.S.-led alliance and the United States prevailed, 

they would be on the losing side and suffer the consequences with- 
out an international protector. Thus, despite painful soul-searching 
and concern about the reaction of Arab public opinion, the U.S. 
effort in Stage I was likely to work.®! 

Reflections on Stage | 

What analytical conclusions can be drawn from the U.S. decisions 

during Stage I? What variables accounted for those decisions? The 

implicit proposition of the account I offer, that the Bush administra- 

tion had to respond forcefully to Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait, is predi- 

cated on two assumptions: Washington and the U.S. public consid- 

ered the Gulf region to be vitally important and Iraq was viewed as 

a threat even before it invaded Kuwait.*2 These two assumptions did 

involve oil and Israel, but not in the direct way that many imagine. 
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The United States regards the Gulf region as vital because of oil. 

When the crisis occurred, the United States acted like governments 

do in similar situations: It did not suddenly reassess whether the re- 

gion was vital or not, but acted on the assumption that it was. Oil 

was the reason for how the United States defined its interest in the 

region, but not for the specific rational calculations pertaining to the 

crisis in August 1990. 

The military deployment as the instrument of U.S. reaction was 

linked to actual Iragi behavior. By surprising the international com- 

munity, Iraq made it impossible for the U.S. military and political 

leaders to assume anything but the worst about its future intentions; 

this made a strong military deployment, as opposed to strictly polit- 

ical initiatives, unavoidable. 

This analysis suggests that the early U.S. reaction to the Iraqi in- 

vasion of Kuwait was almost predictable even without reference to 

other objectives that the United States may have had, but it does not 

preclude the possibility that decision makers explored several possi- 

ble goals from the outset of the crisis.53 It does mean, however, that 

even without additional objectives, the early U.S. deployment of 

troops was likely. 

Stage II 

The deployment of U.S. troops in the Gulf divine Stage I removed 

the immediate possibility of an Iraqi push beyond Kuwait. With the 

additional imposition of international sanctions against Iraq, there 

was no immediate urgency to use force. The general perception was 

that time worked against Iraq: The sanctions would take their toll 

economically, and even if a war had to be fought later, Iraqi forces 

would be weaker for lack of spare parts. Why then did the adminis- 

tration decide, in October and November 1990, to double U.S. troops 

in the region? I argue that the Arab-Israeli conflict was the primary 

reason for the U.S. escalation. That conflict, which was not to be 

“linked” to the Gulf crisis, did provide the linkage that led to the use 

of force. 
The confrontation with Iraq during the first three months of the 

crisis was primarily political. Saddam Hussein’s biggest weapon in 

the region was public opinion, and the most important issue in his 

hands was Palestine, the primary source of popular Arab hostility to- 

ward U.S. foreign policy. The Iraqi leader almost immediately at- 

tempted to focus regional and international attention on this issue 

and sought to highlight the U.S. “double standard” in applying UN 



166  Shibley Telhami 

principles to Israel and the Arab states.54 Members of the alliance 

were determined to deprive him of this “linkage,” and until October 

1990 were successful in their efforts.°> 
But events on the Arab-Israeli front provided a serious challenge 

to the cohesion of the alliance and created a diversion from the Gulf 
crisis. Clashes between the Israeli police and Palestinian worshipers 

resulted in the deaths of seventeen Palestinians and the wounding of 

over 100 of the Haram al-Sharif (Temple Mount) in Jerusalem on 8 

October 1990. These clashes created an unavoidable linkage between 

the Gulf crisis and the Arab-Israeli conflict, and provided the Iraqi 
leader with the weapon he sought: the focus of public opinion on 

U.S. policy toward the Arab-Israeli conflict. For much of October 
the events in Jerusalem replaced the Gulf crisis as the dominant 

news story as Arabs carefully watched U.S. behavior.* 

The passage of the U.S.-endorsed UN Security Council Resolu- 

tion 672 on 12 October 1990, constituted a diplomatic success for 

the United States. Even though it condemned “the acts of violence 

committed by the Israeli security forces” and requested the UN 

Secretary-General to submit a report to the Security Council before 

the end of October 1990, this resolution fell far short of the condem- 

nation of the Israel in the resolution proposed by seven members of 

the Security Council on 9 October 1992, which also had the support 
of many U.S. allies. 

Having averted a major confrontation with its Arab allies, some 
administration officials may have thought that the worst issue of 

“linkage” between the Gulf crisis and the Arab-Israeli conflict was 
now behind them. By 20 October, the United States was pushing 
through a draft Security Council resolution calling for the collection 

of evidence that crimes have been committed by Iraq, a move which 
was “seen by Washington as a way of shifting world attention away 

from the quarrel over Israel that has erupted in the United Nations.”5’ 
This may explain a less urgent mood in Washington in the next few 
days. On 22 October, General Colin Powell told General Schwarz- 

kopf that “ten days ago [the mood in Washington] was hawkish; in 

the past four or five days people have been talking about giving the 

sanctions time to work.”58 
But the crisis was not about to disappear as the Israeli govern- 

ment rejected UN Security Council Resolution 672. Given that the | 
task pertaining to Iraq concerned the implementation of UN resolu- 

tions, Israel’s position created tension in the alliance and charges of 

“double standards” in the Arab world.°? In the meanwhile, clashes 
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continued in Jerusalem, and on 24 October, UN Security Council 

Resolution 673 was unanimously passed; it deplored the “refusal of 
the Israeli government to receive the mission of the secretary-general 

to the region,” and asked the secretary-general to submit his report 

as scheduled by 31 October. Within days, “Israel stoutly defied two 

unanimous Security Council resolutions . . . despite a personal ap- 

peal for cooperation from Bush.”© 

Although the consequence of the October Palestinian-Israeli crisis 

for Arab public opinion was hard to predict, several events in the 

Arab world were especially troubling from the point of view of the 

administration. The speaker of the Egyptian Parliament, Rifaat al- 

Mahjoub, was assassinated on 12 October 1990, the day that UN 

Resolution 672 was passed.*! Perhaps more troubling was a state- 

ment by the Saudi defense minister, Prince Sultan Bin Abd-al Aziz, 

on 22 October suggesting the possibility of compromise with Iraq by 

granting it the islands of Warbah an Bubiyan—something that con- 

flicted with U.S. policy.62 On the same day, columnists Rowland 

Evans and Robert Novak, in noting the troubles in the U.S.-led al- 

liance that were complicated by the Arab-Israeli conflict, stated that 

“the CIA is studying credible reports that Syrian President Hafez 

Assad’s decision to send troops to join the coalition is causing se- 

rious political repercussions that might even produce an army-led re- 

volt.” Evans and Novak concluded: “This suggests that time may not 

be an ally as the sanctions noose tightens around Saddam. Time 

may prove to be the opposite as strains within the coalition threaten 

to pull it apart.”6 
The administration’s dilemma was this: It needed to maintain the 

international consensus on the Gulf crisis, a task made difficult by 

the fact that the United States had not seen eye to eye with the ma- 

jority of the members of the UN Security Council on Arab-Israeli 

issues. The United States used a veto against an international major- 

ity on several occasions in order to protect Israeli interests. This time 

too, most members of the UN Security Council were ready for tough 

measures against Israel. The United States could not go against the 

international consensus on this issue while maintaining the consen- 

sus on Iraq. The administration, however, faced an equally difficult 

domestic task in securing the support of a reluctant Congress and a 

divided nation. This domestic task worked against the international 

task: Punishing Israel would have received international support, but 

would have generated congressional difficulties. 

Faced with this unexpected crisis, the administration had to mus- 
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ter all of its diplomatic skills to maintain a delicate balance between 

the domestic and the international arenas as it managed to avoid an 

immediate breakdown. But U.S. ability to handle another intruding 

crisis on the Arab-Israeli front was diminished. Moreover, an im- 

mediate confrontation with Israel was avoided only through post- 

ponement: On 31 October, the UN secretary-general, as requested 

by UN Resolution 672, submitted his report to the Security Council, 

which called for the convening of the Geneva Convention to address 

the question of Israeli treatment of Palestinian civilians; this issue 

was not about to fade away. On the same day, General Powell tele- 

phoned General Schwarzkopf to give him the news: “The President 

has made a decision. Next weekend Secretary of State James Baker 

will come to ask King Fahd and our other allies to agree to offensive 

operations.”65 

In short, the outcome of the Israeli-Palestinian crisis of October 

1990 was a clear U.S. conclusion: Time no longer worked against 

Iraq. The international consensus that was deemed essential for an 

effective strategy to compel Iraqi withdrawal may not be able to 

withstand another such crisis. Later, while testifying in the U.S. Sen- 

ate Armed Services Committee, Secretary of Defense Cheney put it 

this way: “It’s far better to deal with [Saddam] now while the [inter- 

national] coalition [against Iraq] is intact, while we have the United 

Nations behind us, while we have 26 other nations assembled with 

military forces in the Gulf.” 

As a consequence of these calculations, the timetable for a show- 

down with Iraq had to be accelerated. Even if a decision had not 

been made by then to use force, it could have reasonably been argued 

that additional troop deployments were necessary because the crisis 

had to be resolved soon, either militarily or politically, and either 

way, military deployment must be increased. If there was a chance 

that Iraq would withdraw peacefully, the display of military might 

would convince it to do so quickly. If the Iraqis did not withdraw 

peacefully, the coalition would have enough forces for a quick vic- 
tory. The judgment that time now worked in favor of Iraq because 
of the political vulnerability of the alliance made the decision to in- 
crease troop deployment likely. 

The decision to escalate the military deployment and the time ta- 
ble for a showdown with Iraq was thus primarily due to the inherent ~ 

tension in the U.S. position on the Arab-Israeli conflict between do- 
mestic and international considerations. In this sense, the issue of Is- 

rael was central in the decision to speed up the confrontation, even 
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as the United States was seeking to avoid any linkage between this 

issue and the Gulf crisis. 
This conclusion does not preclude additional variables such as tac- 

tical military considerations that recommended escalation.®’ Because 

the bureaucracy was divided over the use of force, it is to be ex- 

pected that those who favored military over political settlement em- 

ployed additional tactical arguments. The administration could not 

afford to ignore the threat that the volatile Arab-Israeli conflict posed 

to the international consensus. 

Stage III 

Regardless of whether the settlement was to be political or military, 

there was a need to back the deployment of troops with interna- 

tional and domestic authorization for the use of force in order to 

project a “credible threat.” Legally, the administration’s position was 

that it already had the right to use force without additional UN reso- 

lutions. In the U.S. view, Article 51 of the UN Charter provided the 

necessary authorization. The administration also believed that the 

president had the authorization to use force without congressional 

action. The administration, however, needed a new UN Security 

Council resolution authorizing the use of force for political reasons. 

The administration hoped that such a resolution would persuade 

members of Congress to support its position;®® convince Saddam 

Hussein that the threat was real; and provide an international cover 

of legitimacy if force had to be used. 

Through diplomatic efforts, the administration secured interna- 

tional legitimacy for the use of force on 29 November 1990 with the 

passage of UN Resolution 678, which authorized member states co- 

operating with Kuwait to use all means available if Iraq did not im- 

plement Resolution 660 by 15 January 1991. This international con- 

sensus, which included the Soviet Union and France, helped make 

the case for congressional approval, which was obtained, with small 

and hesitant majorities, on 12 January. 

Despite the appearance of more international than domestic sup- 

port for the use of force, the motives in each case were different. The 

states that found it difficult to support the use of force against Iraq 

justified their support for Resolution 678 by arguing that it was the 

only way to convince Saddam Hussein that the international com- 

munity was serious, thus making a political solution more likely.” 

There were no doubts about the United States’ ability to use force 
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successfully, and these states hoped that Iraq shared this assessment. 

Domestically, the picture was different. Most of those who opposed 

the use of force feared the costs of the military operation, and be- 

lieved the military outcome to be uncertain. Following the success- 

ful military operation, many opponents of the use of force were quick 

to point out that, had they known how effective the military option 

would be, they would not have hesitated. 

To the administration, calculations of uncertainty had to look dif- 

ferent. The administration had access to superior tactical and stra- 

tegic information about the configuration of forces in the Gulf that 

gave it much optimism about the outcome of military operations. By 

October, National Security Adviser Brent Scowcroft and Secretary 

of Defense Cheney became convinced that military operations could 

expel Iraq from Kuwait without much cost.” In making the case for 

the use of force, administration officials emphasized that a war in 
the Gulf, unlike in Vietnam, would be quick and decisive. Cheney, 

for example, argued that the outcome of the sanctions was uncer- 

tain, while the military option was certain to work.7! 
Although the military option seemed less risky to the administra- 

tion, the political risks of extended sanctions and the uncertainty 

about future Iraqi influence, even if Iraq had withdrawn without 

war, made this option less desirable. Whether or not the president 
and his advisers decided that war was the preferred option earlier 

than January, the momentum must have been in the direction of the 

military option by November, because of the conclusion that time 
was on Iraq’s side and because of the assessments of risks and un- 
certainty. 

The final U.S. decision on the use of force was not independent 
from Iraqi behavior. Had Iraq pulled its forces from Kuwait before 

15 January 1991, the U.S. calculations would have changed. It is 
clear that the Iraqis could not have been certain that the interna- 

tional sanctions and U.S. pressure would cease even if they had with- 
drawn. Perhaps contributing to the Iraqi uncertainty were leaked 

reports citing administration officials that the sanctions would con- 

tinue even if Iraq withdrew.’2 Even if these reports were accurate, 

they did not necessarily indicate that a decision to use force had 
been made. Because there were proponents of the military option 
within the bureaucracy from the outset, the unnamed officials could 

have been acting on their own. Moreover, given the certainty of mil- 
itary victory, the only political option that the administration would 

entertain was one that made no concessions to Iraq. This explains 
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the Bush administration’s adamancy that Saddam Hussein not be 

given a “face-saving” solution along the lines suggested by Soviet en- 

voy Yevgeni Primakov. Whether or not the administration had al- 

ready made up its mind to use force, the political strategy would 

have been the same: It was up to Saddam Hussein to choose be- 

tween political humiliation or military humiliation, because the ad- 

ministration could live with nothing less. 
Whether the leaks about future sanctions were intentional or not, 

the Bush administration would have likely felt it politically necessary 
to continue to push for sanctions, with international blessing, even if 

Iraq had pulled out peacefully. Even after the destruction of much 

of Iraq’s military and industrial capabilities, in addition to the libera- 
tion of Kuwait, domestic pressure continued for sanctions against 
Iraq and international support for sanctions continued as well. Had 
Iraq’s military capabilities remained intact, the domestic political 

costs for the president would have increased, and Iraq’s influence in 
the region would have remained a menace to U.S. policy. The mil- 

itary option thus appeared less risky than the economic and political 

options. 

Concluding Reflections 

My intention in this chapter was not to provide “inside information” 

that would “prove” specific U.S. motives in intervening in the Gulf. I 

do not believe that there is such proof. One of the remarkable things 

for someone who has spent any time in government is the extent of 

rationalization by policymakers and the prevalence of a posteriori re- 

construction of reality that raises doubts even in the minds of the 

actors about their own original motives.73 Memoirs by the key play- 

ers in the Gulf crisis will no doubt shed light on specific facts, but 

they will be unlikely to resolve questions of motives and causality. 

One reason for this reconstruction of reality is that decisions, once 

taken, create new realities and new realities recreate old realities. 

Whatever Egyptian president Husni Mubarak believed Saddam Hus- 

sein to be, on the basis of Hussein’s prior behavior, Hussein became 

the devil only after Mubarak decided to join the U.S.-led coalition. 

Once Hussein became the devil, his prior behavior also became devil- 

ish. And no matter how uncertain the administration may have been 

about Iraq’s ambitions beyond Kuwait, once a decision was made to 

confront him, the need to project certainty to mobilize support, hides 
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one’s own uncertainty, and maybe even alters it, as one begins to be- 

lieve what one preaches. Similarly, whether or not the Saudis wanted 

Iraq’s military capabilities destroyed at the outset of the Iraqi inva- 

sion of Kuwait, they came to prefer this outcome as soon as they 
decided to support the deployment of U.S. troops on their soil. De- 

cisions, once taken, alter both perceptions of prior reality and the ob- 

jectives that may have given rise to these very decisions. 

Some of these alterations of perceptions and objectives take place 

within. The fact that before the decision one’s mind may have been 

pulled in different directions makes it hard to live with a decision to 
choose one direction. I would expect that the stronger the “pull” be- 

fore the decision, the larger the overcompensating reconstruction af- 

ter the decision. Exacerbating this problem is the need to “sell” the 

decision to an equally divided outside world. Hesitation does not 

work, making exaggeration and alteration of perceptions necessary 

for successful implementation. Thus, what could be said about indi- 

viduals could also be said about polities: No matter how split Con- 

gress and the U.S. people were on the issue of going to war, once 

the decision was made the vast majority rallied behind the decision. 

Many policymakers are aware of the impact of decisions on others. 

It was clear that however undecided Arab leaders may have been 

about what to do, as soon as they made a decision to join the anti- 

Iraqi coalition, they showed no hesitation. Despite the knowledge 

about hostile Arab public opinion, it was clear that war and victory 

would create new realities, new perceptions, and new expectations. 

The implication of all this for “explaining” U.S. behavior in the 

Gulf crisis is that analysis of motives and causality cannot be fully 

answered by reliance on memoirs and on the utterances of policy- 

makers, although these too must be taken into account; one always 

needs some consistent analytical assumptions—the fewer the better. 

My account of U.S. behavior during the Gulf crisis was based on 
some implicit assumptions. But before I specify and discuss these 

assumptions, it is useful to summarize my arguments about U.S. 

behavior. First, I have argued that rational calculations of economic 

interests during the crisis, the direct influence of the Israeli lobby, 
and the end of the cold war do not provide a satisfactory explana- 

tion of U.S. behavior. Second, I have argued that, although there 
were three important stages in the Gulf crisis, there were primarily 

two central decisions before the war: the early decision to deploy 
U.S. forces in the Gulf, and the decision to double these forces in 

October. I suggested that the early decision was almost “automatic”; 

no matter who occupied the White House, or what the ultimate mo- 
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tives of Iraq were, this was a predictable U.S. response. As for the 

second decision in October 1990, I argued that it was based on the 

conclusion that time now worked in favor of Iraq; the cause of this 

conclusion was the Palestinian-Israeli crisis, which accentuated the 

inherent tension between the domestic realm and the international 

realm of U.S. policy in the Middle East. 

My explanation of the first decision rested on two implicit assump- 

tions. It assumed that the Gulf region was viewed as vitally impor- 

tant because of its oil, and that a powerful Iraq was viewed as a 

potential threat. These assumptions were out there on the decision 

making shelves, constituting the de facto articulation of the “national 

interest.” I have argued that the fear for the oil resources may now 

be exaggerated in light of the demise of the Soviet threat, but, none- 

theless, this fear was the one on “the shelf,” whether or not it reflected 

objective calculations.”4 This conclusion about the possible discrep- 

ancy between the operational “national interest” and the objective in- 

terests of the state suggests that there should be an ongoing debate 

about how policymakers define national interest, before crises erupt; 

these debates are not mere intellectual exercises. When a crisis erupts, 

policymakers often have to react quickly before a full debate leads to 

a new conceptualization of the national interest. 

A second implicit assumption in my explanation was that Iraq 

was viewed as a threat; one wonders, for example, how the United 

States might have felt if Saudi Arabia had occupied Kuwait. What 

is the ultimate “basis” for this U.S. perception? Stephen Van Evera 

suggests that, ultimately, the fear of a powerful Iraq is primarily 

based on its potential threat to Israel.’> Presumably, this fear has 

arisen over time as the United States has tried to reconcile its com- 

mitment to Israel with its other interests in the Middle East, and as 

domestic constituencies have built a case for it. By the time crisis 

emerged, this fear was in the background. But I have suggested that 

the fear of an Iraqi threat was also based on previous Iraqi behavior 

in the region, and on threatening statements by the Iraqi leadership 

that were unrelated to Israel. In any case, this perception of an Iraqi 

threat was there in the background. 

How does one reconcile this threatening perception of Iraq with 

the conventional wisdom that the United States continued to “ap- 

pease” Iraq up until the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait? I have suggested 

that this accusation does not match Iraqi and Arab perceptions of 

U.S. behavior in the spring and summer of 1990; Arabs, including 

Kuwaitis and Egyptians, believed that the United States was not ap- 

peasing Iraq, but targeting it on behalf of Israeli interests. Here too, 
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perceptions and expectations both in the United States and in the 

Middle East are highly colored by the Arab-Israeli conflict. 

I have also argued that the Palestinian-Israeli crisis of October 

1990 explains the sudden escalation of U.S. deployment. This conclu- 
sion rests on another implicit assumption: The Arab-Israeli conflict 
accentuates the tension between the domestic and the international 
realms of U.S. foreign policy, which often translates into tension be- 

tween Congress and the White House on matters related to the Mid- 

dle East. The United States has had a tough time reconciling its com- 

mitment to Israel with its interests in the Arab world. The basis of 

this difficulty is not the commitment to Israel, but the continuation 
of the Arab-Israeli conflict. Only a settlement of this conflict will 

improve United States policy choices and reduce the tension between 

the domestic and international realms of U.S. policy in the Middle 

East. 

My explanation of the October decisions pertained primarily to the 
question of timing; what could we have expected had the Palestinian- 
Israeli conflict not threatened the cohesion of the U.S.-led alliance? 
Would war have been avoidable? My argument, based on my implicit 

assumptions, has been that the United States had to prevail even- 
tually, and that prevailing meant that Iraq would be humiliated either 

diplomatically or militarily; whether war would have been avoidable 

or not depended therefore on what Iraq decided to do. War remained 

a sure “win” for Mr. Bush. 
This last conclusion assumed that the relative costs of the war to 

the United States were always acceptable. I have argued that this as- 

sessment of potential costs was never much in doubt. One may won- 

der, then, how in the U.S. public debates there were many serious 

people who worried about the costs. This discrepancy is partly ex- 
plained by the tactical dilemma of the Bush administration: On the 
one hand it needed to portray Saddam Hussein as a monster who, if 

not stopped, could become the Hitler of the Middle East; on the 

other hand, it wanted to assure Americans that Hussein could be 

defeated quickly, and without much cost. In the end, there were 

bound to be Americans who believed one assertion over the other. 
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The New World Order and the Gulf War 

Rhetoric, Policy, and Politics in the United States 

Enid Hill 

New world order became the catch phrase of U.S. policy in the Gulf 

during the crisis and war. It seems to have entered the vocabulary of 

U.S. foreign policy makers, however, largely by accident. As the story 

goes, in early August 1990, shortly after Iraq occupied Kuwait, Na- 

tional Security Adviser Brent Scowcroft, while discussing with White 

House press aides how to explain U.S. confrontation of Iraq, is re- 

ported to have said, “Tell them we can’t just let Iraq get away with 

this—there is a new world order developing.” Shortly thereafter a 

CNN correspondent came by. “We told her it’s a ‘new world order,” 

one of the group said later. “She liked it, and 30 minutes later it was 

on CNN. . . . The philosophy came later.”! 

The “philosophy” that unfolded was heavy in rhetoric and light in 

substance. The new world order swung between something newly 

emerged (an international system without the cold war and the dan- 

gers of bipolar confrontation) and a condition that the United States 
as sole surviving superpower sought to establish. The latter interpre- 

tation implied a new era of peace where a benign internationalism 

would be imbued with liberalist values and institutions in rising de- 
mocracies. What “internationalism” in actuality signified for U.S. 

policy in a world of unchallenged military superiority was made 
manifest in the Gulf War and its aftermath. 

In the weeks and months following the creation of the idea of a 

new world order, the phrase appeared prominently in the rhetoric of 

President George Bush and Secretary of State James Baker when 

they sought to explain and justify the large-scale military involve- 

ment in the Gulf. In various public statements the implications of a 
new world order for U.S. foreign policy during the Gulf crisis were 

suggested. These statements, in turn, were given focus in the com- 
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mentaries and critiques of media pundits and others. But, as usual, 

it is in the actions of states where the concrete meaning of policy is 

manifested. 

Following the war, the interests of the United States and inten- 

tions for a new world order became intertwined with the forward 

planning of the U.S. military and with domestic politics in the 1992 

presidential election campaign. 

Bush-Baker Rhetoric 

One month into the Gulf crisis, the creation of a new world order 

was specified as an objective in the Gulf, albeit in fifth place. Speak- 

ing to Congress in September 1990, the president said: “We stand 

today at a unique and extraordinary moment. The crisis in the Per- 

sian Gulf . . . offers a rare opportunity to move toward a historic 

period of cooperation. Out of these troubled times, our fifth objec- 

tive—a new world order—can emerge; a new era . . . in which na- 

tions of the world . . . can prosper and live in harmony” (emphasis 

added).2 This new world “struggling to be born” would be “quite 

different” from the one we had known, he said. It would be a world 

of peace, “where the rule of law supplants the rule of the jungle, a 

world in which nations recognize the shared responsibility for free- 

dom and justice, a world where the strong respect the rights of the 

weak.” The occupation of Kuwait by Saddam Hussein was the first 

assault against this new world.? 

Secretary of State Baker said substantially the same thing during 

a news conference in Brussels while attending a NATO meeting: 

“We believe Iraq’s unprovoked invasion and continued occupation 

of Kuwait is a political test of how the post-cold war world will 

work.” He elaborated: It would be a test of “the institutions of. col- 

lective security” or rather of Western security (NATO and the West- 

ern European Union), of how well they could be adapted to confront 

today’s dangers and tomorrow’s threats.”4 When the fighting ceased 

the following spring, the president then claimed that the “first test” 

of the new world order had been passed.° 

Inherent in the idea of the creation of a new world order was the 

principle of countering aggression. The aggressor in this case was 

Saddam Hussein, a new Hitler, who was “trying to wipe a country 

off the face of the earth.”* His aggression challenged “the better world 

that we all have hoped to build in the wake of the cold war.”’ 
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The fact remained, however, that Saddam Hussein was not just 

any aggressor nor Kuwait just any state. Important economic inter- 

ests were at stake. U.S. audiences could be counted on to under- 

stand the importance of oil. “We cannot permit a resource so vital 

to be dominated by one so ruthless,” Bush told Congress at the be- 

ginning of the crisis. Not only did Iraq control 10 percent of the 

world’s proven oil reserves, with the addition of the fields in Kuwait 

it would control double that amount. Moreover, “an Iraq permitted 

to swallow Kuwait would have the economic and military power, as 

well as the arrogance, to intimidate and coerce its neighbors.” The 

neighbors he was speaking of were those states that “control the 

lion’s share of the world’s remaining oil reserves.”8 

In March 1991, Bush again addressed Congress and spoke of “the 

world after war.” Challenges unfortunately still remained: “Our com- 

mitment to peace in the Middle East does not end with the libera- 

tion of Kuwait.” Echoing statements suggested by Baker a month 

earlier, Bush spoke of setting up “shared security arrangements” in 

the region and of the need “to control the proliferation of weapons 

of mass destruction.” There were now “new opportunities for peace 

and stability in the Middle East.” In spite of previously rejecting any 

linkage of the Gulf conflict with the Palestinian question, “a new mo- 

mentum for peace in the Arab-Israeli conflict” was identified: “We 

must do all that we can to close the gap between Israel and the 

Arab states and between Israelis and Palestinians.” In spite of hav- 

ing just rejected diplomacy as a viable alternative in the Gulf, for the 

Arab-Israeli conflict “there can be no substitute for diplomacy. A 

comprehensive peace must be grounded in UN Security Council Res- 

olutions 242 and 338 and the principle of territory for peace. This 

principle must be elaborated to provide for Israel’s security and rec- 

ognition at the same time for legitimate Palestinian political rights. 

. . . The time has come to put an end to Arab-Israeli conflict.”9 

By March 1991, however, the Bush-Baker scenario for the world 

after the Gulf War clearly needed more substance. Groping for bear- 

ings in unknown territory, historical reference points suggested them- 

selves. “Out of the horrors of war,” said Bush, “two times before in 

this century . . . hope emerged for enduring peace.” But both times 

it was proven to have been “a distant dream, beyond the grasp of 

man.” Now there were changed conditions. What had been previously. 

impossible could now take place. The UN was “freed from the Cold 
War stalemate” and was thus “poised to fulfil the historic vision of 

its founders.” Winston Churchill’s vision for the postwar world could 



Rhetoric, Policy, and Politics in the U.S. 187 

be fulfilled: a world where “the principles of justice and fair play 

protect the weak against the strong” was now possible.!° So much 

for rhetoric. To articulate and implement policy was another matter. 

At the beginning of the crisis Bush had remarked that U.S. inter- 

est and involvement in the Gulf “is not transitory.” He could not 

have spoken more aptly. U.S. interest in the area had indeed pre- 

dated Saddam Hussein’s adventure in Kuwait and “will survive it.” 

There would be, Bush said, “a lasting role for the United States in 

assisting the nations of the Persian Gulf.”!! The new world order 

was thus not so new after all. It was to be a continuation of past in- 

terests and involvements. 

In a statement to the House Foreign Affairs Committee in Febru- 

ary 1991, Baker commented at length about “our ideas on post-crisis 

challenges and arrangements as we begin the process of examining 

what our policy should and will be in the aftermath of the crisis.”! 

Although declining to “lay out a detailed blueprint” for the Gulf or 

the region as a whole, Baker indicated that it was clear to him what 

would bring “greater security for all” and “enduring peace.” “What 

was needed for this vital region,” he said, “are new and different se- 

curity arrangements.” The states of the Gulf and regional organiza- 

tions such as the Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC) will be expected 

to “take the lead in building a reinforcing network of new and 

strengthened security ties.” There was also a role for the international 

community, including the UN. Its role, said Baker, will be “to en- 

courage such arrangements and to stand behind them.” As for the 

United States, “we have deployed small naval forces in the Persian 

Gulf . . . ever since 1949.” There have also been “strong bilateral 

ties” with Saudi Arabia and other states of the region that have in- 

cluded joint military exercises and provision of military equipment. 

The particulars of the security arrangements would need to be 

worked out: whether to have local troops under the UN or the GCC, 

and how the international community could reinforce deterrence in 

the Gulf “through other political arrangements such as resolutions 

or security commitments.” Having postulated the need for regional 

security using local capabilities with international additions, Secre- 

tary Baker specified “arms limitation” as a second challenge. He pro- 

posed “to change the destructive pattern of military competition and 

proliferation in this region and to reduce arms flow.” A third chal- 

lenge concerned economic reconstruction and recovery. !3 

Fourth on the list of the secretary of state was the need “to re- 

sume the search for a just peace and real reconciliation for Israel, 
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the Arab states, and Palestinians. . . . Let’s not fool ourselves, 

though. The course of this crisis has stirred emotions among Israelis 

and Palestinians that will not yield easily to conciliation. Yet, in the 

aftermath of this war, as in earlier years, there may be real oppor- 

tunities for peace if the parties are willing. . . . We will be consult- 
ing and working very closely with our friends and all parties who 

have a constructive role to play in settling this conflict.”!4 At face 

value there was nothing especially new here. Curiously, this last 

“challenge” did become part of U.S. policy in the months that fol- 

lowed. 

In this statement to the House committee, Baker put the new world 

order in the context of being coincident to the new relationship of 

cooperation between the United States and the Soviet Union. In the 

new order, freedom and democracy would flourish “secure from the 

fears of the cold war.” Free from such fears, Baker could see “more 

clearly than we could have ever imagined a year or even six months 

ago” a world “shaped by the United States of America and by its in- 

ternational allies.” It is to be a world that is “a fitting place for free 
peoples to live [in].”!5 

In fact, it is the world once envisioned as coming into being after 

World War II. Although mention was made of burying the “spectre 

of Vietnam” in the desert sands,!® this episode of U.S. foreign policy 

was not the main reference point for Bush and Baker. Nor could the 

containment of communism be a relevant policy for countering Sad- 

dam Hussein. Rather, the two world wars and their intended after- 

maths of “collective security” provided Baker with more suitable 

analogies. Churchill is quoted in order to discount the viability of a 

policy of appeasement for dictators. The disaster avoided in the Gulf 

was not Vietnam but Munich! When he addressed the nation on 8 
August 1990, immediately after the decision to deploy U.S. air and 

ground forces to Saudi Arabia, Bush likened the crisis to “the strug- 

gle for freedom in Europe.” At that time “we and our allies remained 

stalwart.” Now, “keeping the peace in the Middle East will require 

no less.” As was the case with Hitler, there is again “an aggressive 

dictator threatening his neighbors.”!7 

The order envisaged to come after the Gulf War was akin to the 

vision that had animated the founders of the UN in 1945. It had 
been aborted when the Soviet Union challenged the other wartime. 

allies in their project of orchestrating postwar international relations. 

Liberated from cold war shackles, a revitalized UN would now finally 

be able to implement an international order of Wilsonian idealism, a 
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world safe for democracy and for free peoples. No mention was 

made of that other Wilsonian principle, self-determination. 

However well crafted were the statements that explained and jus- 

tified U.S. actions in the Gulf, there were those in the United States, 

also intimately connected with the formulation of foreign policy, who 

were critical. First and foremost, of course, was the U.S. Senate, the 

constitutional partner of the president in making foreign policy. Al- 

though the principal spokesmen of policy endeavored to explain the 

aims and objectives of U.S. engagement in the Gulf region, members 

of Congress expressed both support and concern. 

“War-Powers” and the Senate 

In the wake of the Vietnam War and the civil disobedience and sus- 
picion of executive deception and abuse of power that accompanied 

it, the War Powers Act was passed in 1973. It was a direct reaction 

to President Richard Nixon’s unilateral decision to bomb Cambodia. 
By this law, the president of the United States was required “in every 

possible instance to consult Congress” before U.S. forces were com- 

mitted to hostilities. Thus, when he committed troops to Saudi 
Arabia in August 1990 by presidential order, Bush “presented Con- 

gress with a dilemma.” His action was tantamount to committing 
the nation to war without consulting Congress. By doing so, a “con- 

stitutional issue” was raised, said the official commentary of the 

Congressional Quarterly. Congress “repeatedly” raised the issue of 

presidential violation of the War Powers Act, but it did so “indeci- 
sively.”!8 More than a year and a half later, the Bush administration 
continued to be unhumbled before Congress and the War Powers 

Act. When an emboldened Hussein defied UN inspectors in July 
1992, Secretary of Defense Richard Cheney appeared on television, 

saying, “We always have the option, if the President makes the deci- 

sion, to once again use military force to enforce those U.S. resolu- 

tions. We did it before. We can do it again” (emphasis added).!9 

The so-called War Power debate in the Senate, however, did un- 

derscore the fact that Bush’s commitment of troops to the Gulf was 

a straightforward disregard of a duly enacted law. Moreover, to all 

intents and purposes this action was also unconstitutional. The fram- 
ers of the U.S. Constitution had, “with studied care, . . . vested the 

question of war in the legislature,’ wrote James Madison, because 
“the history of all governments demonstrates that the executive is 
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the branch of power most interested in war, and most prone to it?’ 

By deliberate intent, the Constitution had been framed to deny to 

the U.S. president “the English King’s power to make war on his 

own.”2° Yet this was exactly what the president of the United States 

had done. Notwithstanding the Constitution and the War Powers 

Act, George Bush had unilaterally set the country on a trajectory to- 

ward war. 

During the first few days following the Iraqi invasion, Bush 

“pressed Saudi Arabia to ask for American troops.” The Saudis re- 

sponded on 8 August. The initial number of troops planned for de- 

ployment at that time was 250,000. The press was told 50,000. On 

31 October, this number doubled but was not announced until after 

the congressional election in November. Bush still insisted that the 

mission of the United States in the Gulf was defensive. On 29 De- 

cember, he gave the order to go to war at 3 A.M. on 17 January cit 

Iraq had not withdrawn from Kuwait. Never at any moment in that 

process did the President doubt his power to take the country into 

war. Just before Christmas he told ambassadors of the 28 coalition 

countries that if he decided to go to war, he would do so whether 

Congress and the people agreed or not” (emphasis added).”! 

This action set a precedent for U.S. foreign policy. Whereas other 

presidents had committed troops for brief actions, none had em- 

barked on “such a massive offensive war” by presidential fiat. By 

usurping the war powers of Congress, Bush accrued “more personal 

power to make war than the leader of any other significant democ- 

racy.”22 In the light of such undeniable disregard for law and the war 

powers of the Constitution, the performance of Congress was cer- 

tainly lackluster. 

When the Senate did eventually debate the war powers issue, its 

mood was mainly supportive of the president’s actions. Those who 

voiced opposition expressed discomfort rather than outrage. Indeed, 

the country generally seemed unconcerned about the fine points of 

presidential law-breaking. The Congressional Record recorded dis- 

sent, but that dissent had no tangible effect. The resolution support- 

ing the commitment of U.S. military forces in the Gulf passed over- 

whelmingly by a vote of ninety-six to three, demonstrating strong, 

bipartisan support for the Bush policy in Congress, the intention of 

the debate. 

Reservations expressed by some Democratic senators are reveal- 

ing, however. Senator Herbert Kohl, Democrat from Wisconsin, was 

“less than pleased” when asked to assent after the fact to the presi- 
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dential movement of troops abroad. “The president may not like the 

War Powers [Act] but it is the law of the land, and one of the issues 

at stake in the Persian Gulf is respect for the rule of law.” Kohl was 
also concerned about the conduct of U.S. foreign policy generally in 

the Middle East. “Over the past few years we have bounced from 

one policy extreme to another: We have shifted goals, altered alli- 

ances, modified the means we are willing to use. It is really time for 
us to figure out what our policy in the region is going to be... . 

Our nation has a need to develop a comprehensive and consistent 

policy in the Middle East.”23 

Senator Robert Kerrey, Democrat from Nebraska, approved of 

“the emphasis that the president [placed] on the role of the United 

Nations” and viewed maintenance of “the international consensus in 
support of our presence in the region” to be “a critical element” for 

the success of U.S. policy. But he warned; 

If there is one lesson . . . to be learned from this crisis, it is 

the fact that . . . the United States . . . has to realize that 
unilateral action will threaten seriously our own long-term se- 

curity. . . . Only by promoting a truly international security 

system based on the rule of international law and the United 
Nations can our Nation hope to promote both our own and 

wider global security. 

The fact that the president has been sensitive to the need for 

responding to this crisis under the United Nations auspices and 
framework, has been a very important consideration in my 
support for his policy, . . . and is thereby making an impor- 

tant contribution in the long overdue requirement for streng- 

thening multilateral responses to present and future crises.” 

Senator Joseph Biden, Democrat from Delaware, found the pol- 
icy debate “long overdue” because sending U.S. Armed Forces to 

the Gulf indicated the presence of a new U.S. doctrine: “Ten years 
ago, . . . President Carter articulated a doctrine that now bears his 

name. He said: ‘An attempt by any outside force to gain control of 

the Persian Gulf region will be regarded as an assault on the vital in- 

terests of the United States.’” It was understood then that “an alien 
hand—at the time, a Soviet hand—grabbing control of this essential 

resource” could not be countenanced by the United States. Now 

President Bush had produced a corollary: “We will not permit an 

unfriendly Arab nation to control Gulf oil.” The senator noted that 
this was “a dramatic shift in American foreign policy . . . a new 
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American doctrine to justify massive U.S. intervention in the Mid- 

dle East.”?5 

Senator Biden’s main concern, however, was to ensure the preser- 

vation of the constitutional role of Congress to declare war. “Con- 

gress must have a role to play in authorizing the current deployment 

of troops,” he said, as well as “any further action” in the Middle 

East. “Simply put,” the Congress has “an obligation to approve send- 

ing U.S. forces into combat, if that unfortunate situation were to oc- 

cur.” He also counseled, “some guidelines for U.S. policy” should be 

set down “in order to clarify our objectives in the Gulf, and to pro- 

vide signposts for future actions.”6 

Senator Ernest F. Hollings, Democrat from South Carolina, also 

was not happy with the situation. “In a time of crisis, such as we 

now face” he had serious doubts about “our evolving policy in the 

Persian Gulf.” Although he supported the initial deployment to de- 

fend Saudi Arabia, he said, “we have now moved beyond that lim- 

ited purpose.” He did not believe “that preservation of Kuwait’s terri- 

torial integrity and the emir’s regime [was] of vital interest to the 

United States justifying the expenditure of American blood.” More- 

over, “such a war would have catastrophic consequences for future 

US. relations vis-a-vis the Persian Gulf and the nations of the Arab 

masses.” Saddam Hussein “is not primarily our problem. He is the 

Arab world’s problem.”2’ 

The president had already decided otherwise. On 8 August he 

told the United States that political leaders of the Middle East, Eu- 

rope, and the Americas “all agree that Iraq cannot be allowed to 

benefit from its invasion of Kuwait.” All agreed “that this is not a 

U.S. problem or a European problem or a Middle East problem: It 

is a world problem.”28 Nevertheless, the words and actions of the 
president did make it essentially a U.S. problem. Or rather, he made 
Saddam Hussein a U.S. problem; he did not take responsibility for 

what would happen to the people of Iraq. 

Rationalizing the military buildup as the only viable response to 

an evil aggressor, a new Hitler, initially found support in the estab- 

lishment press. The tone noticeably changed, however, when the 

large increase in the deployment of U.S. forces was announced in 

mid-November, which some were quick to interpret as indicating the 
administration’s intention to go to war. As for the rhetoric about a 

new world order, it was obvious that the term needed to be spelled 

out in policy terms, that it was not a self-defining policy. What it 

portended for future policy remained wide open to speculation, and 
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thus to criticism by the media pundits, academics, and anyone else 

who presumed to be an expert on foreign policy, like former presi- 

dential advisers Henry Kissinger and Zbigniew Brzezinski. 

“A Slogan in Search of Substantive Meaning” 

Before the Gulf crisis, there had been a need to rethink U.S. foreign 

policy. With the collapse of eastern Europe and the weakening of 

the Soviet Union, the erstwhile cornerstone of foreign policy that 

had served the United States for forty years—containment—had 

suddenly become outdated and irrelevant. Commentators had begun 

to notice the vacuum of policy and urged a basic reappraisal of for- 

eign policy in the light of new international realities. At the same 

time, issues of U.S. involvement in the Gulf, first as crisis, then as 

war, and of its relationship to the new world order, conflated not 

into questions of what U.S. policy should be but rather what it actu- 

ally was. 

The enduring, historically conditioned divides of U.S. foreign pol- 

icy—internationalism versus isolationism and idealism versus realism— 

were reflected in the commentaries on the Gulf War and the new 
world order. Also reflected were dimensions of conservative and lib- 
eral opinions. Not infrequently, when it is the Middle East that is 

discussed, the stereotypes of political opinion in other contexts do 

not carry over consistently. The benchmarks of conservative and lib- 

eral positions become confused. 
Owen Harries, editor of the National Interest (a prominent mouth- 

piece for conservative, nationalistic trends in Washington), reassessed 

his initial support for the Bush handling of the Gulf crisis. “The pol- 
icy now seems to me to be deeply flawed,” he wrote. The thrust of 

his critique directly concerned what U.S. actions in the Gulf por- 

tended for a new world order. Had the president been serious about 

establishing a new way of doings things, he should not have set in 

motion the “immediate, unqualified, and unilateral commitment of 
American power” to achieve Iraqi withdrawal from Kuwait. Harries’s 

point was not that the commitment of troops and war matériel was 

wrong, however. It was premature; thus it lost Bush the leverage to 

“set other countries to play their part.” By ensuring that the United 

States would play the predominant role, he also made it inevitable 

that the United States would bear the major part of the burden. “If 

the president had really wanted to establish that the old way of do- 
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ing things was yielding to a ‘new world order’ as he insisted he did, 

he should have made it clear at the outset that the days of leaving it 

to the United States to bear the burden of responsibility and leader- 

ship—to ‘do the hard work of freedom’—were over.”” 

In short, the president was too eager to follow “the unhealthy 

American habit” of cold war days, not consulting anyone, taking 

control, “and then complaining bitterly that others were not backing 

it up and sharing the burden.” But that was not the most serious re- 

sult of U.S. insistence on dominance, according to Harries. “The 

country has become much more attached to its role of superpower 

and leader of the free world than it cares to admit.” 

There was also “disproportion” in Bush’s Gulf policy. Harries con- 

siders the number of bombs dropped to be out of all proportion “to 

the original provocation and its perpetrator.” He finds it ironic in the 

extreme that such vast amounts of firepower were used in the “first 

year of the new world order.” Most seriously, far from being “a deci- 

sive precedent for the new world order,” the sheer size of the arsenal 

assembled and used to counter Iraqi adventurism in Kuwait “en- 

sures that it cannot be a convincing precedent.” Walter Lippmann’s 

admonition about the importance of keeping “ends and means in 

balance” was called forth.?! 

The conservative stance reasserted its fundamental isolationist 

tendencies. In conclusion, Harries reminded us of how, historically, 

the Middle East had been treacherous for political careers. “From 

Napoleon to Anthony Eden, it is difficult to recall a modern Western 

statesman who, in the end, enhanced his reputation by taking initia- 

tives in the Middle East.”32 The message was clear: since involve- 

ment in Middle Eastern affairs is a risky business, it is better to stay 

out. 
Isolationism has deep roots in the United States. William R. Haw- 

kins, a contributor to the National Interest wrote of those conserva- 

tives who, for forty years, “favored the vigorous projection of U.S. 

power abroad” but who, with the end of the cold war, questioned 

that position. “For some conservatives, it seems, containment of the 
Soviet Union . . . was the only goal that could justify a sustained 

American commitment abroad.”33 

There were those who, during the Gulf War, had been concerned 

about the effects on U.S. society of an overextended foreign policy: 
This position was expressed by a senior editor of the National Re- 

view in dissent from that journal’s official position. “With the end of 
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the cold war, conservatives ought to be redoubling their efforts to 

achieve the domestic goal of restoring a limited republic, not sac- 

rificing this purpose to global empire.”34 
Conservative thought in the United States also has an interven- 

tionist-militarist dimension that was exhibited by the Bush govern- 
ment in the Gulf crisis. A brief description of its meaning for the 
new world order also appeared in the National Interest. James Kurth, 

professor of political science at Swarthmore College, found the “likely 

military and economic pillars of the new world order” to be very 

similar to “the world order set up in 1945.” Specifically, he noted, 
“An American international security order could again be based on 

American high-tech weaponry—in this case smart bombs, precision 
missiles, and stealth aircraft—and the strategy of conventional deter- 

rence;”35 
Veteran statesman of Middle Eastern affairs Henry Kissinger wrote 

of the new world order in the Washington Post several months after 

the war in the Gulf. He compared President Bush’s definition of the 

new order—“emerging from the ashes of the Cold War”—to the 

principles proclaimed by Woodrow Wilson in 1914. But Wilson and 
Bush were not alone. Kissinger noted that “with few exceptions, all 

U.S. leaders since Wilson have shared the propensity to disclaim na- 

tional interest as their motivation.”3¢ It is the usual lament of the 
political realist. But if Kissinger really thought that the president 

disavowed U.S. national interests, he did not listen very carefully. It 

was Bush’s interpretation of the national interest that was at issue. 
Kissinger was writing to recommend that what is needed is “a defi- 

nition of national interest that commands consensus at home while 

accommodating the interests of other societies.” There are now prob- 

lems in both areas and Americans need to be reoriented to the new 

realities. For example, “the widespread perception that the Gulf War 
certified America as the last remaining superpower” is erroneous. 

The Gulf War did not signify “a new dawn for American predomi- 
nance.” It was, rather, “a glorious sunset of the cold war world.” The 

belief that the United States is “the only remaining superpower” is 
an illusion. In the new order of things in the world, “power will be 

the nexus of political, military and economic assets”; thus the United 
States will be one power among others that are emerging in Asia 

and Europe. “The new order will be more like the European state 
system of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries than the rigid pat- 

terns of the cold war.” There will be six major states: the United 
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States, Europe, China, Japan, “whatever emerges in the Soviet Un- 

ion, and probably India.” There will, of course, be a lot of lesser 

states. 
The United States must make major adjustments in its foreign 

policy, Kissinger believes, since the other major players will bring 

“somewhat different values and very different historical experiences” 

to the international arena. These experiences “bear little resemblance 

to how America has viewed the problem of world order.” Collective 

security is not viable except in “the most overwhelming challenges 

to international order.” Because the major players of the new world 

have such a “dramatically different background,” there will be insuffi- 

cient basis for collective security to work. The new preeminent states 

will not perceive threats identically, nor will they be prepared to run 

the same risks. New perceptions and policies to accord with the new 

era, Kissinger speculates, will require a redefinition of national secu- 

rity that includes a new concept of national interest. Such a concept 

should be “more discriminating in its purpose, less cataclysmic in its 

strategy and, above all, more regional in its design” than that of the 

cold war. “Any other approach will court progressive irrelevance.”3’ 

Where in all this is the Middle East, Dr. Kissinger? If economic 

assets are part of the nexus of power, the sources of oil should not 

be discounted. And in whose “regional security” zone are the oil-rich 

areas of the Gulf? Other writers spoke more directly about U.S. in- 

terests in the Middle East. 
Zbigniew Brzezinski, national security advisor to President Car- 

ter, dubbed the post-cold war era as “the third grand transformation 

of the organizing structure and motivating spirit of global politics” 

of the century. Under existing conditions, he wrote, “a truly new 

world order based on consensus, rule of law, and peaceful adjudica- 

tion of disputes” was still far away. Although such an order “may 

eventually become a reality,” the phrase is presently “a slogan in 

search of substantive meaning.”38 

The present global situation is full of security challenges: “Naked 

ambition, lust for power, national uprisings and underdevelopment, 

are combining to create . . . destabilization and conflict, aggravated 
by the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction.”3? Brzezinski 
recommended “pragmatic nationalism” to deal with these “complex 

and dynamic circumstances” in this “third transformation of global 

politics.” He identified “four large structural dilemmas” of the post- 
cold war world. One of these dilemmas is the Middle East.40 “How 
will the Middle East be pacified? Can the United States, now so 
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deeply absorbed in the Middle East’s complex problems, afford not 

to promote energetically a framework of security and accommoda- 

tion; or are the region’s problems so intractable that the wiser course 

dictates a policy of cautious diplomacy?! 

The Gulf War was a direct consequence of the end of the cold 

war, Brzezinski postulated, a situation that allowed the United States 

complete “freedom of action” in the region. However, as a result of 

the war, the United States has been plunged “into a deep, probably 

protracted, political and military absorption in the Middle East’s 

various crises.” He questioned in particular whether the “precondi- 

tions for movement toward a solution of the Arab-Israeli conflict” 

have been created. Brezezinski saw this issue as “ultimately that of 

American political will to sustain and push forward the needed peace 

process”—not exactly a new revelation.‘? 

In conclusion, Brzezinski issued a warning. The present “special 

status” of the United States in security matters “is threatened by its 

own domestic shortcomings” and its need of “domestic renewal.” 

Retrenchment to domestic concerns is relevant to U.S. foreign pol- 

icy and its interests abroad. “This will require a more subtle Ameri- 

can contribution to sustaining global security than was the case 

during the Cold War. More emphasis will have to be placed on 

cooperation with genuine partners, including shared decision-making 

. [and on] widening and increasingly self-reliant regional cooper- 

ation.””43 
The assessments described all presume in one way or another that 

the United States will continue to be the So enforcer of 

global security, albeit with “regional cooperation,” in the new world 

order. The Gulf area, indeed the whole Middle East, is such a region. 

The future may produce a countervailing power, but at present there 

is no viable counterpart to U.S. military power. Thus, as Noam 

Chomsky wrote in January 1991, “The U.S. is completely free to use 

force arbitrarily, anywhere it likes. . . . Statesmen and strategic 

analysts [are] aware of this. . . . They talk about it. It’s obvious.” 

The interesting question is not, however, how the United States can 

but why it does choose to use force when acting as guarantor of the 

new world order. 

Chomsky’s argument is that, in the world system of the new world 

order, “there is one very powerful military force” (the United States) 

and a “lieutenant” (Great Britain) with a “reasonably powerful mil- 

itary force.” However, “neither of them is dominant economically” 

and both are “very weak politically.” This means that they “try to 
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shift the confrontation to the arena in which they are strong,” that is, 

“they move the thing over into an arena in which [they are] likely to 

win” and, in the process, show that “force is the way you rule the 

world. That’s the new world order.” 

Diplomacy is not an option, according to Chomsky, as both the 

United States and Britain are “politically weak” because of “the poli- 

cies they followed, particularly in the Third World.” These policies 

are “extremely unpopular” creating such strong antagonism that it 

“even [turned] into overwhelming support for Saddam Hussein, a 

hated tyrant.” Furthermore, Chomsky observed, “We look at our- 

selves as ‘noble cause’ and benign. They look at us as what Winston 

Churchill really was and a million other things like it. So diplomacy 

is not the strong card [and is why] the U.S. and England are politi- 

cally weak.”46 
As for economics, the world is now tripolar: “Germany-led Eu- 

rope, Japan and its periphery, and the United States.” The U.S. 

economy, although still the world’s largest, is declining and its de- 
cline has been worsened due to Reagan-Bush policies.*7 It is no 

longer a source of capital as “Germany-led Europe” and Japan are. 

But the Gulf oil producers possess capital, and therein lies the key to 

why Britain and the United States are so concerned with being the 

protectors of this region’s security. That is why the “test” of the 

United States as military enforcer of the new world order occurred 

in the Gulf, rather than in any one of the half dozen other conflicts 

presently also disturbing world order. 

That the Gulf is important to the United States because of its oil 

is not disputed. However, neither the United States nor Britain was 
desperate for the Gulf’s oil at the time of the crisis. “What they 
really needed was the profits” from oil production which “tend to 

flow back to the American and British economies [by way of] trea- 

sury securities, U.S. financial institutions, . . . imports of Ameri- 

can manufactured goods, construction companies, arms, etc.”48 

The Gulf region is clearly an exceptional case for the U.S. policy 

of enforcement of order in the post-cold war world. Moreover, the 

coincidence of interests between the United States and those states 

with present liquidity (Japan, the Gulf states, and “Germany-led Eu- 

rope”) has, in this case, turned the United States into a mercenary, 

for it also collected monies from them for the Gulf War. Although 

the United States is paramount militarily, someone must pay the 
bills for costly military adventures. Thus, future enforcement of the 

new world order using U.S. force will require a coincidence of 
interests. 
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A coincidence of interests continues in the Gulf, for nothing has 

basically changed with regard to the centrality of the Gulf oil to the 

developed, industrialized states as well as to the Gulf states. While 

the rest of the world is left to its own devices—to tear itself to pieces 

if it chooses in the name of ethnic purity or any other excess of na- 

tional identity—the Gulf can count on continuing involvement. And 

as the region continues to rumble with the inconclusive results of 

the war, scenarios for new and future action in the Gulf area con- 

tinue to animate the U.S. policymakers. 

After the War: A New U.S. Policy for the New World Order? 

During the Gulf crisis and war, the new world order appeared quite 

suddenly to have become the new foreign policy of the United States. 

Created in rhetoric and made palpable with military force, it was 

pressed into service provisionally to provide a foreign policy that 

could be sold to the U.S. public in place of the now irrelevant “con- 

tainment.” It was clear, however, that to be useful as policy in the 

future it needed more definition. 

A year after the Gulf War—fought in the name of a new world 

order—New York Times editorial writer Thomas Friedman noted 

with nostalgia the “beauty of containment.” Containment had a 

straightforward logic and served as a “seemingly easy guide for poli- 

cymakers.” It directed them to “what was important,” “what was a 

threat to American interests,” and “where they should put their re- 

sources.” Its salience was that it defined U.S. foreign policy as “one 

central problem from which all others emanate and which could be 

used to galvanize the public.”* 

Containment of the Soviet Union and its surrogates had served the 

United States for more than forty years as its major pillar of foreign 

policy. It originated in an anonymous article published in July 1947 

in Foreign Affairs. The author was soon named and acknowledged 

thereafter as George F. Kennan, who became head of policy plan- 

ning in the State Department. The editors of Foreign Affairs today 

dream of the appearance of another “X,” that is, “someone who can 

come along and write the single article laying down the architecture 

that will shape our foreign policy for the next 40 years.”°° 

With the “driving force [of] the Soviet threat” gone, “we are cut 

loose from a lot of our certainties,” said Les Aspin (Democrat from 

Wisconsin), chairman of the House Armed Services Committee. “We 

must ask ourselves first-principles questions which haven’t been asked 
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in 40 to 50 years.”5! It is agreed that the U.S. role in the world must 

be redefined. What is needed is “an affirmative purpose that will 

command domestic political support” not least for “the spending it 

would require to implement,” said Harvard’s Michael Sandel.*? 

The Gulf War did define the U.S. role in the world; it did provide 

an “affirmative purpose” if only briefly—for it was a short war. Both 

its role and its purpose were pursued, as discussed, in the name of a 

new world order ostensibly being protected or to be created. The 

end of fighting in Irag, however, proved to be singularly inconclu- 

sive, and the situation that followed far from orderly. Indications of 

what U.S. foreign policy in the post-Gulf War world might mean 

began to emerge in various parts of the government. Opinions were 

far from uniform. Pronouncements, speeches, actions, and ditherings 

flowed from Bush and those around him as they reacted to the un- 

settled conditions in Iraq. The Pentagon created a plan for military 

preparedness. Disclosures appeared incidentally during investigations 

by congressional committees of what U.S. policy toward Iraq had 

been prior to the Gulf War and how it had been carried out. Ra- 

tional policy formulation was not helped by the fact that 1992 was a 

presidential election year. 

The survival of Saddam Hussein was definitely an embarrassment 

to George Bush and made his status as hero of the Gulf War politi- 

cally problematic. His popularity evaporated like the morning mist 

as the public increasingly tuned out foreign affairs. People generally 

couldn’t care less about a new world order except insofar as they be- 

lieved it directly affected them. They were more engrossed in the 

problems of the domestic economy—widely believed to be a sham- 

bles. Standing on a record of foreign affairs became increasingly dif- 

ficult during the 1992 presidential election year; however, foreign 

affairs and the need to articulate U.S. policy did not disappear. 

At the same time, Saddam Hussein’s defiance in the face of UN 

sanctions, restrictions, and inspections increased. Opposition groups 

in Iraq were in the news again. What would the United States do to 
restore order in other places of turmoil such as Bosnia? Compari- 

sons were made of U.S. inaction in Bosnia and the great zeal for 

protecting order in Iraq. But that was not all. Reminders of another 

debacle of U.S. foreign policy in the preceding Reagan administra- 

tion—“Irangate”—popped in and out of the news during the prepara- 
tions to prosecute former Secretary of Defense Caspar Weinberger, 

implicated in the Iran-Contra affair. That affair concerned the indi- 
rect sale of U.S. weaponry to Iran and the use of the proceeds to 

supply arms to the Contras in Nicaragua. “Irangate” refers to the 
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cover-up of involvement in this affair by members of the Reagan 

administration. 

Meanwhile, a new cover-up—“Iraqgate”—was in the making. Dis- 

closures formed a pattern of administration irresponsibility, if not 

malfeasance, in pursuing a policy of aid to Iraq before the war. The 

search for new skeletons in old closets occupied the press and sev- 

eral congressional committees during the spring and summer of 1992, 

although the disclosures seemed to have little effect on the general 

political consciousness or on the candidates. Bush dismissed it all as 

“nure politics.” The larger question of an overall approach to foreign 

relations found articulation as neoisolationism in the country and 

among presidential candidates. Within the executive branch, planning 

for a new policy of unipolar militarism was uncovered. 

“America First” or “America Only” in the New World Order? 

During the primary campaigns in New Hampshire, a “reporter, not 

even an American, had the gall to stand up . . . and ask the can- 

didate a question” about America’s future role in the world. “My 

friend,” answered the notoriously isolationist Pat Buchanan, “this 

campaign is not about the outside world. It is about the U.S.A." 

Selling “America First” was not original with Buchanan or his 

campaign. It had been the slogan of U.S. isolationists of the 1930s 

and 1940s, those who tried to prevent U.S. entry into World War 

[1.54 Not far beneath the surface of U.S. political culture is antipathy 

to foreign involvements. As the presidential election drew near in 

1992, even George Bush, who liked to take credit both for victory in 

the Gulf War and the defeat of communism, seemed “embarrassed 

about his interest in the world.”* 

The other extreme was presented by Pentagon policy planners. In 

February 1992, documents emerged that set forth detailed plans for 

budgetary planning for the rest of the century. In these documents 

the Gulf War was characterized as “a defining event in U.S. global 

leadership” and its aftermath as a “new international environment.”°° 

The Pentagon clearly sought to justify the continuation of large mil- 

itary expenditures at least to the end of the century, to ensure that 

America retained its position as the “one and only unrivalled super- 

power. . . . We will retain the pre-eminent responsibility . . . for 

addressing those wrongs which threaten not only our interests, but 

those of our allies or friends, or which could seriously unsettle inter- 

national relations.”57 The Pentagon did not intend that the United 
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States would be “the world’s ‘policeman’ . . . righting every wrong,” 

a role the documents explicitly rejected. Rather, “American inter- 

ests” were to determine U.S. involvement in international affairs, and 

military reactions would be “selective.”* 

The “first objective” was “to prevent the reemergence of a new ri- 

val” and “to prevent any hostile power from dominating a region 

whose resources could, under consolidated control, be sufficient to 

generate global power.” In order to do this, the United States must 

“establish and protect a new order that holds the promise of con- 

vincing potential competitors that they need not aspire to a greater 

role or pursue a more aggressive posture to protect their legitimate 

interests.” It must “account sufficiently for the interests of the ad- 

vanced industrial nations to discourage them from challenging our 

leadership or seeking to overturn the established political and eco- 

nomic order. . . . [And] we must maintain the mechanisms of de- 

terring potential competitors from even aspiring to a larger global 

role.”9? 

In the Middle East “our overall objective is to remain the predom- 

inant outside power in the region and preserve U.S. and Western ac- 

cess to the region’s oil.” Therefore, “It remains fundamentally impor- 

tant to prevent a hegemon or alignment of powers from dominating 

the region. This pertains especially to the Arabian peninsula. There- 

fore we must continue to play a strong role through enhanced deter- 

rence and improved security.” 

Also included in these Pentagon documents were scenarios for 

seven “hypothetical” future conflicts intended as guides for budget- 

ing by the various armed services for the years 1994 to 1999. These 
“alarming scenarios” were characterized by Patrick Tyler of the New 
York Times as being designed for use by the Pentagon “to prevent 

further reductions in forces or cancellations of new weapon systems 

from defense contractors.”6! Although characterized as “illustrative 

and not predictive,” the Pentagon planners nevertheless indicated 
which regions and what kind of disruptions the Pentagon would re- 

spond to with military force. 
Prominence was given to a “hypothetical” invasion of Kuwait and 

Saudi Arabia by Iraq.®? It was predicated on the possibility that 

sanctions would peter out and Iraq could rebuild its military forces 

and weaponry. Presumably learning from mistakes the last time - 

around, Iraqi forces could “promptly take control of the oil fields 

and major export terminals in Kuwait and northeastern Saudi Ara- 

bia.” The key difference in the 1990 invasion was that “the United 
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States would not have six months to mobilize and deploy a large 

army to the Arabian desert. . . . The United States would respond 

with an immediate request to the governments of Kuwait and Saudi 

Arabia to come to their defense with nearly five Army divisions, a 

Marine expeditionary force, 15 fighter squadrons and four heavy 

bomber squadrons and three aircraft carrier battle group” (emphasis 

added).®3 This would be, however, only the initial deployment. The 

strategy would be to “deter, defend, and delay” until reinforcements 

arrived. 
There were other differences: No mention was made of any allies 

or coalition partners and no mention of any role for the UN. Note 

also in the last quotation that there is no pretense about asking the 

countries involved to request U.S. forces. 

Just to make sure that there would be no substantial cuts in the 

U.S. military arsenal, another hypothetical scenario postulated the 

occurrence of an invasion of South Korea at the same time. As one 

expert remarked during congressional hearings, “If during the cold 

war we did not have to worry about fighting Iraq and North Korea 

simultaneously, why do we have to worry about it now?”6 

Thus, while cutbacks of U.S. troops in Europe were planned along 

with a reduction in “the most expensive new weapons systems,” the 

conflict scenarios envisaged that “the United States would need to 

keep aircraft carriers and their escort warships dispersed around the 

world to deal with potential trouble from the Baltic Sea to the South 

China Sea.”6 The intentions of the military planners could not be 

indicated more clearly. The U.S. military is to be relied upon to 

maintain world order and will be deployed to wherever in the world 

U.S. interests are considered to be threatened. The level of expendi- 

ture for the U.S. military arsenal (the Defense Department’s “menu 

of weapons and forces”) indicated that by 1995, “military budgets 

[would] have to grow by tens of billions of dollars a year.”° 

On being confronted with the Pentagon’s draft proposal, members 

of Congress were “skeptical.” An unsigned editorial in the New York 

Times commented, “For America to go it alone would be obtuse, ex- 

pensive and dangerous. The administration better say so soon. edn Tt 

did. White House and State Department officials strongly criticized 

the draft report and its assertion that the mission of the United States 

in the new era would be to prevent friend and foe alike “from com- 

peting with the United States for superpower status.” One official 

was quoted as calling it a “dumb report . . . that in no way or 

shape represented U.S. policy.” A senator called it “myopic, shallow 
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and disappointing” and “counterproductive to the very goal of world 

leadership that it cherishes.” Alarms went off in many capitals, and 

the State Department disavowed the document.® 

In an op-ed piece in the New York Times, Secretary of Defense 

Richard Cheney challenged the contention appearing earlier under 

Patrick Tyler’s byline, that the Pentagon documents were “a rejec- 

tion of collective internationalism.” Cheney denied “the absurd 

charge” that “we advocate a ‘go it alone’ defense strategy.” Rather, he 

recommended “retaining our ability to influence the events that will 

most affect our security and freedom in the years ahead. This means 

recognizing the critical importance of America’s world role and pre- 

serving the ability to fulfill it effectively.” The difference would seem 

more semantic than substantive, a question of repeatedly mention- 

ing “our allies” but still emphasizing the United States as a “global 

leader.” Cheney particularly wanted to set the record straight about 

“our allies in Europe and Asia.” To “forsake this leadership position 

and abandon our friends and allies at a time of global change” would 

be “a grave mistake.” They are important to global military actions 

for peacekeeping, and they will be pressed “to take on a greater 

share of responsibility” in maintaining “international security.”® 
Nevertheless, the Pentagon documents had been clear about the 

nature of “our leadership” in relation to “our allies”: “We will retain 

the pre-eminent responsibility for addressing selectively those wrongs 

which threaten not only our interests, but those of our allies or 

friends.” And the United States “must sufficiently account for the in- 

terests of the advanced industrial nations to discourage them from 

challenging our leadership or seeking to overturn the established po- 

litical and economic order.””° Tyler had called this the “benevolent 

domination by one power.”7! 

Although the White House and the State Department declined 

comment on the Pentagon documents, presidential contestants and 

members of Congress expressed opinions. Republican presidential 

challenger Pat Buchanan called the Pentagon plan “a formula for 

endless U.S. intervention in [other peoples’] quarrels and wars.” The 

Democrats were, generally, for greater reductions in military spend- 

ing and collectivism in international security. Senator Joe Biden cri- 

ticized the report as “an inappropriate Pentagon instinct to erect a 

‘pax Americana’” supported by U.S. military power. An “advance - 
in civilization” would be rather “a collective power through the United 

Nations.” A campaign manager for Democratic presidential candi- 
date Bill Clinton characterized the documents as “an excuse for big 
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budgets instead of downsizing.” Paul Tsongas, another Democratic 

presidential candidate in the primaries, called for “participation in a 

new internationalism truly based on the principle of collective se- 
curity.”72 

The director of foreign policy studies at the Brookings Institution, 

John Steibruner, pointed out that the chauvinism of the policy ad- 

vocated by the Pentagon was likely to produce exactly the effect that 

it sought to prevent. Taking the position that “no collection of na- 
tions can aspire to regional domination” would in itself set such na- 
tions “on a path of global rivalry with the American superpower.”?3 

In the words of Secretary of Defense Cheney, such an open bid by 

the United States for domination of a new world order, however be- 

nevolent, produced “reverberations around the world among our al- 

lies.”74 Pentagon spokesmen emphasized that this was not the final 

version; it was only a draft. 

A revised document surfaced in mid-April. Gone was the contro- 

versial assertion that the major concern of U.S. security policy would 

be “to thwart the emergence of a new rival to American military su- 

premacy.” Rather, the highest defense priority was to maintain the 

post-World War II “system of alliances” upon which “sustained 

cooperation among major democratic powers” had been built. In- 
stead of emphasizing that military planners should insure that the 

United States act unilaterally in future crises, the revised version “re- 

casts American military preeminence as a catalyst—not an alterna- 

tive—to collective action.”7> 
Although the most provocative assertions of the February draft 

document had disappeared, many of the draft’s “most sensitive pas- 
sages remain implicit in the new document.” The “sovereign right” 

of the United States “to defend vital interests unilaterally” was re- 

tained, and the military planners were still “directed to base budget 

requests on a set of seven classified scenarios depicting potential 

roads to war.” There was no reason to believe that the scenarios, 

now more securely classified, had substantively changed. Other “sen- 

sitive assessments” of areas of impending crisis had also disappeared 

from the April version of the report. They would “still hold,” Pen- 

tagon planners told the press, “But [we] preferred not to write [them] 

down.”76 

As though in contradiction to specifying scenarios of future U.S. 

military conflict, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff General Colin 

Powell reportedly wrote in a document accompanying the Pentagon 

draft report that “the real threat we now face is the threat of the un- 
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known, the uncertain.””” That is, one cannot predict what kind of 

hostile force will challenge the interests of the United States in the 

future. The underlying premise of Powell and the revised Pentagon 

report—one could call it the “Pentagon Doctrine”—was clearly that 

the use, or threat, of military force by the United States would be 

the future policy to maintain “world order.” 

Mr. Bush’s Doctrine and Its Corollary 

Foreign policy can be defined not only by what a country’s leaders 

do but also by what they fail to do. The nonaction of the United 

States in the conflict in Yugoslavia is instructive as it further defines 

the policy ostensively designed to promote a new world order after 

the Gulf War. Ethnic conflicts in Yugoslavia were not viewed as a 

threat to world order; therefore, U.S. military involvement, or what 

one member of the press called the “Bush Doctrine,” was not rele- 

vant. Bush’s “doctrine,” which surfaced as Croatians, then Bosnians, 

pressed the United States to intervene in their conflict, was “I don’t 

want to send young men into a war where I can’t see that they’re go- 

ing to prevail and prevail rapidly.”78 

To stop the bloodshed in Yugoslavia is obviously no simple mat- 

ter, nor does it represent “the direct threat to U.S. interests that 

Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait did.”’? Although direct U.S. military in- 

tervention in the Yugoslavian conflict may well be ill advised, the 

reaction of Bush, and the underlying premise of the Pentagon report— 

its “all or nothing” approach, its preference for the quick military 

fix—illustrated the gaping void in present U.S. foreign policy. What 

happened to diplomacy as an instrument for solving threats to world 

order? And where is the reasoned discourse of leadership in the 

world’s self-appointed paramount state? 

Lack of action in Bosnia seems to have made a mockery of the 

new world order “based on America’s power, sense of justice and vi- 

sion” or of a “unipolar world disciplined and shaped by American 
power” as the basis for the future. Writing in the Washington Post, 

Jim Hoagland asked, “How can Sarajevo happen in a unipolar world 

where America is all-powerful and wiser than others? . . . Bosnia 
shows that we do not live in a unipolar world.” It also shows that. 
the United States has devalued further “the coercive power of Amer- 

ican diplomacy,”8° and in doing so U.S. policy makers were indeed 

not very wise. The unwillingness, or inability, to use diplomacy was 
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starkly demonstrated during the weeks preceding the war with Iraq 

when diplomacy was steadfastly rejected as an option. Ultimatums 

were stridently issued. “No negotiations” was repeated many times. 

This “all or nothing” approach, “crush them in a week or don’t 

get involved,”8! invites a corollary to the “Bush Doctrine” of quickly 

in with military force and quickly out. Political issues will only be 

considered threats to world order within the scope of what the United 

States decides to solve, if there can be a clearly defined and easily ex- 

ecutable military objective. Not only was diplomacy lost somewhere— 

perhaps in the oil-rich desert sands— but so was the conception of 

leadership based on diplomacy’s adroit use. 

Presidential Politics 1992 (1): The Continuing Problem of Order 
in the Gulf 

In March 1991, Bush received a standing ovation from Congress at 

the conclusion of the Gulf War. This high point of his popularity 

was destined to decline. A year later, Saddam Hussein, the “Hitler” 

against whom the war had been fought, remained in power. As 

Bush’s popularity ratings fell, Hussein became increasingly defiant. 

Meanwhile, revelations of how the Iraqi regime had acquired its 
military hardware and built defense industries, as well as the nature 

of these acquisitions, emerged from UN inspections and investiga- 

tions in the U.S. Congress. Startling disclosures of hitherto classified 

documents concerning U.S. involvement in Iraq’s military industries 

were revealed. These documents seemed to show that the Bush ad- 

ministration knowingly allowed Hussein to build up threatening mil- 

itary capabilities, including chemical and nuclear components. 
To the politically dangerous revelations of congressional commit- 

tees was added the embarrassment that Saddam Hussein continued 

to be the strongman of Baghdad. There were also pressures to assist 

opposition groups within Iraq. The Bush administration responded 
with “covert action” planning. In January 1992, plans to back an in- 
ternal revolt to topple Saddam were reported in the New York Times 

and elaborated in two subsequent articles by Patrick Tyler.82 Con- 

gress had been notified “last fall,” he claimed, that increased covert 

actions in Iraq were undertaken by the administration and that these 

“intended to foment a coup against Saddam Hussein that could be 

supported by U.S. military forces if necessary.”8? The Saudis were 
said to be “pressing the Bush administration to organize a large co- 
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vert action campaign in Iraq” with the aim of arming Kurdish reb- 

els, Shia fighters, and Sunni opposition forces in order to “hasten 

Mr. Hussein’s downfall while leaving the formation of a successor 

government clearly in Iraqi hands.” President Bush was reported to 

be particularly eager that Saddam should fall “before November’s 

election.” In a statement to mark the first anniversary of the Gulf 

War, Bush praised “thousands of brave Iraqis who [were] resisting 

Saddam’s rule.”84 

Tyler claimed to have been told by administration officials that 

the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) was actively “working with 

dissidents in the Iraqi power structure.” The goal of this “covert ac- 

tion” was “to divide the Iraqi military by building a network of op- 

position forces that could challenge Mr. Hussein’s control of the 

countryside and ultimately challenge his stronghold in Baghdad.” 

Saudi Arabia and Kuwait were said to be cooperating “both in 

financing . . . and in providing logistical support for whatever mil- 

itary or paramilitary operations might then evolve.” New overtures 

to Kurdish clan leaders were reported as were claims of cooperation 
in these endeavors by Turkey and Syria.* 

Some canny op-ed writers thought Tyler and the press were being 

“used” to create a “war of nerves,” a dangerous and ill-advised game, 

because such tactics could well lead to real rebellions of Kurds and 

Shia.86 Although Bush and his administration appeared to be en- 

couraging civil rebellion in Iraq among Kurds and Shia to under- 

mine Hussein’s power, they were patently unenthusiastic about such 

groups ruling in Baghdad and were not ready to commit U.S. ground 

forces to help Kurd or Shia rebellions following the war in 1991. 
General Powell was reported to have warned that the success of 

U.S. military intervention in support of “an indigenous challenge to 

Mr. Hussein’s authority” could only be assured if ground forces were 

committed. 

Kurd or Shia opposition groups were clearly problematic from the 

U.S. point of view. Whether or not they would be indeed helpful in 

toppling Hussein, they were not viewed as likely candidates for a 

viable alternative government. And there were other considerations. 

If the Iraqi Kurds were encouraged too much, the Kurds in Turkey 

and Iran could be emboldened to join in fomenting rebellions in 

their own states and to seek an independent Kurdist state. As for the. 

Shia, their natural links to Iran were feared by some to contain the 

seed of an Islamic fundamentalist movement, which could lead to 

another Islamic state. Given such views of the hazardous nature of 
“indigenous” rebellions, the administration’s statements of encourage- 
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ment could hardly be other than ambiguous. The kind of opposition 
that U.S. officials did take seriously, and which they were vocal in 

encouraging, was rebellion within the military. This too was admit- 

tedly problematic because ultimately “they had to start asking them- 

selves what they should do if it happened and Iraqi units pleaded for 

U.S. help, including military intervention.” However, “having finally 

asked the right question, they apparently have not figured out an 

answer.”87 

General Powell gave an answer, reported Tyler. The United States 

“could support a coup by Iraqi military units if the Iraqi command- 

ers asked for air support and other help in advance” although a large 

number of combat troops “would have to be sent back to the region 

to insure success.”88 There was no getting around it; the top military 

strategist insisted on ground troops if there was to be military inter- 

vention in support of any opposition movement. This policy was not 

what Bush wanted to hear during an election year when the electorate 

was turned off by foreign policy. 

Meanwhile, the Iraqi regime became increasingly obstructionist 

and prevented UN inspectors from identifying and destroying nu- 

clear and chemical warfare installations.8° Reports out of Iraq noted 

that attacks on the Shia in the southern marshlands had been stepped 

up since March. The Bush administration dithered over how to 

react, or whether it should react at all. Inaction won, for the mo- 

ment. Some administration officials said that military force would 

be necessary “to eradicate Iraq’s remaining capacity to make weap- 

ons of mass destruction.” The more politically minded let it be known 

that a new U.S.-led attack was unlikely “because of the political de- 

bate it would stir” in a presidential election year and it would be 

seen as “a crass attempt to garner votes.”9! Nevertheless, by August 

the political damage of inaction was obviously calculated to be greater 

than some kind of reaction. 

An “air exclusion zone” south of the thirty-second parallel “to 
protect Shiite Muslims in southern Iraq” from attacks by Hussein 
was declared, and flights to enforce it (from the USS Independence) 

began on 27 August.92 The temptation to label it “political” was 
great. “It shows the lengths to which George Bush will go to win 

reelection, and how far his foreign friends will lean to help him,” 
wrote Leslie Gelb in the New York Times. A “new element” was 
said to allow the flights, the introduction of “fixed wing aircraft” 

into the south. But helicopters had been used for eighteen months 
“to slaughter the Shiites,” wrote Gelb. A “deeper reason” was attrib- 
uted to administration officials. They sought “to face the highly na- 
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tionalistic Iraqi military with a choice between preserving the unity 

of the country and retaining Saddam.”? Preventing continued gen- 

ocide in the southern marshlands was not, it seems, the driving force 

behind the new involvement. 

Nor in truth was the sudden revelation, reported by “Bush aides,” 

that “Iraqi Shiites are more ‘Iraqi’ than ‘Iranian’ so that the allies 

can safely aid the Shiites without actually splitting this territory from 

Iraq,” wrote Gelb. Rather, the crucial element that catalyzed the 

new policy occurred in presidential election politics: “Bill Clinton 

pulled way ahead in the polls and Mr. Bush began searching . 

for a magic campaign bullet.” This columnist was not, however, oe 

posed to the Bush administration “getting tough” with Saddam. He 

found it a demonstration “that crass political motives sometimes lead 

to good foreign policy.”% 

While the Bush administration wavered throughout the spring and 

summer of 1992 on whether, and how, to become directly engaged 

with the issues of Hussein and the opposition groups inside Iraq. 

Congress and the press were investigating how Iraq’s ability to 

threaten world order and U.S. interests had come about in the first 

place. Why had the “Iraqi dictator” been allowed to grow into such 

a “menace”? “The answer to that question . . . is shocking,” wrote 

Anthony Lewis in a New York Times editorial, “Who Fed This 

Caesar?”95 

Presidential Politics 1992 (Il): Investigations of Bush’s Prewar 
Iraq Policy 

The continuance of Saddam Hussein in power after the Gulf War 

was not the only indicator of a failed Bush policy or the only embar- 
rassment deriving from U.S. relations with Iraq in an election year. 
It became increasingly clear from the many classified documents 

made public through congressional investigations that the war was 

testimony to a glaring failure of the Bush administration’s prewar 

policy and how it had conducted its relations with Iraq. Bush cried 
politics, “pure gut politics,” as the disclosures multiplied in the spring 

and summer of 1992, but most investigations had started before the 

election campaigns. 

Congress began exercising its powers of oversight over the execu- 

tive branch on matters related to the Gulf War and U.S. policy to- 

ward Iraq shortly after the war’s end. From early 1992, revelations 
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from congressional investigations and hearings multiplied. They in- 
cluded matters related to the conduct of the war and disclosures that 
the U.S. prewar relationship with Iraq had greatly helped Hussein 

build his military strength. There were other disclosures about the 

Patriot missiles being less successful than had been claimed.%© Re- 

ports from the UN Special Commission in Iraq to supervise the de- 

struction of Iraq’s weapons indicated much less success in destroying 

Iraq’s Scud launchers than had been claimed.” A bipartisan con- 

gressional report of the House Armed Services Committee, released 

23 April, claimed there had been as much as a four-to-one advan- 

tage, that at the time the allied forces numbered roughly 700,000 the 

Iraqis had as few as 180,000.% 

Combined with election year politics were “genuine concerns about 
the policy failure before the invasion.” The wisdom of the Bush- 

Baker policy was questioned, that is, whether “Mr. Bush [could] 

have avoided the war if he had moved to restrain rather than reward 

the Iraqi leader earlier.” There were also assertions that the adminis- 

tration policy of “supporting Iraq before the war was not only mis- 

guided, but criminal.”% 
“Almost every Monday” during February and March 1992, Demo- 

cratic Representative Henry Gonzales of Texas, “the feisty chairman 

of the House Banking Committee,” read “more classified documents 

into the Congressional Record than anyone since the Vietnam War” 

and, in the process, constructed a picture of corruption and coverup. 
These documents portrayed a complex web of relationships and deal- 

ings of questionable legality on the part of Iraqis, U.S. government 

officials, and private U.S. companies. The authority for these deal- 

ings was the Bush administration’s policy of pursuing “improved eco- 

nomic and political ties with Iraq”! generally and as mandated in 

National Security Directive 26 signed by Bush on 2 October 1989.10! 

Why was the chairman of the House Banking Committee inter- 
ested in Bush’s Iraqi policy? Congressman Gonzales entered the arena 

of U.S. prewar relations with Iraq through the investigation of the 

“Bank Lavoro scandal.” Bank Lavoro was the Atlanta branch of the 

Italian Banca Nazionale del Lavoro (BNL). Centrally featured in 

some disclosed classified documents was a scandal involving “a mas- 

sive fraud to pump billions of dollars in illegal loans and credits out 

of BNL-Atlanta, far above the amounts reported to the Federal Re- 

serve.” The scandal first surfaced when bank documents were seized 
in August 1989 in a raid by the Federal Bureau of Investigation 

(FBI) and Federal Reserve officials of the Atlanta branch of the 
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BNL.!°2 The case had been prepared and the Atlanta prosecutor 

was ready to bring an indictment in January 1990. The record set 

forth in the congressional disclosures indicated the possibility of in- 

terference from the Justice Department as well as telephone calls 

from staff inside the White House. Indictments had been postponed 

for a full year.!% 

The Commodity Credit Corporation (CCC) of the Department of 

Agriculture, which had granted credits to Iraq, was also involved. 

Officials in the Agriculture Department were alleged to have known 

in October 1989 that “their $1 billion a year CCC program was 

riddled with corruption.”!°4 On 13 October 1989, a meeting of law- 

yers and other officials of the CCC took place. The minutes of this 

meeting reportedly stated that “although additional research needs 

to be done, it appears more and more likely that C.C.C. guaranteed 

funds and/or commodities may have been diverted from Iraq to third 

parties in exchange for military hardware.”!% 

There was also evidence of loans having been provided “to var- 

ious U.S. firms for the illegal export to Iraq of missile-related tech- 

nology.”!% At the 13 October meeting, “top legal officials of the 

Agriculture Department” were also aware, it was claimed, that “pay- 

ments required by Iraq of exporters wishing to participate in the 

Iraqi market may have been diverted into acquiring sensitive nuclear 

technologies.”!°7 

Congressman Gonzales accused administration officials of “con- 

flicts of interest” and “failure to pursue diligently the circumstances 

of loan guarantees to Iraq by both the Export Import Bank and the 

Commodity Credit Corporation.” There was also the matter of “mak- 

ing false and misleading statements to Congress.”!08 

Evidence of influence and pressure exerted by government offi- 

cials was uncovered. Officials in the departments of State, Commerce, 

and Agriculture and in the White House were involved. This course 

was taken purportedly in the interests of maintaining Iraqi friend- 

ship and thereby exerting influence over Hussein. Bush was quoted 
as explaining that “the United States originally tried to help Iraq be- 

cause of its war with Iran.” After the Iran-Iraq war ended in 1988, 

the administration sought “to bring Iraq into the ‘family of nations.” 
Bush also “repeatedly” said that aid “provided to Iraq to counterbal- 

ance Iran [was] a way to stabilize the Middle East.”!0 

At issue was not just a policy gone awry due to poor judgment or 

lack of foresight. Bush and other officials were accused of hiding 

behind “a cloak of national security” to avoid disclosure that they 
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had aided the unreliable regime of Saddam Hussein “long after it 

was prudent to do so.”!!° But this, too, begs the question of what 

was really behind all the subterfuge in the prewar years. The “cloak 

of national security” hid interventions by high officials to circumvent 

established standards and procedures, as well as manipulation of 

government processes, in order to expedite loans to Iraq after they 

were well aware of many alleged abuses that later came to light in 

Congress. 
In mid-July 1992 Congressman Gonzales was still producing doc- 

uments and reading them on the House floor, whether they were 

classified or not. One disclosure was a “secret CIA document” dated 

6 November 1989 that reflected “a seeming lack of concern about 

the unfolding bank scandal,” considering it a “minor irritant” in the 

U.S.-Iraq relationship, and speculated that any strain in relations 
would “probably be short-lived,” particularly if Baghdad believed 

that “additional credits [would] be forthcoming.” The report also 

described Iraq’s “complex procurement networks of holding com- 

panies in Western Europe to acquire technology for its chemical, bio- 

logical, nuclear, and ballistic missile development programs.”!"! 

Another “secret report” of the CIA, known as a “national intelli- 

gence estimate,” issued in early November 1989, warned that failure 

to approve a pending $1 billion agricultural loan guarantee program 

to Iraq “would create further tensions in American-Iraqi relations.” 
For the most part, the report “followed the conventional wisdom of 

the Bush administration that President Saddam Hussein of Iraq was 

a leader who could be worked with.” But it included a lengthy dis- 

cussion of Iraq’s ambitious weapons programs and procurement net- 

work and “also noted” the possibility of “illegal transactions involving 

the U.S. government loan program through the Atlanta branch of 

the BNL.” The latter warning was, however, “reportedly in a single 

paragraph buried deep in the 25-page report.”!! 

Many documents were declassified in response to investigations 

by other congressional committees. New material provided to a House 

Foreign Affairs subcommittee, headed by Sam Gejdenson (Demo- 

crat from Connecticut), included State Department memos, cable- 

grams, letters, and interviews with senior administration officials that 

revealed fierce internal battles over the transfer of high-technology 
equipment and U.S.-backed agricultural loans to Iraq. Other con- 
troversies involved human rights violations and support of terrorism. 
Most documents declassified for Mr. Gejdenson’s committee, how- 

ever, were dated prior to the election of President Bush. They were 
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revealing, nonetheless. A 1988 document apparently warned that Iraq 

had emerged from the war with Iran as “a great military and politi- 

cal power” and was “aiming higher.”!!% 

By early July, more declassified documents indicated that “Iraq 

was diverting technology to its nuclear-weapons program as early as 

1985.” This was “much earlier than previously known.” These docu- 

ments included Department of Defense memos that “sought restric- 

tions on exports of U.S. technology with nuclear uses to Iraq.” 

Gejdenson claimed that an analysis of U.S. exports to Iraq showed 

that “between 1985 and 1990” there were “192 instances in which 

technology with potential nuclear applications was licensed for sale.” 

Bush cried politics and denied that he or the State Department knew 

anything about it.!!4 

The House Committee on Energy and Commerce, John D. Din- 

gell (Democrat from Michigan) chairman, investigated the circum- 

stances behind warnings in 1989 issued by the CIA’s “top authority 

on the spread of bomb manufacturing gear,” particularly items that 

had dual civilian and military uses and about Iraq’s “major effort to 

build an atomic bomb as rapidly as possible.” All of Dingell’s find- 

ings were “ignored.” The committee held closed hearings on the sub- 

ject in April 1991 and evaluated secret intelligence data. Congressman 

Dingell reportedly called the unheeded warning “a major Govern- 

mental failure in which an opportunity for timely action was missed.” 

Evidence coming out of Iraq since the war was reporting that “Bagh- 

dad came perilously close to getting the bomb.”!!5 

By the summer of 1992, revelations emanating from several con- 

gressional committees on U.S.-Iraqi relations and the formulation 

and execution of policy vis-a-vis Iraq pointed to “a pattern of ob- 

struction of justice and lying to Congress.”!!© There was, it appeared, 

a complex web of obfuscation and denials, a “cover-up” by adminis- 

tration spokesmen about activities of doubtful legality and policies 

of questionable prudence, whereby Iraq was allowed to defraud a 

U.S.-registered bank and the U.S. government in order to develop 
its military capabilities. Predictably, it began to be called “Iraqgate.” 

“lraqgate”: The “Little Details” of Coverup 

For several months the House Judiciary Committee investigated 
whether there were violations of U.S. laws by administration offi- 

cials. Headed by Representative Jack Brooks (Democrat from Texas), 
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the committee initially investigated allegations that officials in the 

Bush administration had used influence to delay the indictment of 

several Iraqis and officials in the Atlanta branch of the Banca Nazio- 

nale del Lavoro, which made illegal loans of U.S. $5 billion to Iraq. 

The committee also uncovered the possibility that the Commerce 

Department had “tampered with documents submitted to Con- 

gress.”!!7 Since August 1991, “at the request of one congressman,” 

the Justice Department had pursued a criminal investigation into 

this alleged alteration in late 1990 of Commerce Department records, 

subpoenaed by Congress, on U.S. exports to Iraq.!!8 And there was 

an allegation of “perverting the use of Agriculture’s farm export guar- 

antees” by the State Department. These “little details of bureaucratic 

deception . . . form a mosaic of cover-up,” wrote William Safire in 

the New York Times in June 1992.!!9 

Included in the “little details” were telephone calls from the White 

House counsel’s office to the prosecutor in Atlanta in November 

1989, which “reminded her of the ‘embarrassment level’” should there 

be an indictment of Saddam Hussein’s family.!2° Other documents 

indicated that a federal prosecutor was sent to Atlanta shortly be- 

fore the indictment in January 1990 with a “different theory” about 

who was largely responsible for the loan frauds (the Italian bank 

not the Iraqi officials who were about to be indicted by the Atlanta 

prosecutor). The case was postponed for a year, until after the war, 

when the original charges were made. : 

The Judiciary Committee was to consider “whether to request the 

appointment of an independent counsel” to investigate “the adminis- 

tration’s policy of helping Saddam Hussein” before the Gulf War. 

Mr. Brooks sent a request on 12 June 1990 to President Bush to 

“direct top administration officials to testify before [his] House com- 

mittee” and submitted a list of names. The administration claimed 

that “the Democrats [were] exploiting the investigation for election- 

year purposes.” Mr. Brooks pointed out that the investigation “be- 

gan more than two years ago” and would have ended a long time 

ago if the administration had been forthcoming with documents. 

“Should noncompliance result,” the New York Times quoted him as 

having written in his request, “the case for an independent counsel— 

with full subpoena and prosecutorial powers—would be bolstered 

for that reason alone.”!2! Although the president “resisted sending 

high level officials to testify,” it seemed that he “wisely” notified de- 

partments “to respond to Judiciary’s request for documents” and 

lower level civil servants began appearing before Congress.!? 
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All but one of the twenty-one Democrats on the House Judiciary 

Committee voted to request the attorney general to begin the pro- 

cess of appointing an independent counsel “to investigate serious al- 

legations of possible violations of federal criminal statutes by high- 

ranking officials.” The list included names of persons in the White 
House. Bush denounced the congressional request for an independent 

prosecutor as “purely political.” 

As a New York Times editorial suggested, “to call the congres- 

sional request ‘political’ is to obscure the point of the independent 

counsel law.” This law intends that the party out of power can “press 

the executive branch whenever high executive officials have a conflict 

of interest that threatens their impartiality.” Such requests may well 

be politically inspired. But what matters is not that. It is whether the 

congressional request “is based on reasonable suspicion of crime that 

the Justice Department is too embarrassed to pursue.” When the 

Iran-Contra scandal broke in 1986, “even [Attorney General] Edwin 

Meese recognized . . . that the Reagan Justice Department could 

not be seen as an impartial investigator of criminality.”!23 

Attorney General William Barr was not Ed Meese. Barr rejected 

the Judiciary Committee’s call for “a prosecutor not beholden to the 

Bush administration.” In doing so, wrote Safire, “he [took] personal 

charge of the cover-up.” It is “an unprecedented refusal to recognize 

a ‘political conflict of interest’ as called for in the law.” The political 
purpose of the refusal was clear: “contain Iraqgate until after the 

election.” !24 

“Has the attorney general committed an impeachable offense?” 

the columnist inquired and answered “yes.” Meanwhile more detailed 

documents continued to flow. Safire mentioned another memo, this 

time an internal State Department memo, dated 16 October 1989, 

addressed to Secretary Baker from subordinates. It concerned the 

importance of giving U.S. $1 billion in U.S. grain credits to Iraq: 

“Our ability to influence Iraqi policies . . . will be heavily influenced 

by the outcome of the Commodity Credit Corp. negotiations.” At 

that time, the BNL scandal had broken and administration officials 

were aware of the involvement of Iraqis in various other alleged ille- 

galities. Notes mentioned phone calls to the U.S. attorney in Atlanta 
and a suggestion to “wall off” the agricultural credits for Iraq from 

the BNL investigation. Meanwhile, Congressman Gonzales “was 

preparing to answer the attorney general’s defiance with a bill of 

impeachment.” !25 
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Conclusion 

The Bush administration’s foreign policy seemed to move from one 

extreme to another. Before the war, the United States was deter- 

mined to be conciliatory toward Iraq, to “bring it within the family 
of nations,” to “moderate Saddam Hussein’s behavior.” The policy of 

conciliation, of bending the law (perhaps breaking it) to allow Sad- 

dam to have what he wanted, was continued “even after it had ceased 

to be prudent to do so.” At the other extreme was absolute hostility 

and refusal to negotiate or compromise. Saddam was portrayed as a 

“Hitler,” the apotheosis of evil. He was issued ultimatums with which 

the administration obviously did not expect him to comply. 
Schizophrenic tendencies in U.S. policy are not limited to pre- or 

postwar Iraq. Although recent manifestations of policy in the Gulf 

often seem to lack rationality, coherence, or even common sense, 

they are symptomatic of U.S. policy toward the Middle East gener- 

ally. The usual concerns and calculations of strategic advantage and 

national interest would appear to be far removed from the minds of 

those who formulate U.S. policy for the Middle East. 

What is going on? Leslie Gelb called the prewar policy toward 

Saddam’s Iraq a “blunder,” something Republicans would claim a 
“soft-headed Democrat” might be expected to do.!26 One could con- 

clude that U.S. policy in the Middle East suffers from a lack of po- 

litical understanding of the issues at stake in particular parts of the 

area, compounded by the arrogance of power and lapses of principle. 

There is certainly a new world order in the making, given the 

metamorphosis of the Soviet Union and the dissolution of socialist 

power, of pending European unity, of dramatic economic develop- 

ment in China as well as an expansion and ferocity of ethnic conflict 

not known for decades. How this new world will relate to the Mid- 

dle East is unclear. Given the declared interest of the United States 
in the Gulf region, however, U.S. foreign policy will assuredly con- 
tinue to affect the area, one can only hope with more salutary effects 

than hitherto. 
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The Making of the New World Order 

The Role of the Media 

Malcolm Hayward 

To understand Arab-American cultural relations as they evolved dur- 

ing the Gulf crisis and how they related to President George Bush’s 

conception of a new world order, one must account for three fac- 

tors. First, there are what Edward Said (1983) termed our interpreta- 

tive situations. A series of events, such as the Gulf War, or the vision 

of a new political domain, such as Bush’s new world order, are in- 

terpreted according to the belief patterns of a particular culture. If 

one needed only to define how these patterns develop, an analysis 

might be relatively straightforward; however, a second factor influ- 

ences the understanding of events and ideas, that being the narra- 

tives used by participants to relate those events. We rarely see events 

first hand; they are related to us and encased in a story shaped by 

the presenter. Similarly, political ideas are embedded in story lines 
informed by three elements: the exigencies of the situation, the need 

to persuade an audience, and the politician’s conception of how the 

events fit within the larger context of policy. A third factor for un- 

derstanding Arab-U.S. cultural relations is the mode of presentation 

and its effect on the audience; different presentational modes (televi- 
sion, a speech, or a newspaper story) significantly shape the public’s 
views of events and ideas. The Gulf crisis and Bush’s new world 
order can be seen, thus, in rhetorical terms with attention given to 

the audience, narrative, and mode of presentation. 
In all three areas, the media had a crucial role. It did not achieve 

its potential, however, because it failed to offer critiques of the mes- 
sages it delivered and their mode of presentation. The media stands 

at the center of Americans interpretations of the Arab world. Dur- 

ing the Gulf crisis, the media drew upon academic scholarship and 

political narratives to shape the image that Americans had of the 
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Middle East. Moreover, the forms in which the actual images of the 

Middle East and the participants in the Gulf crisis were presented 
impacted significantly upon Americans’ understanding of the issues. 

This in turn affected how President Bush presented his image of the 
new world order, a concept having implications well beyond the lo- 

cal realm of the Gulf. 

The Interpretative Situation 

There are numerous principles that Americans feel should govern a 

state and its culture. The fact that these principles are often sub- 

verted does not deny their importance as constructs by which Amer- 

icans measure other cultures. First, rationality and logic are held in 

high esteem; Americans prefer leaders who seem self-possessed and 
allow emotional responses only within narrowly defined ranges, such 

as patriotism and righteous indignation. As Catherine Lutz noted, 
“American cultural belief does not deny that men may become emo- 

tional,” but it only allows “certain types of emotion,” such as anger 

(Lutz 1988:73). 
A second principle is that actions must be sanctioned not only by 

their logical consequences, but also by the doctrine of fair play, par- 

ticularly to those who may be at risk, need protection, or lack power, 

such as children and women. An aspect of this principle is that in 
order to ensure fairness, the rules of fair play must be codified and 
made available to all. Once a rule is established and written down, 

all members of society should adhere to it; according to the Ameri- 

can mind, all members of society should abide by these rules to set- 

tle grievances and disputes or to access the benefits allowed by the 
rules. Fairness is related to another concept, that of consent. In gen- 

eral, Americans feel that a society should operate by the common 

consent of the governed. Democracy, then, is seen as an outgrowth 

of the freedom of individual choice; a government is fair if it allows 

equal participation of the people it governs. Consensual democracy 

is seen as a more highly evolved form of governance than other polit- 

ical systems, often distinguished as unevolved, or rooted in tradition. 

Finally, the evolved society finds proof of its worth in its techno- 

logical innovations and superiority. Technology is seen as the appro- 

priate outgrowth of both a logical approach to solving problems and 

the freedom of individuals to pursue individual goals in a society 

working on democratic principles (Stewart 1972:66-67). Although 
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there are other principles to which Americans are deeply committed, 

at least in name, these four—rationality, codified fairness, govern- 

ment by consent, and dependence on technology—form a backdrop 

for interpreting the Gulf crisis and understanding the place of the 

Arab world within the construct of Bush’s new world order. 

To see how the Gulf crisis was understood in the United States in 

terms of these principles, one should look at the analysis proposed 

by Edward Said (1978) in Orientalism. Said defines the intersection 

of three groups that are responsible for Western views of Arab peo- 

ple and culture: orientalists, the media (in this case, primarily the 

news media), and politicians. None of the three act in isolation, but 

interact with one another. As Said points out in Covering Islam, 

“the canonical, orthodox coverage of Islam that we find in the acad- 

emy, in the government, and in the media is all interrelated and has 

been more diffused, has seemed more persuasive and influential, in 

the West than any other ‘coverage’ or interpretation” (Said 1981:161). 

These three groups, moreover, pursue agendas faithful to goals 

that they define as being in the “best interests” of their constituencies, 

based on their interpretative situations. Another way to phrase this 

issue is in terms of “ideologies,” as defined by Terry Eagleton in 

Ideology: An Introduction. Eagleton describes six overlapping but 

distinct ways in which ideology may be defined: as social or cultural 

processes, class beliefs, the promotion of class interests generally, the 

advocacy of class interests by a dominant power, such advocacy us- 

ing distortion, and distortion arising from social processes generally 
(Eagleton 1991:28-30). Here we are concerned with his fourth mean- 

ing of ideology, which “attends to the promotion and Jegitimation of 

the interests” of a social group in a dominant position (Eagleton 

1991:29). To some extent, we are also concerned with his fifth defini- 

tion, “in which ideology signifies ideas and beliefs which help to legit- 
imate the interests of a ruling group or class specifically by distortion 

and dissimulation” (Eagleton 1991:30), whether or not such distor- 

tions or dissimulations are purposeful or arise from a fundamental 
misunderstanding or misconstrual of the issues and events. 

Interpretative Situations: The Academic Perspective 

The rhetoric of the crisis found all three groups—scholars, media, 

and politicians—characteristically shaping their pronouncements to 

agree with their underlying suppositions about the East. There was, 
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moreover, a dynamic interchange among the three. In Covering Is- 

Jam, Said shows that orientalists, often unknowingly, set their inter- 

pretations of Islam “in a profoundly and in some ways an offensively 

political context” (Said 1981:xvii). Politicians and the media then 
used these marginalized and politically biased studies to “take over 

the dissemination of racist caricatures of the Islamic peoples” (Said 

1981:141). Failure to examine their biased interpretations resulted in 

the group’s failure to understand, intellectually and politically, the 

dynamics of Arab culture. 
Interpretations of the Gulf War were heavily influenced by aca- 

demic commentary. On 10 August 1991, the Wall Street Journal 

published an essay by historian David Pryce-Jones, author of The 

Closed Circle. In it, Pryce-Jones attempted to place Arabs within a 

cultural context Westerners could understand. He wrote: “To Wes- 

terners, this [aggression of Saddam’s] makes him out to be a little 

Hitler, defying his neighbors and even the world community in a 

way that appears irrational, if not mad. An effort of imagination 

and some knowledge of history are required to understand that he is 

not in the least deranged but behaving in accordance with ancient 

customs in the Middle East. Arabs do things differently from us, 

and always have” (A-10). 

What Pryce-Jones proposes to do here is symptomatic of many 

orientalists. Trying to establish a cultural perspective outside of the 

U.S. vision of the world (Saddam’s action only “appears irration- 

al”), he invites another perspective, equally Eurocentric and equally 

culture-bound. The problem is not Saddam’s irrationality; the prob- 

lem is that all Arabs are “different.” Having assumed that U.S. cul- 

ture and values are the norm, Pryce-Jones uses the “otherness” of the 

Arabs as the basis for dismissing their views and culture. If Saddam 

seems deranged, it is only because he is following irrational ancient 

customs. If that message is not clear from the above passage, it cer- 

tainly is from what follows: 

Throughout the Arab Middle East there is no check of any kind 

on absolute power; no government by consent, no representative 

parliament or loyal opposition, no free speech. Treaties, fron- 

tiers, sovereignty are Western concepts easily brushed aside in 

the absence of institutions to realize them. What might look like 

Arab nation-states are therefore much closer to tribes held to- 

gether by military-type rulers according to custom and sanc- 

tioned by honor. Everywhere the strong feel it only normal to 
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oppress the weak. That is why the Middle East is so violent 

and backward. 

Given such a perspective, Pryce-Jones offers a political solution to 

the Middle East drawn from Kipling’s nineteenth-century view of 

the “White Man’s Burden”: “At this point in history there is no 

question of conquest or imperialism. This is a clash of quite a differ- 

ent kind, between past and present, between tribal custom and gov- 

ernment by consent. Before Arabs can take their place in the modern 

world as they deserve, rulers of the stamp of Saddam have to be ex- 

posed as the savage and outmoded tyrants that they are.” 

Pryce-Jones thus tries to convince his readers that eastern and 

western cultural differences are analogous to the old, savage, tribal 

society (the East) and the new, consensual, evolved democratic so- 

ciety (the West). From this perspective, there is no question in his 

mind as to which society “ought” to prevail. Despite the extremity of 

Pryce-Jones’s view, the themes he touches on in this early analysis 

of the crisis are precisely those adopted by George Bush in his at- 

tempts to manipulate public opinion in the United States and pro- 
vide a rationale for his view of the “American century” to come. 

Clearly, Pryce-Jones’ interpretation of the events valorizes Western 

values such as democracy, the institutionalization of boundaries and 

frontiers, and the codification of societal relations, as opposed to a 

strong central leader, a certain fluidity in conceptions of land own- 

ership, and a reliance upon custom and honor as a legitimate basis 

for contractual obligations between groups. If one agrees with Pryce- 

Jones’s interpretation, Arab customs become irrational and destruc- 

tive. 

This image of Arab irrationality was embraced by news reporters 

throughout the period. On 10 February 1991, for example, Patrick 

Tyler reported in the Sunday New York Times: “As he holds out in 

his bunker, Mr. Hussein has not left the briefings to his generals, as 

Mr. Bush has done. The Iraqi leader uses no pointer, no charts; he 

briefs with rhetoric, distortion and his own social mythology about 

the subjugation of the have-nots by the haves—all of it designed to 
inflame Arab and other third-world sensibilities about the return of 
the colonial powers to visit destruction on Arab lands and Islamic 
shrines” (E-5). This is, in fact, the same argument that David Pryce- 
Jones made, although the terms are not quite as obvious. Tyler con- 

trasts the pointers and charts of President Bush’s generals—objects 

associated with reason and logic—with Saddam’s “rhetoric, distor- 
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tion, and social mythology,” including the mythology that Arabs were 

subjugated by capitalist interests. Just as Pryce-Jones argued that 

U.S. interests are not imperialist, so too for Tyler, the “return of co- 

lonial powers” became part of the mythology. 

Criticism is not directed at Saddam alone. How are we to under- 
stand the phrase “to inflame Arab sensibilities” other than as an in- 

dictment of emotionalism, of incipient madness, within the Arab 

world? Arabs are, in this view, susceptible to being “inflame(d].” 

Said describes the negative images of Arabs in his essay “Oriental- 

ism Now” in The World, the Text, and the Critic (Said 1983:285-87). 

For example, one dogma of orientalists, cited by Said, is a belief in 

“the absolute and systematic difference between the West, which is 

rational, developed, humane, superior, and the Orient, which is ab- 

errant, undeveloped, inferior” (Said 1983:300). 
This attitude is also apparent in Patrick Tyler’s seemingly more 

objective viewpoint. For example, in his 3 June 1991, New York 

Times article, “U.S. Officials Believe Iraq Will Take Years to Re- 

build,” there are repeated references to “Western technology,” the 

need for “foreign equipment and expertise,” the loss of “foreign health 
workers,” and “spare parts and chemical additives produced outside 
the country” (A-1, A-8), implying Iraq’s dependency on the West 

and ignoring Western dependency on the resources of the Arab 

world. Technology, seen as a proof of Western superiority, is used 

here as a standard to denigrate the Arab culture. As a consequence 

of this assumed dependency on Western technology, the Orient be- 

comes, as Said says in Orientalism, “at bottom something either to 

be feared . . . or to be controlled (by pacification, research and de- 

velopment, outright occupation whenever possible)” (Said 1978:301). 

Similarly, the 28 January 1991, issue of Time prints an analysis by 
Lance Morrow on “Saddam and the Arabs.” In it, Saddam’s strength 

and position with his people is, predictably, an emotional bond: 

“Saddam also represents the yearnings of the Arab people: a defiant 

assertion of dignity, unity and honor. He has given fierce expression 

to the emotions of many Arabs on matters that mean the most to 

them. . . . So powerful are these emotions that millions of ordinary 

Arabs, from factory workers to university professors, are willing to 

tolerate Saddam’s otherwise evil performance” (64). It is difficult to 

know what Morrow means by “ordinary Arabs”; presumably they are 

ones who are swayed by powerful emotions only, as compared to 

those who are swayed by all emotions. Or perhaps he means that 

only the extraordinary Arab will oppose evil. This assertion corre- 
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sponds to a view presented by Edward Mortimer in a review of 

Samir al-Khalil’s Republic of Fear: “it is also true that coercion is a 
method of government that Iraqis have been conditioned to regard 

as normal, and the ability of the regime to use it may actually be 

evidence of its legitimacy, rather than the reverse” (Mortimer 1990: 

12). At any rate, we are presented with the conclusion that “millions 
of ordinary Arabs” can “tolerate evil” since, in this view, conditioning 

has taught them that coercion is normal, as though Arabs, like ani- 

mals, can be conditioned to behavior Westerners would not accept. 
Other characterizations of Arabs emerge from Morrow’s article. 

Arabs live in the past: “In a universe of sometimes incapacitating 

grievance, a practical Arab future opening onto a larger world, onto 

a new century, may be more difficult to imagine than a romantic 

past. The past has a powerful, seductive glory. It seamlessly encloses 

itself within fundamentalist Islamic virtue” (Morrow 1991:64). To- 

gether with this capacity for being seduced, Arabs have “a sense of 

violation, of second-class status” from “centuries of foreign domina- 

tion.” So too, Arabs have, for Morrow, “an obscure, almost magic 

sense of inevitability,” and they “cling to their spiritual distinctive- 

ness” (Morrow 1991:65). All of these generalizations depict an Arab 

mind unable to deal with the assumed real world of the West, an 

Arab mind that is injured, superstitious, weak, and which clings to 

false values. 
This image of the Arab world throughout the Gulf crisis was pred- 

icated upon the Americans’ image of themselves as rational, fair, 

democratic, and modern human beings. Orientalists and, following 

their lead, the media used this projected image to conceptualize Arab 

culture (particularly the Iraqis) in terms that Americans would, from 

their own background and standards, read as pejorative. There was 

little attempt made to understand Arab culture—or more precisely, 

the range of cultures existing in the areas most affected by the war— 

either on its own terms or in ways which would suggest a critique of 

the relativity of U.S. values. 

Narrative Structure 

Political documents and decisions are phrased for public consump- - 

tion. Although political statements do not directly reflect the think- 

ing behind a political decision, some insight may be gained of the 
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ways in which politicians interpret U.S. understanding of the Arab 

world and the reasoning behind actions taken in that world. 

In Bush’s remarks on opening the air campaign against Iraq on 16 

January 1991, political self-interest in the war is scarcely concealed. 

In his speech, Bush mentioned the danger to the “fragile economies 

of the Third World, emerging democracies of Eastern Europe, to the 

entire world, including to our own economy.” The president’s justifi- 

cation for war is also instructive. “While the world waited [for sanc- 

tions to work], Saddam Hussein systematically raped, pillaged and 

plundered a tiny nation no threat to his own. He subjected the peo- 

ple of Kuwait to unspeakable atrocities, and among those maimed 

and murdered [were] innocent children” (Bush 1991:A-14). Bush in- 

cluded several strong and significant themes in this part of his mes- 

sage. First, he describes the attack in sexual terms, and then he 

associates this sexual violation of a country with the violation of 

children. In Bush’s fantasy of sexual violence, the word “systemati- 

cally” takes on a more ominous connotation. Not only is Saddam 

Hussein portrayed as embodying the stereotypical quality of sexual 

excess; he is described as directing this against children. Such re- 

marks would have an emotional impact on Americans who are 

strongly committed to protecting children from sexuality. 

Bush’s political vision is re-articulated in this same speech in which 

he justifies bombing Iraq. He refers to his 1] September 1990 ad- 

dress to the U.S. Congress: “This is an historic moment. We have in 

this past year made great progress in ending the long era of conflict 

and cold war. We have before us the opportunity to forge for our- 

selves and for future generations a new world order, a world where 

the rule of law, not the law of the jungle, governs the conduct of na- 

tions” (Bush 1991:A-14). This apotheosis of U.S. idealism, in which 

Bush suggests a new world order based upon American values, is 

marked by a concomitant denigration of the Arab world. In justify- 

ing the bombing, Bush combined a number of themes referred to 

earlier. In opposition to a United States whose Western values in- 

clude reason, protection of the weak, and straight-dealing, Bush pre- 

sents an image of the insane Arab, enslaved to his emotions; the 

menacing Arab, threatening women with rape and children with 

worse horrors; the guileful Arab, hiding a systematic plan for evil 

beneath a placid exterior. This political message is consistent with 

those iterated by both the experts and the media. 

These images fuel a narrative that is very familiar to Americans: a 
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story evoked in countless westerns and police shows of an evil man 

in search of power, an innocent and helpless victim, and a protector 
who appears on the horizon to save the victim. A typical western 

defines the bully searching for power as the large landowner wanting 

to increase his holdings by driving the peaceful farmer from his small 

plot, the equivalent of Bush’s characterization of Kuwait as a peace- 
able “tiny nation no threat to his [Saddam Hussein’s] own.” The es- 

tablished forces of law are insufficient to oust the bully; the sheriff is 

weak or a tool of the landowner. Only the intervention of an out- 

sider, the hero, will save the farmer, and incidentally the region, by 

killing the evil landowner and reestablishing the rule of law. Police 

shows follow the same format, except in these the issue is usually 

not territory but power, power that is often expressed in violent sex- 
ual terms. In one common plot, the gang leader exploits women, not 

hesitating to rape and murder his victims. Because the city streets 

operate by the “law of the jungle,” the normal course of arrest and 

prosecution seldom works (the equivalent of waiting for sanctions). 

Thus, the police detective or private eye must take the law “into his 
own hands,” but always with the purpose of restoring the legitimacy 

of that “rule of law.” Violence is thus legitimized because the goal is 

moral and just. The criminal is usually not brought to court but is 

gunned down publicly in the streets (as happens frequently in a west- 

ern), or hunted and killed in his bunker or hideout. 

In his narrative of the Gulf War, Bush conflated two very com- 

mon American plot structures in which the bully is called to account 

for his crimes and a new order is reasserted. Scripting the Gulf crisis 

in this manner validated the president’s actions, for it follows familiar 

lines. The characters—Saddam and his “henchmen,” as Bush termed 

them—and the plot—“crimes and tortures committed against the 

innocent people of Kuwait”—once identified to the audience, provide 
their own justification for war. The pursuit of a criminal and the at- 

tempt to re-establish justice need no further rationale, for the familiar 

story line is accepted without question. 

Media Presentations of the Gulf Crisis 

Throughout the crisis, television was crucial in determining public 
perceptions, conveying the strongest and most immediate images. At 
different stages during the war, three iconic representations of Sad- 
dam Hussein were displayed repeatedly on U.S. television and played 
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a prominent role. The first, shortly after the invasion of Kuwait and 

the detention of “human shields,” shows Saddam standing with chil- 

dren held, according to U.S. television, as “human shields.” The im- 

age shows the children, Saddam, other officials, and some adults 

gathered in a large room. The second image, shot in November, is a 

clip of Saddam visiting his troops in Kuwait. As he strides forward, 

one of the soldiers reaches for Saddam’s hand and bends as if to 

kiss it. The third, after the bombing has begun, shows Saddam in 

his bunker conferring with his troops. The first and third images 

were sometimes portrayed as still shots, but the second was always 

seen as a videotext with motion. 
The three images convey their own messages to U.S. viewers. Even 

while the voice of the newscaster may pretend to deliver objective 

commentary, the imagery presented on the video screen is anything 

but objective. In fact, the images are designed to provide acceptable 

answers to U.S. viewers’ questions about the war. In August and 

September 1990, the issue was phrased as what danger does Iraq (or 

Saddam or the Arab world generally) hold for Americans? The first 

image, that of Saddam and the children (or at times other Iraqi lead- 

ers and the children and their parents) evoked powerful reactions. In 

fact, in its 7 January 1991 issue, in which George Bush was chosen 

as “man of the year,” Time presented a television picture of Saddam 

and a five-year-old British hostage as the lead picture in a section 

called “Images.” It shows the boy standing in a short-sleeved shirt 

beside a seated and smiling Saddam; beneath the picture are quoted 

lines from the Koran, Sura 49: 9, and beneath that an identification 

of the picture with the content that Saddam “had his own ideas 

about justice and fairness.” This first image might be read thus: our 

children (our future) are held hostage to an Arab world which may 

pretend benevolence but which is actually menacing. The fear was 

that Saddam would, through the control of oil, control U.S. destiny; 

Americans read their future in the fate of the hostages or human 

shields. To emphasize this message, the facing picture showed a tear- 

ful Florida guardsman hugging his sons as he said goodbye. Thus, 

the danger from Saddam Hussein was graphically phrased as a dan- 

ger to American children, although this was only one of the political 

messages the president tried to impress upon the American people. 

As fall progressed and war became more likely, the images changed. 

Questions were frequently raised concerning Saddam’s effectiveness. 

Why did the Iraqis follow him? The picture showing an Iraqi soldier 

reaching to clasp Saddam’s hand had a very negative element of 
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emotionalism. This spoke to the distrust that Americans had of emo- 

tions. They liked to believe that their rulers acted with consideration 

and reason, and that the military’s approach was businesslike and 

logical. The video-image reinforced the notion that Iraqis (and prob- 

ably all Arabs) were strongly emotional and followed their leaders 

only because of an emotional bond. In contrast, General Norman 

Schwarzkopf was shown in a briefing room, delivering his message 

in a straightforward manner. Because Americans felt that those led 
by emotions were erratic and weak, the video-image challenged the 

effectiveness of Saddam’s army and his ability to control it. It is 

ironic that the reaction of many Americans to the war was strongly 

emotional and that Bush reinforced this by using emotional language 

and images to maintain support for U.S. military actions during the 

crisis. 
The image of Saddam in his bunker was projected frequently fol- 

lowing the bombing offensive against Iraq. The questions in the 

minds of Americans were, “Is the bombing successful?” and “What 

effect has it had on the Iraqis?” Now Saddam has become the cow- 

ardly Arab holding out—or perhaps hiding out. The image reinforced 

the message, relayed most often by the military, of the Iraqis “hunk- 

ered down,” laying low, waiting out the bombing. The media eagerly 

seized any evidence of the Iraqis’ willingness to give up, from the 

planes flown to Iran, to soldiers surrendering or deserting. These 

messages were meant to depict the Arab fighting forces as weak and 

vacillating as compared to the open, forthright bravery of the U.S. 

troops. 
The video-images had a special impact because of their immedi- 

acy. As a number of commentators on the effect of the media during 
the Gulf crisis pointed out, television in this war had a greater im- 

pact than in previous wars. Even in the Vietnam War, videos from 

the field were delayed and edited, creating a distance between the 

viewers and the events. The live broadcasts of CNN, however, in- 

voked a sense of drama and immediacy for the audience, which car- 

ried over into videos replayed for days afterwards. Viewers thus en- 

gaged were less prone to question the legitimacy of such texts or 

their veracity. Their immediacy validated their authenticity even 
though such texts should have been questioned on the same basis as 

any texts chosen to document an event: Are they truly representa- 

tive? What messages are they delivering? Are they honest in regard 

to the event described and the participants in that event? 
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The Making of the New World Order 

It is clear that such images, their mode of presentation, and the in- 
terpretative situations that lay behind them, had implications for 

Bush’s concept of a new world order. First, it is important to re- 

member that the conception of this order evolved within several spe- 
cific contexts: the Gulf War as a response to a crisis, and the rapidly 

changing U.S.-Soviet relations due to the imminent breakup of the 

Soviet state. Thus the new world order had some of the shapeless- 

ness of an emerging paradigm whose shadowy outlines were designed 

to fit both events as well as Bush’s view of the U.S. foreign policy 

role in the 1990s. It is, in other words, both a contingent vision and 

an attempt to articulate a broader perspective. Yet even this broader 

perspective had to respond to, be consistent with, and encompass the 

events of the Gulf War in order to serve as a rationale for Bush’s ac- 

tions within the Gulf. This dual role for the new world order ex- 
plained, in part, the lack of definition and specificity of its agenda, 

not only in terms of the Gulf, but also for other areas of potential 

conflict—Eastern Europe, for example, or the Far East—in which 

the United States’s role as a mediator had not been clearly defined or 

had been complicated by past actions, such as Vietnam. 

President Bush’s conception of the new world order was first gen- 

erated through meetings with Mikhail Gorbachev in the context of 

nuclear arms control and the rapid thaw in ‘relations between the 

two superpowers. The Iraqi invasion gave Bush the opportunity to 

use this concept as justification for what was portrayed as a united 

world front standing against Iraq. That Bush would follow this tac- 

tic emerged from his summit meeting with Mikhail Gorbachev on 9 

September 1990. The text of their joint statement, as reported in the 

New York. Times said, “We are united in the belief that Iraq’s ag- 

gression must not be tolerated. No peaceful international order is 

possible if larger states can devour their smaller neighbors” (A-6). 

Bush again referred to this “peaceful international order” in his 11 

September address to Congress: 

As you know, I have just returned from a very productive 

meeting with Soviet President Gorbachev. And I am pleased 

that we are working together to build a new relationship. In 

Helsinki, our joint statement affirmed to the world our shared 

resolve to counter Iraq’s threat to peace. . . . 
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A new partnership of nations has begun. 

And we stand today at a unique and extraordinary moment. 

The crisis in the Persian Gulf, as grave as it is, also offers a 

rare opportunity to move toward an historic period of coopera- 
tion. Out of these troubled times, our fifth objective [the other 

four refer to Iraq’s withdrawal, the restoration of Kuwait’s gov- 
ernment, the stability of the Gulf, and protection of American 

citizens abroad]—a new world order—can emerge: a new era, 

freer from the threat of terror, stronger in the pursuit of justice, 

and more secure in the quest for peace. An era in which the 

nations of the world, east and west, north and south, can 

prosper and live in harmony. 

A hundred generations have searched for this elusive path to 

peace, while a thousand wars raged across the span of human 

endeavor. And today that new world is struggling to be born. 

A world quite different from the one we’ve known. A world 

where the rule of law supplants the rule of the jungle. A world 

in which nations recognize the shared responsibility for free- 

dom and justice. A world where the strong respect the rights of 

the weak. (Bush 1990:A-20) 

Within this new world order, the American role was for Bush, quite 

clearly, as the world leader. He portrayed the invasion of Iraq as a 

test of his vision: 

America and the world must defend common vital interests. 

And we will. 

America and the world must support the rule of law. 

And we will. 

America and the world must stand up to aggression. 

And we will. 

And one thing more: In the pursuit of these goals, 

America will not be intimidated. (Bush 1990:A-20) 

Finally, after detailing his plans for Iraq and Kuwait, and appeal- 
ing for a passage of his budget, Bush returned at the end of his ad- 
dress to this theme: “Once again, Americans have stepped forward 

to share a tearful goodbye with their families before leaving for a 
strange and distant shore. At this very moment they serve together - 

with Arabs, Europeans, Asians and Africans in defense of principle 
and the dream of a new world order. And that’s why they sweat and 

toil in the sand and the heat and the sun” (Bush 1990:A-20). 
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It is useful to analyze this text both in terms what is stated and 

what is not stated. What is readily apparent is the emphasis on law 

and justice: adherence to rule is highly esteemed. Peace and freedom 

are, for Bush, only possible within the context of a highly codified 

and rigid set of world laws. Law enforcement takes precedence within 

such a system; he assumes that rights will be at risk without a police 

force to ensure them. 

What is not readily apparent, but equally present in the stated 

text, is the cultural bias implied and inherent in the terms used and 

the assumptions underlying these. It is impossible for an American 

to hear a phrase such as “rule of the jungle” (later used by Bush in 

his 17 January 1991 speech on the bombing as the “law of the jun- 

gle”) without making a connection to Africa or Asia. In this way, 

world rule or world law becomes the province of the first world, the 

“civilized” world. So too, the “threat of terror” is associated with the 

Arab world generally, and not particularly with Iraq. Even suitably 

friendly allies participate in the generation of Bush’s vision of the 

Other, if they chance to be Arabs. For example, in the conclusion to 

the speech, Saudi Arabia becomes a “strange and distant shore” 

where Americans are forced to “sweat and toil in the sand and the 

heat and the sun.” The country is pictured as alien to normal human 

beings. Its strangeness and foreignness is not just because it is a new 

place for those sent there. Rather, it is a place outside of civilization, 

where even nature is inhospitable to human endeavor, the civilizing 

force at work toward the “defense of principle and the dream of a 

new world order.” 

The term “new world order” contains a curious double entendre 

that should remind us of Bush’s vision of the U.S. role in the future. 

On the surface, it seems that he refers to a world order which is 

new, a new world order. Even here, there are two senses in which 

the phrase might be taken. Perhaps the world order is new because 

the old ordering forces have given way: before there was the rule of 

the jungle, now there is the rule of law. A new order has replaced an 

old order. If read this way, the argument is legitimated by the idea 

of progress, and the new order is set against an image of an un- 

evolved world order based on Darwinian struggles, as each nation 

was free to display naked aggression, unchecked but for the strength 

of others. The old order in this case may be read as the stabilization 

that results from the strategic limits of a country’s or ruler’s powers. 

The other sense in which this phrase might be taken is that the 

world order is new because prior to this, no world order existed: Be- 
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fore there was chaos or anarchy, now there is the chance for har- 

mony—or at least there might have been before Saddam Hussein. 

In either case, however, the emphasis is on a “world order” that en- 

compasses the United States and all other individual states in the 

world. 
Both readings, however, miss the force of Bush’s image and vi- 

sion. An alternative reading of the phrase would define it as an order 

brought about by or through the United States, the new world, that 

is a New World Order, as one might say the New World Symphony. 

This new world order is to be defined by American standards and 

values. Though such a reading of the phrase may not have been in- 

tended, it is in fact a more accurate assessment of the phrase, as 

seen in Bush’s repetitions, “America and the world.” This is a case 

of the ideological strategy that Eagleton calls “universalization.” By 

use of this device, according to Eagleton, “Values and interests which 

are in fact specific to a certain place and time are projected as the 

values and interests of all humanity. The assumption is that if this 

were not so, the sectoral, self-interested nature of the ideology would 
loom too embarrassingly large, and so would impede its general ac- 

ceptance” (Eagleton 1991:56). By the phrase “America and the 

world,” Bush seeks to identify U.S. interests as identical to world 

interests. 

This vision is described as a new world that is “struggling to be 

born. A world quite different from the world we’ve known.” In other 

words, Bush is reaching here for an image, not just of a new order 

for the world, but for a new world that would encompass or include 

certain ordering principles. These principles emerged during the Gulf 
crisis as the backdrop to the political and media renderings of the 

war from the U.S. interpretative background, namely rationality, 

codification, government by consent, and a dependence on technol- 

ogy. Within the construct of the new world order, however, these 

four principles become locked in a particular dynamic interrelation- 
ship, the pivotal point of which is “economic interest.” 

Economic self-interest forms the cornerstone for Bush’s concep- 

tion of the new order. After his rhetoric concerning matters of prin- 

ciple, Bush turns, in his 11 September address, to the heart of the 

matter: “Vital economic interests are at risk as well. Iraq itself con- 

trols some 10 percent of the world’s proven oil reserves. Iraq plus 

Kuwait controls twice that. An Iraq permitted to swallow Kuwait 
would have the economic and military power, as well as the arro- 

gance, to intimidate and coerce its neighbors, neighbors who control 
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the lion’s share of the world’s remaining oil reserves. We cannot 
permit a resource so vital to be dominated by one so ruthless. And 

we won’t” (Bush 1990:A-20). Here, Bush has transferred the oil as- 

sets, of not only Iraq and Kuwait, but of the entire region, from 

those countries to the world. Although the phrase “world’s . . . oil 

reserves” could mean oil reserves in the world, the possessive here 

suggests that these are reserves that belong to the world. In the new 

order, then, economic assets that a powerful country, such as the 

United States, consider to be vital to its growth are liable to appro- 
priation, since they are seen as not properly the possession of the 

particular country in which they are located but as commodities that 

belong to the world market. 
This is particularly the case for commodities that might support 

the growth of a country’s technology because an “advanced” country 

requires technology for its economic growth. The ability to exploit 

such commodities depends upon a controlled and codified market 

place based upon a reasonable economic system—capitalism. Finally, 

because one strong individual (such as Saddam Hussein) might dis- 

rupt the free interplay of market forces under capitalism, which as- 

sumes a dispersal of power to stimulate competition and guarantee 

access to commodities and to the market, government by consent 

becomes a key element in the political structure of the new world 

state. ’ 

What Bush omits from his depiction of the new world order is 

any concern for the root problems that plagued the old regime: the 

economic exploitation of nations, an inequitable distribution of re- 

sources among the people of the world, an unwillingness to accept 

cultural differences, and the racial and ethnic bias that permits one 

group to feel justified in dictating its principles to another group. 

Until these concerns are addressed, no true harmony will exist in the 

world. The new world order, if it comes in Bush’s terms, will remain 

as he has formulated it: a series of repressive laws enforced by the 

powerful in order to retain their position of economic and political 

privilege within the world. 

Implications for the Future 

The interpretative situation from which Americans viewed the Gulf 

crisis, the narrative in which the crisis was presented, and the media 

images presented of the crisis are complementary and cumulative. 
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They result in ways of thinking about the Arab world bound by 

academic tradition as well as popular stereotyping of Arab peoples. 

Unless these patterns are re-evaluated and rethought, it seems un- 

likely that U.S. understanding of the Arab world will change signifi- 

cantly in the 1990s. A change will only be effected by political action 

and education to force those in positions of power to transmit those 

understandings—academics, politicians, media representatives—to 

alter their own understandings and presentations of the inhabitants 

of the Middle East. If a new world order is not to become by de- 

fault a new U.S. order, concerted, aggressive action must force such 

re-examination and re-interpretation. 

The media has an important role to play in this regard. As we 

have seen, the media was at the center of U.S. understanding of the 

Gulf crisis. The media interpreted the academic reading of the Arab 

world—or, as I have shown earlier, perpetuated the misunderstand- 

ings of orientalists. They also promulgated the political narratives 

developed during the period. Yet the media scarcely questioned these 

narratives. Finally, the media images themselves shaped U.S. feel- 

ings, not only about Iraq and the war, but about Arabs in general. 

In order to fulfill its duties to the U.S. public and the world public, 

the media must engage in more forceful critical commentary con- 

cerning both the content of its messages and the mode of their dis- 

play. 
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Defeating the Vietnam Syndrome 

The Military, the Media, and the Gulf War 

Andrew T. Parasiliti 

Such was the lingering impact of the Vietnam War 
that the Persian Gulf conflict at times appeared as 
much a struggle with its ghosts as with Saddam 
Hussein’s Iraq.” 

George C. Herring, “America and Vietnam.”! 

On 16 January 1991, the day the air war against Iraq began, Presi- 

dent George Bush promised the American people that “this will not 
be another Vietnam.” During the Gulf War, the Bush administration 

formulated its policies toward the media based on the assumption 

that critical reporting undermines U.S. foreign policy. The U.S. De- 

partment of Defense devised a media containment policy to avoid 

the perceived negative effects of “another Vietnam.” The media’s re- 
sponse to this policy was schizophrenic and ambiguous, reflecting in 

part its own battles with the ghosts of Vietnam. 
Some leading news organizations and reporters challenged the 

Pentagon’s restrictions. In general, however, media coverage of the 

Gulf War, especially network television, accepted the containment 

policies. The result was a public relations landslide for the Bush ad- 
ministration and a relatively uncritical view of U.S. participation in 

the Gulf War presented to the American people. The media’s Gulf 
War performance has forced it to reconsider its role in covering U.S. 
military operations. 

The Media and Vietnam 

Military-media relations are by nature ambiguous, especially during 
war. The press’ desire for independent coverage inevitably clashes 
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with the requirements of military security. Historically, the U.S. mil- 

itary imposed some degree of censorship on the press during war. In 

these cases, the media acquiesced to rules restricting the dissemina- 

tion of information that could jeopardize U.S. military operations or 

security. Generally, the military did not restrict and indeed facili- 

tated media access to troops in the battlefield. Military censors re- 

viewed journalists’ stories for any potential breaches of security.’ 

Such was the case in Vietnam. Many U.S. policymakers and mili- 

tary officers believed, however, that critical reporting by the media 

was responsible for turning U.S. public opinion against the Vietnam 

War. The conflict in southeast Asia left a legacy of tension in military- 

media relations. Lieutenant General Bernard E. Trainor observed 

that “it is clear that today’s officer corps carries as part of its cultural 

baggage a loathing for the press.”? 

According to this view of an oppositional media, the press had 

the power to de-legitimize government policies. Simon Serfaty terms 

this general phenomenon “medialism,” defined as “an important and 

powerful international communications network capable of circum- 

venting the control of any government and supported by its own 

working ideology . . . medialism represents a force that political 

leaders ignore at their own peril.”4 

The view that critical reporting by the media somehow under- 

mined U.S. policy in Vietnam is not supported by empirical analy- 

sis. Michael Mandelbaum points out that television coverage of the 

Vietnam War generally portrayed Americans in successful combat 

operations. The argument that the media focused excessive attention 

on scenes of dying and wounded Americans is exaggerated.> Daniel 

Hallin’s careful study of media content during the Vietnam War in- 

dicated that critical coverage did not occur until the war had be- 

come unpopular within official government circles, for example, fol- 

lowing the 1968 Tet Offensive when public figures such as U.S. 

Senator J. William Fulbright challenged the policy. The real causes 

of decline in U.S. support for the Vietnam War were the lack of 

clearly defined political objectives and increasing casualties, not crit- 

ical media coverage.® 

Hallin instead argues that the media reflects what he terms an es- 

tablishment orientation. Reporting is guided by two principles: first, 

a commitment to objective journalism, or the belief that the press 

transmits information to the public in a relatively passive manner, 

and second, a tendency to rely mainly on official sources—govern- 

ment representatives and associated analysts—for information. Only 
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when debate over a policy occurs within official policy circles does 

the media expand its coverage to present other views.’ 

The press underwent self-evaluation after the Vietnam War in re- 

sponse to criticism of its alleged oppositional role. This process led 

to an even more entrenched establishment orientation. According to 

Hallin, the press became 

integrated into the process of government . . . journalists 

gave up the right to speak with a political voice of their own, 
and in turn they were granted a regular right of access to the 

inner councils of government. . . . These standards involved 

not merely renouncing the right to make partisan criticisms of 

political authority, but also granting to political authorities cer- 

tain positive rights of access to the news and accepting for the 

most part the language, agenda, and perspectives of the politi- 

cal establishment.’ 

Any ambiguity in the media’s relationship with the government be- 

gan to fade between the Vietnam and the Gulf wars. By the time of 

Operation Desert Storm, the media’s ability to provide independent 
analysis had been substantially reduced. The media containment pol- 

icies of the U.S. military ensured that press coverage of this conflict 

would not be undermined by the perceived influence of an opposi- 

tional media. 

Prelude: Grenada and Panama 

The Gulf War media containment policy originated in the U.S. inva- 

sions of Grenada and Panama. Department of Defense (DoD) me- 

dia controls proved effective in restricting the ability of the press to 

provide independent coverage of these two military operations. 
U.S. Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, General Colin Powell, 

cited the Grenada operation as an influential precedent for the mili- 
tary’s media policy during the Gulf War.? The invasion represented a 

turning point in military-media relations. The press was literally left 
behind as U.S. troops attacked Grenada on 25 October 1983. Jour- 

nalists who chartered boats to the island nation were intercepted and 

detained by U.S. Navy vessels. The DoD did not lift media restric- 

tions until 30 October. The success of the military operation in 

Grenada and the restricted media coverage may have indicated a 

shift among U.S. policymakers from the “Vietnam Syndrome” to the 
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“Grenada Syndrome”—“the fear of repeating the Vietnam experience 

showed sign of giving way to a desire to relive it in an idealized 

form.”!0 

A February 1984 investigation of military-media relations during 

the Grenada operation by Major General Winant Sidle recommended 

that combat correspondent pools be established to facilitate media 

access to military operations. Media representatives on Sidle’s panel 

initially opposed the idea of pools, but they eventually considered 

them a necessary compromise in order to assure future access to mil- 

itary operations. The panel’s report recommended that pools be 

“terminated as soon as possible and full coverage be allowed.”!! 

The U.S. invasion of Panama in 1989 provided the next test for 

the media-military relationship. The Department of Defense, follow- 

ing a Sidle Panel recommendation, had established the DoD Na- 

tional Media Pool in 1985 to “enable reporters to cover the earliest 

possible action of a U.S. military operation . . . while still protect- 

ing the element of surprise.”!2 U.S. Secretary of Defense Richard 

Cheney, however, interpreted pools as a means of restricting, not fa- 

cilitating, media coverage of U.S. military operations. After the me- 

dia pool arrived in Panama, they were detained by U.S. military 

personnel until the fighting was over. 

A subsequent Department of Defense investigation of the military’s 

media policy by a former official, Fred Hoffman, highlighted the 

problems with the Panama operation. The report argued that exces- 

sive military concern with either secrecy or reporters’ safety is not an 

excuse for limiting pool reporting. The Assistant Secretary of De- 

fense for Public Affairs was asked to “weigh in aggressively” with his 

superiors to facilitate press access. The Hoffman report suggested 

that military surveillance of media personnel be reduced in the fu- 

ture: 

Containing the Media: Pools, Escorts, and Censors 

Secretary of Defense Richard Cheney termed the administration’s 

media policy during the Gulf War “a model of how the department 

ought to function.”!4 According to one administration official, the 

policy was “much shrewder than Iraq’s . . . this sophistication was 

no accident, but the result of an agonizing reassessment by the mil- 

itary in the wake of Vietnam.”!5 Pools, military escorts, and censors 

permitted the Bush administration greater opportunity to control the 
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flow of public information about the war. Television audiences view- 

ing apparently routine non-combat reports from the Gulf became 
accustomed to the omnipresent by-line “reviewed by military cen- 

sors.” Washington Post Assistant Managing Editor Bob Woodward, 

who had access to DoD officials during the formation of this policy, 

wrote, “the public and the world were going to see an incredibly lim- 
ited and antiseptic version of the war. The media were going to be 

kept away. Even the videos from the gun cameras in the bombers 

showing the attacks were going to be distortions when they were 

made public.”!6 

On 13 August 1990, the Department of Defense established the 
Joint Information Bureau (JIB) in Dhahran, Saudi Arabia. The JIB 

coordinated all media activities under the supervision of DoD au- 

thorities. Captain Ron Wildermuth, chief public affairs aide to Gen- 

eral H. Norman Schwarzkopf, U.S. Central Command (CENTCOM) 

commander and commander in chief of UN coalition forces in the 
Gulf, outlined media policy on 14 August in a ten-page document 

entitled “Annex Foxtrot.” Captain Wildermuth wrote that “news me- 
dia representatives will be escorted at all times. Repeat, at all times.” 
Moreover, all interviews of military personnel would be coordinated 

through DoD or military public affairs personnel or pool escorts.!7 

The DoD justified media pools as necessary because of the large 

number of reporters in Saudi Arabia and the perceived difficulty of 
their operating independently in the desert theater of operations. !8 

The pool system also allowed the military to influence news stories 
by controlling reporters’ access to field locations. Television coverage 
of Operation Desert Shield generally focused on the rather innocu- 

ous issues of high-tech weaponry, Christmas in the desert, troop 

preparation and morale (which was usually favorable, given the con- 

stant presence of military public affairs officers during interviews of 

enlisted men), and “covering the war” (stories about the journalists 
themselves).!9 

Participation in the combat correspondent pools became a conten- 

tious issue.2? The Department of Defense limited pool membership 
to 126 of the over 1,000 journalists in Saudi Arabia. DoD officials 

made their selections based upon fitness tests and politicking among 
the news organizations in Saudi Arabia. CENTCOM gave prefer- 
ence to “media that principally serve the U.S. public and that have - 

had a long-term presence covering Department of Defense military 
operations.”?! 

To facilitate favorable media coverage during Operation Desert 
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Shield, the Pentagon established the “Hometown News Program.” 

Journalists from predominantly small newspapers in the United 

States were allowed to spend up to four nights in the field with mili- 

tary units from their area of the country. The Pentagon paid the full 

cost of this program. Air Force Lieutenant Colonel Michael Fox, the 

officer in charge of the program, explained why these journalists were 

granted access denied to many reporters already in Saudi Arabia: 

“There was just a safer feeling. If they knew that they’re getting a free 

ride and they can’t afford the $2,000 ticket, there’s probably going to 

be a tendency to say “We'll do good stuff here.” 

The final version of the DoD “Guidelines for News Media,” re- 

leased on 14 January 1991, stated that 

media pools will be established to provide initial opportunity to 

join CENTCOM media pools, providing they agree to pool 

their products. News media who are not members of the offi- 

cial CENTCOM media pools will not be permitted into for- 

ward areas. Reporters are strongly discouraged from 

attempting to link up on their own with combat units. U.S. 

commanders wil! maintain extremely tight security throughout 

the operational area and will exclude from the area of opera- 

tion all unauthorized individuals.” 

Publicly, Assistant Secretary for Public Affairs Pete Williams claimed 

that media pools were necessary to ensure press access to combat 

operations given the difficult logistical situation created by the pres- 

ence of so many reporters. Military personnel strictly enforced the 

pool rules to preempt any unilateral reporting once hostilities began. 

Williams, in a teleconference briefing with the Joint Information 

Bureaus in Dhahran and Riyadh on 12 January 1991 explained the 

DoD policy toward unilaterals. “If reporters show up at units and 

refuse to leave . . . we will treat them like any other nonmilitary 

person who shows up at a unit . . . if that means they'll be de- 

tained, or some very large burly guys escort them back, that may 

happen. But the point is we can’t be flexible on this at the beginning 

or we've lost all control over the pools. . . . We might want to con- 

sider pulling a person’s credentials if they do that several times or 

even once.”24 Edward Cody of the Washington Post said that al- 

though most military men were inclined to be cooperative, “they 

had been told by their commander [Gen. Schwarzkopf] that cooper- 

ation was to be limited.”?5 

The battle between UN coalition and Iraqi forces at the Saudi 
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Arabian border town of Khafji illustrated the effect of the media 

pool restrictions on press coverage. The U.S. military did not take 
pool reporters to Khafji until eighteen hours after the battle began. 

After arriving, military personnel restricted press pool reporters to 

rear areas away from the battle. Pool reporters, working with infor- 

mation provided by their military escorts, erroneously reported that 

coalition forces had retaken the town while, in fact, the battle was 

still in progress. Guy Gugliotta of the Washington Post, frustrated 

at the “virtual non-existence of usable pool reports,” attempted to 

operate independently. A U.S. military public affairs officer threat- 

ened to turn Gugliotta and his companions over to Saudi authorities 

if they did not leave. Colonel William Mulvey, chief of the Dhahran 
JIB, gave the Saudis a memo containing the names of eight report- 
ers who attempted to operate unilaterally at Khafji. Mulvey encour- 

aged the Saudis “to pull a few visas to make a point.”26 
U.S. Marines confiscated at gunpoint a French television crew’s 

film of the fighting at Khafji for operating outside of the media pools. 

On 6 February, an NBC reporter verbally abused Robert Fisk, a re- 

porter for the London Independent, when Fisk tried to approach a 

U.S. Marine unit for more information.2’ 

U.S. military personnel strictly enforced the media pool restric- 

tions. On 3 February 1991, an Alabama National Guard unit blind- 

folded and held Time photographer Wesley Boxce for 30 hours after 

accusing him of spying for the Iraqis. On 5 February, the U.S. First 

Cavalry detained Fred Bayles of the Associated Press for six hours 

for operating outside the pool system. The London Times reported on 

8 February that U.S. Marines held a wire service photographer for 

six hours and threatened to shoot him if he left his car. Chris Hedges 

of the New York Times was detained after asking to speak with a 
public affairs officer at a U.S. military hospital and later had his press 
credentials revoked for interviewing a Saudi shopkeeper without an 

escort.28 Retired army Colonel David H. Hackworth, Newsweek’s 

Gulf War correspondent and a Vietnam war veteran, wrote that “I 

had more guns pointed at me by Americans or Saudis who were into 

controlling the press than in all my years of combat.”2 

Censorship and delay of nonsecurity threatening material became 

routine during the Gulf War. The DoD argued that security could 

be jeopardized because of the instantaneous communication made - 
possible through satellite technology and computers.20 The “Guide- 

lines for News Media” stated that “material will be examined solely 

for its conformance to the attached ground rules, not for its poten- 
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tial to express criticism or cause embarrassment.” According to the 

Society of Professional Journalists, however, the policy of “security 

review at the source” turned military public affairs officers (PAO) 

“into editors and producers and constitutes an unnecessary prior re- 

straint on the news.”?! 
Following the Gulf War, Assistant Secretary Williams wrote that 

“at no point in the security review procedure were Department of 

Defense personnel authorized to make any changes to any media 

story” and that he was personally unaware of any such incidents. 

A July 1991 DoD report on the Persian Gulf conflict acknowledged, 

however, that some PAO’s “overzealously” performed their security 

review responsibilities.23 The Department of Defense’s final report to 

Congress on the Gulf War also noted the slow processing of pool 

reports.*4 

James LeMoyne of the New York Times reported that “three 

Pentagon officials in the Gulf region said they spent significant time 

analyzing reporters’ stories in order to make recommendations on 

how to sway coverage in the Pentagon’s favor.” LeMoyne’s scheduled 

interview with General Schwarzkopf was cancelled after he was crit- 

ical of President Bush in one of his articles. Military officials warned 

reporters not to appear “anti-military.”3> 

On 16 January 1991, Carol Morello of the Philadelphia Inquirer 

was aboard a U.S. aircraft carrier in the Gulf when the air war be- 

gan. She and her colleagues were ushered into a room in order not 

to bear witness to the “initial euphoria” of the pilots. Military cen- 

sors changed the word “fighter-pilot” to “fighter” in an article by 

Malcolm Browne of the New York Times. Censors also changed the 

word “giddy” to “proud” when describing the mood of Air Force pi- 

lots following attacks against Iraq in one of Frank Bruni’s articles 

for the Detroit Free Press.*® 

Media personnel found their access to U.S. troops limited by the 

presence of military public affairs officers who arranged and super- 

vised interviews and field visits. After Stephanie Glass of the San 

Antonio Light asked a PAO if the airmen she was interviewing could 

finish their own sentences, he told her that if she was going to be a 

“smart ass” she would be “put back on the bus.” Albert Hunt of The 

Wall Street Journal said that PAOs interrupted interviews on several 

occasions. The Ad Hoc Media Group, representing seventeen of the 

leading American news organizations, reported that in general news- 

people had to deal “repeatedly with escorts who stepped in front of 

a camera to stop an interview, stared menacingly at G.I.s making 
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unfavorable comments, locked up reporters to prevent them from 

witnessing spontaneous excitement at the start of the war and jaw- 

boned about the content of stories.”37 
Another notable addition to the range of military censorship dur- 

ing the Gulf War was the restriction on casualty information and 
photographs. Although the DoD’s “Guidelines for News Media” only 

forbade pictures of “recognizable” casualties, in practice casualty pic- 

tures were strictly limited. In fact, the Pentagon banned media ac- 

cess to Dover Air Force Base, where the bodies of U.S. soldiers 

killed in action were sent. 

The Briefings 

The pool restrictions and enhanced censorship controls allowed the 

Bush administration to exploit official sources as the main conduit 
of public information. The media, even without such restrictions, 

rely on official sources as a matter of routine practice. Regularly tele- 

vised briefings allowed military officials to speak directly to the 
American people without the press being able to verify the informa- 

tion presented due to DoD pool restrictions and censorship. 

The briefings became a central part of an overall White House 

marketing strategy. The Bush administration modeled its media pol- 

icy after a 1980s-style U.S. political campaign. At daily press brief- 

ings, White House Press Secretary Marlin Fitzwater tested a pro- 

posed “message of the day” about the war before the cameras were 

turned on. If the response to the message was favorable, the message 

would be faxed to political and business leaders around the country 

urging that the message be disseminated to the public.+8 

The major news networks routinely covered the military briefings, 
which were usually shown in their entirety on the Cable News Net- 

work (CNN). President Bush and his senior advisers closely moni- 

tored these sessions; the president reportedly watched at least part of 

virtually every briefing. The regular appearance of Schwarzkopf and 

Powell at the forums gave these traditionally rough-and-tumble in- 

formation-gathering sessions for reporters an enhanced stature in the 

eyes of the public. Lieutenant General Thomas Kelly, a regular 

briefer, usually had his staff seek out potential questions from report-- 

ers in advance of the briefings in order to rehearse answers before 

going on the air. The briefings included videos of high-tech weaponry 
in apparently successful military operations. 
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The briefers perceived the sessions as a means of controlling, not 

enhancing, the flow of information about the war. On 17 January 

1991, an airforce officer briefing journalists said “I don’t like the 

press, your presence here can’t possibly do me any good, and it can 

hurt me and my people.” On 7 February General Schwarzkopf told 

reporters that “we will continue to be deliberately conservative in 

what we tell you and the American people” in order not to allow a 

“credibility gap to generate.”3? 

“Warspeak” concealed the true nature of war from the American 

people. Military euphemisms, which originated in the terminology of 

the DoD systems analysts of the 1960s, replaced clear language about 

military engagements. War dead were now simply “KIA” (killed in 

action); civilian casualties became “collateral damage;” bridges and 

civilian targets bombed by coalition aircraft were “serviced.” 

Aircraft and tanks, however, could be killed. Even though General 

Schwarzkopf testily told reporters on 30 January 1991 that “body 

count means nothing, absolutely nothing” in reference to human 

casualties of war, seven days earlier General Powell used “body 

count” to refer to the number of Iraqi aircraft destroyed by coalition 

bombing. In fact, DoD officials reportedly encouraged journalists to 

use “body count” to refer to the destruction of Iraqi military hard- 

ware.#! 

The briefings also allowed military officials to dictate the relative 

importance of issues on the media agenda. For example, General 

Schwarzkopf began his briefing on the morning of the first notifica- 

tion of U.S. casualties in the war with “rather sensational” graphics 

of U.S. precision-guided “smart bombs” annihilating their targets. 

He followed this with a more restrained announcement of “twelve 

KIA.” That evening network news coverage gave roughly equal time 

to the bombs and marine casualties.‘ 

Military briefers obscured the definition of a “successful” bomb- 

ing mission. On 18 January, Lieutenant General Kelly claimed that 

coalition aircraft performed with “80 percent effectiveness.” But after 

being questioned about the 80 percent success rate at a briefing three 

days later, Kelly defined success as meaning that “the sorties are 

launched, they go to their targets, they successfully drop their ord- 

nance.”43 Whether the bombs hit their targets is left out of this defi- 

nition of a successful mission. 

Despite the sensational videos of U.S. precision-guided weapons 

employed at military briefings, the celebrated “smart bombs” in fact 

constituted only 7 percent of the bomb-tonnage dropped on Iraq. 
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Secretary Cheney said that DoD did not release footage of errant 

bombings because it was “pretty dull, boring stuff.”44 

Lieutenant General Kelly described the briefings as the “most sig- 

nificant part of the whole operation.” He explained: 

for the first time ever the administration—the Department of 

Defense—was talking directly to the American people, using 

the vehicle of a press briefing, whereas in Vietnam everything 

was filtered through the press. I think that it was a major ad- 

vantage for the government. The press, wittingly or unwit- 
tingly, between Riyadh and Washington, was giving us an 

hour-and-a-half a day to tell our story to the American peo- 

ple . . . the American people were getting their information 

from the government—not from the press. . . . I think the 

lesson for the future is, that we should endeavor to do that 

more.*> 

The Media Rallies Round the Flag 

Media coverage of Operation Desert Shield and Operation Desert 

Storm reflected clear support for the Bush administration’s policies. 

DoD containment policies reinforced the media’s post-Vietnam drift 

toward a more pronounced establishment orientation. Newsday re- 

porter Sydney Schanberg, noted that the media’s own scars from 

Vietnam, including accusations of a lack of patriotism and renewed 

fears of offending the political establishment, may have influenced 

the pro-war orientation of the press.‘ 

An analysis of newspaper editorials following Bush’s decision to 

send troops to Saudi Arabia revealed generally strong support for 
the president’s policies, including a warning on 27 August by the 
Los Angeles Times that it would be “bad policy” for Congress and 

the president to quarrel over Middle East policy. Interestingly, on 11 

August the Times criticized increased military deployments to the 
region. During the two weeks following President Bush’s 8 August 

decision to send troops to defend Saudi Arabia, however, 76 percent 

of all references to the president in the major print media were fa- 
vorable. As U.S. support for the president’s policies solidified and - 
congressional opposition was practically nonexistent, twenty-four of 
the nation’s twenty-five leading newspapers expressed editorial ap- 
proval of Operation Desert Storm (the Rocky Mountain News was 
the lone exception).47 
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The Bush administration defined the terms of debate, and the press 

usually followed its lead. Both the government and media increas- 

ingly focused on the ruthlessness of the Iraqi regime and whether 

Iraq would withdraw unconditionally from Kuwait, rather than the 
implications of war in the Middle East. Eye-catching information 
boxes and graphics at times replaced investigative journalism and 

analysis in the print media. David Ignatius of the Washington Post 

said that “we spent so many months focusing on whether Saddam 

would pull out, the overriding question we didn’t ask was what kind 

of world would we face after a war? . . . Could we have been clear- 

er before the fact, telling readers what war is like?”48 

Television coverage of Desert Shield also reflected the Bush ad- 

ministration’s agenda in marketing the war to the American people. 

NBC News held a live mock confrontation between George Bush 

and Saddam Hussein on 9 August 1990 that concluded with Hus- 

sein threatening to hang U.S. hostages held in Iraq.*? On 17 August 

1990, ABC anchorpersons Ted Koppel and Barbara Walters lectured 

Iraq’s ambassador to the United States, Mohammed al-Mashat, for 

his faulty comparison of Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait to the United. 

States’s invasions of Panama and Grenada. Koppel said that “ We did 

not go in and seize Panama. We did not go in and seize Grenada.” 

A survey of guests on ABC’s Nightline and PBS’s MacNeil-Lehrer 

News Hour in August 1990 showed that almost half were current or 

former government officials (47 to 48 percent) and that no guest 

argued against the U.S. military intervention.°° Television news net- 

works used video news releases provided by Hill and Knowlton, a 

Washington public relations firm hired by the Kuwaiti government, 

without attribution, in their broadcasts.°! 

The administration compared Saddam Hussein’s Iraq to Adolf 

Hitler’s Germany as part of its campaign to justify the war to the 

American people. On 8 August 1990, President Bush described Iraq’s 

invasion of Kuwait as occurring in “blitzkrieg fashion.” On 15 Octo- 

ber, the president referred to Saddam Hussein as “Hitler revisited.”° 

The media accepted and accentuated this characterization of Saddam 

Hussein. A New Republic cover photo of the Iraqi president included 

a doctored mustache so that Hussein more closely resembled Hitler. 

Syndicated columnists, such as Charles Krauthammer and William 

Safire, used the analogy in expressing their support for the war.* 

Consensual reporting by the major news networks may have in- 

creased support for the Bush administration’s war policy.°4 The ma- 

jor networks employed patriotic images in its programming. NBC’s 

coverage, entitled “America at War,” had, as its symbol, a fighter 
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bomber imposed over a U.S. flag. In response to fears of having 

their products associated with the war, CBS executives assured ad- 

vertisers that their commercials would be preceded by “specially pro- 

duced” segments with “upbeat images or messages about the war.”°> 

A CNN reporter described American warplanes taking off to bomb 

Iraq at the start of the air war as a “sweet beautiful sight.” On 17 
January 1991, Charles Osgood of CBS called the bombing of Iraq 

“a marvel.”56 

The media imitated the Bush administration’s tendency to portray 

attacks on Iraq as personally directed at Saddam Hussein. Ann 

Compton of ABC mentioned that the United States made “more at- 

tacks on Saddam Hussein’s head” in a remark characteristic of this 
approach. Reporters usually cited Saddam Hussein as the person 

who launched the Scud missile attacks on Israel and Saudi Arabia.°’ 
This personalization of the conflict reinforced the administration 
policy of vilifying Saddam Hussein while correspondingly dehuman- 

izing the human toll of the war on Iraq. 

Following the Pentagon’s lead, network analysts and reporters re- 

ferred to Iraqi civilian casualties as propaganda or collateral dam- 

age. This terminology proved effective as a euphemism to minimize 

the U.S. public’s sensitivity to Iraqi civilian casualties. Fifty-five per- 

cent of a group polled during the war were “fairly or very concerned” 

about “collateral damage,” while 82 percent expressed the same sen- 

timents about the “number of civilian casualties and other unintended 
damage.”58 Referring to possible civilian casualties of coalition bomb- 

ing, Tom Brokaw of NBC said that “we must point out again and 
again that it is Saddam Hussein who put these innocents in harm’s 

way.” On 27 January 1991, Dennis Murphy of NBC said, when de- 

scribing footage of Iraqi civilian casualties, that “until we get some 

Western reporters in there to vouch for it, I think we'll have to call it 

propaganda.” When the U.S. military announced that it had bombed 
hydroelectric dams and other civilian structures, media analysts never 
referred to this as a violation of the Geneva Protocols on the con- 
duct of war. Ted Koppel described 23 January 1991, when 2,000 

sorties were reportedly flown against Iraq, by saying “aside from the 

Scud missile that landed in Tel Aviv, it’s been a quiet night in the 
Middle East.”59 On 16 February 1991, an article in the Washington 

Post by television critic Tom Shales described as Arnett’s Syndrome » 
(a reference to CNN’s Peter Arnett, who covered the air war from 

Baghdad) a “seemingly inexhaustible concern for the welfare of the 

Iraqis.” 
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“Expert” network television analysts may have a “substantial im- 

pact on public opinion” because of “high perceived credibility.” 
During the Gulf War, the experts generally supported Operation 

Desert Storm and at times reinforced negative stereotypes of Arab 

society. One analyst compared Western and Arab minds by saying 

that “we go in a straight line. They zig-zag.” On 16 January 1991, 

NBC analyst Edward Peck, former head of the U.S. interests section 

in Baghdad, described the Middle East in the following way: “Where 

we in the West tend to think of the New Testament heritage, where 

you turn the other cheek and you let bygones be bygones and for- 

give and forget, the people of the Middle East are the people of the 

Old Testament, if you will—if the Muslims will let me say that— 

where there’s much more of an eye for an eye and . . . you carry 

on the vendetta and the struggle long after people in the West would 

be prepared to say all right, it’s over.”6! 

The media also hyped the potential for terrorist reprisals against 

Americans by Arabs or even Arab-Americans. Dan Rather, CBS 

News anchorperson, asked Federal Bureau of Investigation Chief 

William Sessions on 16 January 1991, “if you’re an American mother 

who happens to be of Jewish heritage . . . do you send your chil- 

dren to school? . . . What should our attitude toward Americans 

of Arab descent be?” Correspondingly, acts of discrimination against 

Arab-Americans, which increased during the Gulf War, received lit- 

tle media attention. 
The media reinforced the military’s emphasis on U.S. high-tech 

weaponry employed in apparently successful operations. On 17 Jan- 

uary 1991, Arthur Kent of NBC termed Iraq’s Scud missile “an evil 

weapon, but an accurate weapon.” Peter Jennings of ABC called the 

Scud a “horrifying killer” while admiring the “brilliance of laser- 

guided bombs” employed by U.S. forces. The lack of independent 

combat footage probably contributed to this infatuation with the 

weaponry of war.° 

The Press Reconsiders Its Role 

After the Gulf War, Peter Jennings of ABC described the media- 

military relationship as a “pact with the devil.” The media realized 

relatively late in the game that the DoD policies had accentuated the 

dangerous precedents set during the Grenada and Panama conflicts. 

Although many journalists in the field offered admirable reporting 
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under difficult conditions, for the most part they spent “too much 

energy interviewing each other on the failure of the system—‘Vietnam 

was never like this, everyone kept saying—and not enough time fig- 

uring out how to turn it to our advantage.” 

Those reporters who challenged the pool system occasionally 

achieved impressive results. Forrest Sawyer of ABC broke from the 

pool system, hooked up with Saudi and Egyptian forces, and ended 

up being the only Western reporter to fly on a bombing mission and 

bring back pictures from the front. Probably the most memorable 

television scoop of the war was achieved by Bob McKeown of CBS, 

who left the pool system and brought the first televised pictures of a 

liberated Kuwait City to U.S. audiences. This historic event may not 

have been recorded without McKeown’s shirking of the pool system.® 

In January 1991, some press organizations, including The Nation 

and Agence France-Presse, legally challenged the DoD press con- 

trols on the grounds that they violated First Amendment rights guar- 

anteed under the U.S. Constitution. During the war, Pentagon 

spokespersons were not allowed to appear on radio or television with 
any of the plaintiffs in the lawsuit. On 16 April 1991, U.S. District 
Court Judge Leonard B. Sand dismissed the case, ruling that the 

issue was “too abstract and conjectural” to be ruled on, especially 

since the war had ended.® 
Although not participating in the lawsuit, fifteen leading U.S. news 

organizations and television networks sent a letter to Secretary of 

Defense Richard Cheney on 29 April 1991, protesting media restric- 
tions during the Gulf War. The letter claimed that the “flow of in- 

formation to the public was blocked, impeded, or diminished” and 

that the media restrictions “meant we could not tell the public the 

full story of those who fought the nation’s battle.” Finally, the letter 

declared that “we are intent on not experiencing again the Desert 

Storm kind of pool system.”6 

In May 1992, DoD officials and representatives of twenty major 

news organizations agreed on revised principles for future war cov- 

erage. The agreement stated that while “pools are not to serve as the 

standard means of covering U.S. military operations,” they “may 

sometimes provide the only feasible means of early access to a mili- 

tary operation.” Military public affairs officers were called on “to act 

as liaisons” but “not interfere with the reporting process.”68 

The Gulf War was indeed a “critical moment” for the media, and 

especially for television journalism, a time when journalistic standards 
require re-evaluations in the context of an event of magnitude. The 
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use of satellite technology for instantaneous reporting, although orig- 

inally feared as a potential security threat by the military, actually 

contributed to the media’s substandard performance. Because of pool 

restrictions, censorship, and its reliance on official sources, the media, 

especially television, lost valuable time to analyze and sort out its in- 

formation. 
The U.S. public didn’t seem to mind, giving apparent credence to 

those supporting the Pentagon controls. Over 80 percent of Ameri- 

cans polled in one survey rated the press coverage of the war as 

“sood or excellent.” Eighty-three percent thought that military re- 

strictions on news reporting was a good thing. General Schwarzkopf 

received a 62 percent “very favorable” rating, the second highest ever 

for an American public figure.” 

The public’s favorable view of war coverage, in fact, underscores 

the serious problems in military-media relations. The public watched 

and approved of television coverage of the war, but knew less about 

the politics of the Middle East. Another survey of Americans who 

followed events in the Gulf on television revealed that 74 percent of 

those polled believed that the United States had threatened sanc- 

tions before Iraq invaded Kuwait. Only 13 percent knew that U.S. 

officials had declared neutrality on “Arab-Arab disputes” as late as 

July 1990 and that the United States did not have a defense treaty 

with Kuwait at the time of Iraq’s invasion. Only 31 percent of those 
polled knew of Israeli occupation of Arab territory and only 3 per- 

cent of the Syrian occupation of Lebanese territory. In contrast, 81 

percent knew the name of the Patriot missile used to intercept Iraqi 

Scuds.7! 

Conclusions 

Following the Gulf War, George Bush said, “by God, we’ve kicked 

the Vietnam Syndrome once and for all.”’? In defeating Iraq, U.S. 

political and military leaders also declared victory over the legacy of 

defeat and frustration that characterized the United States’ involve- 

ment in Vietnam. The DoD’s media containment policies reflected 

the government’s obsession with the myths and legacies of Vietnam 

in regard to the role of the press during war. 

The press, struggling with its own Vietnam Syndrome, tried to 

have it both ways during the Gulf War—challenging the DoD con- 

trols while championing the war. The results proved that such a re- 
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sponse to the Pentagon’s containment policies could only result in 

diminishing the press’s ability to report the news in a truly indepen- 

dent manner. 

The military-media relationship is by its nature ambiguous and 

contentious, and must remain so in a democracy. The Gulf War was 

a setback for the healthy tension that should characterize a balanced 

military-media relationship. This is unfortunate, because there can 

only be Pyrrhic victories when one side “wins” in the course of this 

struggle. 
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Iraq and the New World Order 

Marion Farouk-Sluglett and Peter Sluglett 

It is both difficult and distressing to write about Iraq in the after- 

math of the Gulf War. The invasion of Kuwait some two years after 

the end of a futile and destructive war with Iran was not a popular 

move in Iraq. Few Iraqis believed that Saddam Hussein’s action was 

taken to rectify an old wrong, but as U.S. determination and Sad- 

dam Hussein’s intransigence combined to make a showdown inevit- 
able, many Iraqis hoped that one positive outcome might emerge: 

Saddam Hussein would not survive the confrontation, and more 

than two decades of nightmare would end. 

But in the fall of 1993, two and a half years after the end of the 

ground war and the savage suppression of the Kurdish and Arab up- 

risings (during which anywhere from a quarter to three-quarters of a 

million people were killed), Saddam Hussein was still in power. Quite 

apart from those killed in the war and its aftermath, thousands have 

since died of exposure, malnutrition, and the lack of proper sanitation 

and drinking water. A medical team from Harvard visited Iraq in 

October and November 1991 and reported a serious increase in mor- 

tality rates among children under five. The economy was kept alive by 

the regime’s printing of unlimited quantities of paper money. The UN 

drafted proposals that would permit Iraq, under strict international 

supervision, to sell some oil to buy essential imports. These proposals 

were rejected by the Iraqi government on the grounds that the terms 

constituted an infringement of its national sovereignty. The Arab- 

Israeli “peace process,” the presidential campaign in the United States, 

and the short attention span of the media and of world, especially 

U.S., public opinion, all gave Saddam Hussein and his circle breath- 

ing space, providing yet another opportunity to regroup and rearm 
themselves against the Iraqi people. 

Although public utilities were restored in Baghdad and Basra, the 

situation in most of the country remains grim. Substantial numbers 

of middle class Iragis—including those considered to have formed 
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the social base of the regime—have either left the country or are 

desperately trying to do so. The devastation confronting most Iraqis 

every day is far greater than anything that could have resulted from 

the most rigorous and thorough application of sanctions, but Sad- 

dam Hussein is still in power and there is no obvious prospect of 

unseating him. Survival seems to be the only priority of the leader- 

ship, regardless of the cost to the country and its people. 

That this state of affairs could have come to pass seems almost 

incomprehensible. This chapter examines the sequence of events and 

looks at some of the ways in which the Iraqi opposition would like 
to see the situation develop in the future. Although the generally 

rentier nature of the economy is clearly crucial in any overall as- 

sessment of what has happened,! what may be called “Iraq-specific” 

political requirements and historical conjunctures have shaped and 

changed the regime itself over time. A brief look at contemporary 

Iraqi history shows how the Ba‘ath consolidated power and how 

Ba‘ath rule gradually turned into the absolute dictatorship of a nar- 

row group of Takritis around Saddam Hussein. It also reveals the 

way in which the Iran-Iraq War and the militarization that accom- 
panied it changed the nature of the regime and the aspirations of its 

leader. 

The Creation of Modern Iraq 

Briefly, the modern state of Iraq was created in 1920 as part of the 

peace settlement after World War I.2 The victorious allies divided 
the Arab provinces of the former Ottoman Empire among them- 

selves. Great Britain, which had occupied the provinces of Basra 
and Baghdad for most of the war and Mosul by the end of the war, 

was appointed mandatory power under the new system of interna- 

tional trusteeship established by the League of Nations. 

Although parts of the country had been united under a single 

government at various times in the past, the entity that emerged in 

1920 had no previous independent existence as a nation state. Brit- 
ain imported a king, Faisal, the son of Sharif Hussein of Mecca, 

and endowed Iraq with a constitution and a bicameral legislature. 
The mandate, a form of indirect rule where Arab ministers and offi- 

cials were closely supervised by British advisers whose advice had to 
be taken, ended in 1932 when Iraq was admitted to the League of 
Nations as an independent state. By this time, Britain had secured 
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Iraq’s present northern boundary, had ensured that the concession 

for oil exploration and exploitation was given to the Iraq Petroleum 
Company (a conglomerate of British, Dutch, French, and American 

oil interests), and had created a social base for the monarchy by ap- 

pointing tribal leaders who had full possession of what had previously 

been the customary land holdings of “their” tribes. In addition, Brit- 
ain retained military bases in Iraq and generally continued to exercise 

strong political and economic influence. 

In 1941, a group of Iraqi officers led a short-lived campaign 

against Britain that resulted in a second British occupation until the 

end of World War II. Between 1945 and 1958, the country was gov- 

erned by a succession of twenty-four cabinets, most of which con- 

tained the same handful of individuals, often headed by the veteran 

pro-British politician Nuri al-Sa‘id. Genuine opposition parties were 

banned for most of this period, which meant that there was little 

scope for the development of a democratic tradition. Many Iraqis be- 

lieved that the country’s most urgent need was national independence, 

which would be followed by economic development and social re- 

form, both of which were blocked or denied by the monarchy and its 

British sponsors. At the same time, the state was seen as the “natural” 

vehicle to carry out these reforms and implement the development so 

badly needed. This kind of thinking—usually but not always associ- 

ated with “socialism”—had wide acceptance in the Middle East dur- 

ing the postwar period and was by no means unique to Iraq. 

During and after World War II, members of the rising middle 

class were expanding their investments in manufacturing, commerce, 

and real estate. This accelerated in the 1950s when oil became a ma- 

jor force in the economy. Although oil revenues were modest in 

comparison to those of later decades, they were sufficient to finance 

the expansion of the bureaucracy, the educational system, and other 

services. The increase in government expenditure served as a direct 

stimulus to the economy 

Private capital continued to be concentrated in the hands of a few 

families who controlled more than half of all private corporate com- 

mercial and industrial wealth. Far below them in status and wealth 

were medium to small property owners, religious dignitaries and lo- 

cal notables, wholesale and retail merchants, manufacturers, owners 

of workshops and repair shops, and petty traders, as well as the 

newly emerging intelligentsia of professionals—lawyers, army officers, 

and civil servants. This latter group, together with large sections of 

the urban poor, were acutely aware of the shortcomings of the polit- 
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ical system and formed the core of the independence movement in 

the 1940s and 1950s. A working class also emerged, particularly in 

the mostly foreign-owned large enterprises such as the railways, the 

Basra port, and the Iraq Petroleum Company. Because of its close 

links with the independence movement, organized labor developed 

into an effective political force in the years preceding the revolution.’ 

Ethnic and Sectarian Divisions: Historical and Present Realities 

The major social and economic changes taking place during the pe- 

riod between 1920 and 1958 should not obscure the fact that Iraqi 

society contained (and continues to contain) elements that had never 

previously been combined in an independent and separate polity. 

Then as now, the population (some 18 million in 1990) was divided 

into a variety of overlapping categories—ethnic, religious, occupa- 

tional, regional origin, and tribal background. Apart from the Chris- 

tian (3.6 percent), Sabean, and Yazidi (1.4 percent) communities 

some 95 percent of Iraqis are Muslims. About a quarter of the Mus- 

lims are Kurds (mostly Sunni Muslims) while the remaining Muslims 

are Arabs. The Arab Muslims are divided into Sunnis and Twelver 

Shi‘is, the latter forming the largest single religious community in the 

country. Of course, neither the communities nor the sects ever con- 

stituted single monolithic entities.4 

As far as it is possible to make any calculations (because only gen- 
eralized religious affiliation—“Christian” or “Muslim”—is recorded in 

an Iraqi census), some 72 percent are Arabs, about 22 percent Kurds, 

and the remainder are Turcomans, Armenians, and others. Most 

Kurds (apart from the Yazidis), and all but a tiny minority of Arabs 

(who are Christians), are Muslims. To that extent, Iraq’s heterogene- 

ity should not be exaggerated unduly, as some 70 percent of the pop- 

ulation is both Muslim and Arab, and recent manifestations of 

Sunni-Shi‘i sectarianism are more the result of discriminatory gov- 
ernment policies (including large-scale expulsions of Shi‘is in the late 

1970s and 1980s) than reflections of “primordial hostility” between 
the two sects.°5 

The Kurds’ status and political aspirations are primarily defined by 
considerations of language and ethnicity. Since the formation of the 
state of Iraq, Kurdish politics generally have focused on the quest 

either for a “Grand Kurdistan” embracing the Kurdish population of 

Iran, Iraq, and Turkey or, more realistically, some kind of autono- 
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mous status for the Kurdish area within the state of Iraq, either fed- 
erated or in some other close relationship with Baghdad. Although 

most Kurds are Sunni Muslims, this is not significant in the sense 

that the fact that they are members of the same sect does not bind 

them to the Sunni Arabs, although it is equally incorrect to conclude 

from recent events that there is any “innate antipathy” between 

Kurds and Arabs.°® 

Between two-thirds and three-quarters of the Arab population 

(some 14 million) are Shi‘is; thus there are nine to ten million Shi‘i 

Arabs, and four to five million Sunni Arabs. Apart from Baghdad, 

which has mixed Sunni and Shi‘i quarters as well as quarters with 
particularly strong Shi‘l or Sunni representation,’ it is generally true 

that Sunni and Shi‘i Arabs inhabit distinct parts of the country. His- 

torically, the Sunni Arabs constituted the majority of the urban pop- 

ulation and were politically dominant, both under the monarchy and 

under the republic; this was partly because the Ottoman Empire was 

a Sunni institution and employed only Sunnis in its administration. 

In addition, when modern state education appeared in Iraq at the 

end of the nineteenth century, few Shi‘is attended the new state 

schools. 

Consequently, when the state of Iraq was created in 1920, there 

were few qualified Shi‘is able or willing to take part either in the 

government or the administration. This situation continued at the 

level of cabinet participation throughout the mo]narchy (although 

there were Shi‘i ministers and even Shi‘l prime ministers)? and with 

key power positions under the republic.? Shi‘ tribal leaders were 

among the richest landowners and Shi‘i businessmen among the rich- 

est merchants by the time of the revolution in 1958, and the rapid 

rise in educational provision produced increasing numbers of qual- 

ified Shi‘is. Thus, by the mid-1950s, the Shi‘i-Sunni division was less 

significant and, in addition, the quest for national independence in 
the 1930s, 1940s, and 1950s had a generally unifying effect, a ten- 

dency that continued for some years in spite of the deep political di- 

visions that emerged after the revolution. In addition, the secular 
atmosphere and the general sense of optimism in Iraq and the Mid- 

dle East in the 1950s and early 1960s prompted the hope that the 

significance attached to such sectarian divisions would gradually 
disappear. !° 

The situation in the early 1990s seems a far cry from those days. 
A simplistic image of Iraqi society emerged, influenced by the Mid- 

dle Eastern “experts” of the U.S. defense establishment: “the Arab 
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Sunnis” supported the “Sunni” regime of Saddam Hussein, and the 

“somewhat less Arab” Shi‘is (a sort of Iranian fifth column) bitterly 

opposed it, with the Kurds in another category altogether. It is cer- 

tainly the case that the combination of the general revival of Islamic 

sentiment, the Iranian Revolution and the Iran-Iraq War have all 

contributed to the reemergence and reassertion of sectarian feeling. 

Far more crucial in the reinforcement of sectarianism, localism, and 

other forms of communal solidarity, however, has been the sense of 

the individual’s powerlessness in the face of an arbitrary and repres- 

sive political system. This has generally had the effect of forcing men 

and women to have recourse to pre-state networks of sect, locality, 

or family. In Iraqi terms, having recourse to such networks means 

strengthening loyalties to a particular Shi‘i or Sunni (or Kurdish or 

Christian) tribe, region or family. Thus, at least part of the explana- 

tion for the degree of “Islamic revival” that has taken place is that 

the reassertion of the other loyalties encompasses and includes the 

promotion of ways of life and value systems deeply embedded in 

Arab-Islamic consciousness. 

Here the Ba‘ath government has acted as one of the main causes 

of the reproduction of heterogeneity rather than contributing to its 

demise. Support for the present regime rests with the Takriti clans 

and longstanding individual associates of Saddam Hussein, and can- 

not be represented a priori as Sunni support for a Sunni govern- 

ment. On the other hand, it is possible that broad sections of the 

Sunni population who might otherwise not have supported Saddam 

Hussein may have done so out of fear of the advent of a Shi‘ fun- 

damentalist regime. At the same time, many secular-minded Shi‘is 

outside the holy cities of Karbala’ and Najaf probably shared such 

fears and sided with the regime for similar reasons. 

The Role of Political Parties before the Revolution 

For a variety of reasons, no liberal democratic party could muster 

mass support or build an effective machinery under the mandate 
and monarchy (1920-1958). The parties that existed tended to be 

loose organizations centered around prominent personalities.!! After 

the mid-1920s, most of the leading Iraqi participants in the Arab re- 
volt made their peace with the mandatory power and became de- 

pendent on Great Britain for the maintenance of the status quo and 
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their own positions within it. As long as they remained in control, it 

seemed impossible for an effective pluralistic democratic system to 

emerge, and no genuine opposition party could gain power through 

the ballot box. 

It is a peculiarity of Iraqi politics that the independence move- 
ment functioned almost exclusively underground, and that it was 
most strongly influenced by the Communist Party (founded in 1932), 

which organized most of the massive demonstrations and strikes of 

the 1940s and early 1950s. After Gamel Abdel Nasser’s rise to power 

in Egypt in 1952, the pan-Arab nationalists and the Ba‘athists also 

gained influence, especially among the Sunni population. Before 

Nasser, partly because of Iraq’s ethnic and communal heterogeneity, 

pan-Arabism made little headway; locally, Iraqi nationalism had 
more appeal. Even in the late 1950s, there was no Nasserist party as 

such, and the Ba‘ath, founded in Syria and brought to Iraq by Syr- 

ian schoolteachers in the early 1950s, had only 289 members in 

1955,!2 the year when Saddam Hussein joined. After the nationaliza- 

tion of the Suez Canal in 1956, however, Arab nationalism emerged 

as a political force to be reckoned with; Nasser became the emblem 

of the successful defiance of imperialism and his pictures appeared 

everywhere in Iraq. 

The Iraqi Republic? 

On 14 July 1958, a group of military officers seized power, over- 

threw the monarchy, and abolished the old political order. Under the 

self-styled Free Officers led by Brigadier ‘Abd al-Karim Qasim, cabi- 

nets consisted of a combination of military and civilian members. 

The feebleness of the parliamentary tradition and the limited com- 

mitment to parliamentary democracy became obvious when the Free 

Officers began to put out feelers to the more moderate civilian par- 
ties to whom they might hand over the reins of government after a 

period of reconciliation. Although these politicians were well-known 

and respected, none had a properly functioning political party at his 

disposal; they had never held office and had no experience of how to 

run a government. 

In addition, there seemed to be an unspoken agreement among 
these politicians and the Free Officers that it was important to block 
communist participation in government. Probably overestimating the 
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number who would vote for the Communist Party, the Qasim regime 

preferred to stall the democratic process. An ironic consequence of 

this was that the main pressure to hold elections came from the 

communists themselves, who organized massive demonstrations (in 

1959 and 1960) in favor of free elections and the legalization of the 

Communist Party. Because no elections were held, the amount of in- 

fluence the communists actually possessed remains a matter of con- 

jecture. 

In the aftermath of the revolution, in the autumn of 1958, the 

main focus of political contention centered around the question of 

whether Iraq should join the United Arab Republic of Egypt and 

Syria, which had been formed the previous February. The national- 

ists and Ba‘athists wanted to join, partly out of conviction and partly 

as a means of controlling the communists, because Nasser had made 

political parties illegal. The communists opposed it, again partly out 

of conviction and partly because they understood its implications for 

their own political future. For his part, Qasim had no desire to defer 

to Nasser and thus, quite fortuitously, found himself on the same 

side as the communists, whose political views he did not share. In 

an attempt to distance himself from them, Qasim clamped down on 

the leftists and dismissed from the army and other key positions in- 

dividuals suspected of having communist sympathies. In doing so, 

he undermined his own political base (because he had irretrievably 

alienated himself from the pan-Arabists in the early 1960s) and fell 

easy prey to a coup engineered by nationalist and Ba‘athist officers 

in February 1963. 
At the time, the atrocities of February 1963 marked the most sav- 

age repression perpetrated against its population by any government 

in the Middle East. Qasim was killed and a Ba‘athist-Arab national- 

ist junta seized power under the leadership of ‘Abd al-Salam ‘Arif, 

which proceeded to establish a reign of terror against its communist 

adversaries. The most notorious of those involved in this bloodshed, 

particularly ‘Ali Salih al-Sa‘adi, were the Ba‘athists. Nine months 
later, the Ba‘athists fell out with the Nasserists and with ‘Arif; the 

Ba‘athist leadership was sent into exile in Spain, and the intensity of 

political persecution diminished. ‘Arif’s presidency was mainly oc- 

cupied with fighting a fruitless and expensive war in Kurdistan and 

keeping himself in power. After his death in a helicopter accident in 

1966, his brother, ‘Abd al-Rahman ‘Arif, became president, but was 

ousted by another Ba‘ath military coup in July 1968. 
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The Principal Political Groups in Post-Revolutionary Iraq 

The main groupings that continued to play a significant role in Iraqi 

politics after 1958 were the communists, the Kurds, and the pan- 

Arab nationalists, both Nasserist and Ba‘athist. The communists, 

with their roots in the shantytowns, the emerging labor movement, 

and the professional middle class, continued to be a significant polit- 
ical force in the years immediately after the revolution, but their po- 

sition was ambivalent. They supported ‘Abd al-Karim Qasim partly 

because of his welfare state measures and his attempts to negotiate 

with the Iraq Petroleum Company (apart from his housing and wel- 

fare programs, Law 80 of 1961 was the first legislation enacted to 

restrict the activities of foreign oil companies in any Arab coun- 

try).!4 They also supported Qasim because the communist leadership 

was reluctant to support the idea of a military takeover by the party. 

This issue was to remain highly contentious within party circles for 

many years, although any possibility of a takeover had passed by 

1961, as most of the party’s supporters in the army had by then been 

dismissed. 
The second political force, the Kurdish national movement, was 

divided into numerous factions, the most important of which was 
the Kurdish Democratic Party led by Mulla Mustafa Barzani. Since 

the formation of the state, most Kurdish politicians and parties have 

sought some form of regional or local autonomy within Iraq. There 

had, however, been a history of armed confrontation between Kurd- 

ish organizations and the authorities in Baghdad, either because 
Baghdad refused to countenance such aspirations, or because such 

undertakings fell far short of the Kurds’ minimum demands. 

The party that achieved the greatest long-term success in post- 

revolutionary Iraq was the Ba‘ath, which is still in power. The basic 

tenets of Ba‘athism, “One Arab Nation with an Eternal Mission,” ex- 

pressed in the slogan “Unity, Freedom, and Socialism,” were first 

developed in Syria by Michel ‘Aflag and Salah al-Din al-Bitar in the 

1940s and early 1950s. Unity refers to the unity of the Arab nation, 

freedom is freedom from imperialism and Zionism, and socialism ex- 

presses a general aspiration toward state-directed economic develop- 

ment supported by a mixed economy. Hence, Ba‘athism was a variety 
of pan-Arab nationalism based on the general premise that there is a 

single Arab nation that was divided artificially, first by the Ottomans, 
and subsequently by European and U.S. imperialism, and Zionism. 
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Once the Arabs are liberated and united, it is believed, social and 

political conflicts within particular states (or “regions of the Arab na- 

tion”) will subside. 

Ba‘athism first came to Iraq in 1951 but was slow to take root, 

partly because pan-Arab nationalism had never attracted a particu- 

larly widespread following in Iraq before the rise of Nasser, and 

partly because the political scene was dominated by the communists. 

Nevertheless, the small Iraqi Ba‘ath Party joined a national front 

with the communists and other parties in 1957 and welcomed the 

revolution of 1958. Although the Ba‘athists never attracted mass sup- 

port, they eventually seized power and held onto it by a combination 

of a skillful organization, ruthlessness, and an alliance with key mili- 

tary officers. 

The Second Ba‘ath Coup 

On 17 July 1968, a group of Ba‘ath officers led by Ahmad Hasan al- 

Bakr (prime minister in 1963-1964) organized another Ba‘ath coup 

and took over the government two weeks later. Both al-Bakr, who 

became president, and his relative, deputy and successor, Saddam 

Hussein, came from Takrit, a small town about 100 miles north of 

Baghdad. The highest organ in the new regime was the Revolutionary 

Command Council (RCC) of the Ba‘ath party; the RCC (and in later 

years, the president) appointed the cabinet. The cabinet had no real 

power and rubber stamped the decisions made by the party and its 

president. The Ba‘ath had only a small following in 1968 and was pri- 

marily remembered for the reign of terror that it introduced in 1963. 

Realizing that it had to trim its approach to appeal to a left- 

leaning constituency, the Ba‘ath tried to convince its main rivals, the 

Communist Party and the Kurdistan Democratic Party, if not of its 

good faith at least of its progressive credentials. Hence, it advocated 

and legislated a series of wide-ranging social and economic reforms, 

pursued apparently anti-imperialist foreign policies, and launched 

strident attacks on Zionism and imperialism. In this general spirit, 

fortified by a fifteen-year treaty with the Soviet Union in 1972, the 

government moved to nationalize the Iraq Petroleum Company in 

that same year.!5 Largely because of their espousal of such policies, 

the Ba‘athists convinced their main rivals, the communists, to join 

them in a National Progressive Front. 

For various reasons, the Kurds did not join the National Progres- 

sive Front although Saddam Hussein and the Ba‘ath realized the 
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importance of distracting the Kurdish leadership’s attention while 

the Ba‘ath consolidated its authority. In the early 1970s, there were 

lengthy negotiations on Kurdish autonomy between the Ba‘ath and 

Mulla Mustafa Barzani, which, if successful, would have created a 

federal structure for the Kurdish area. But because the regime re- 

fused to take a census and, in particular, refused to consider Kirkuk 

as part of the Kurdish area,!® a major conflict between the armed 

forces and the Kurds erupted in the spring of 1974. 

The Kurds were supported by the shah of Iran, who had taken 

the Ba‘ath’s radical and leftist rhetoric seriously and was also wor- 

ried about Soviet influence in the region. The Ba‘ath capitalized on 

the Shah’s support for the Kurds, and presented itself as the victim 

of an imperialist conspiracy masterminded by the West and its agents. 

In the end, the Ba‘ath leadership’s eagerness to resolve the Kurdish 

problem once and for all (as it probably believed) induced Saddam 

Hussein to conclude an agreement with the shah in Algiers in March 

1975. As a result, Iran immediately withdrew its heavy artillery and 

closed the border to the Kurds; the Kurdish resistance collapsed and 

Barzani went into exile. Relations between Iraq and Iran now be- 

came extremely cordial and remained so until the Iranian revolution 

of 1979. 

Political and Economic Developments 

By the time of Saddam Hussein’s takeover of the presidency of Iraq 
in 1979, the dividing lines between the Ba‘ath party leadership and 

the state had almost disappeared, and the state and its institutions 

were transformed into an instrument of the party leaders. This was 

largely facilitated by the massive rise in oil prices that followed the 

Arab-Israeli War of October 1973; between 1972 and 1974, oil reve- 

nues increased tenfold, from U.S. $575 million to U.S. $5,700 mil- 

lion. Huge sums were spent on welfare and infrastructural projects, 
and the higher wages and salaries, together with the new employ- 

ment opportunities generated by an expanding economy, substantially 

improved living standards. As nationalization had given the Ba’ath 

leadership absolute control over the oil revenues (with little pressure 
to make it accountable as to how the monies were spent), increases 

in receipts from oil gradually accelerated the independence of the 
government from the rest of society.!” 

Having “solved” the Kurdish question, the Ba‘ath was no longer 
in need of communist support and once again turned against them. 
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In July 1978 a blanket decree was enacted making any non-Ba‘athist 

political activity illegal, and membership in any other political party 

punishable by death for all members and former members of the 

armed forces (which, in the context of universal conscription, ap- 

plied to all adult males). Over the next few years, tens of thousands 

of individuals of various political persuasions were imprisoned, mur- 

dered, or forced into exile. 

Between 1975 and 1979, Iraq gradually returned to the Western 

orbit on a global level and toward the moderate Arab states on a re- 

gional level. Within the Ba‘ath party, real power moved away from 

the party organization and the RCC and became concentrated al- 

most exclusively in the hands of Saddam Hussein and a few particu- 

larly trusted subordinates. The party was transformed into an instru- 

ment of the leader and gradually assumed the characteristics of a 

national rally, in which adulation of the party and its leaders replaced 

whatever political or ideological discourse may once have existed. 

The combination of the independence given him by the new oil 

money and the successful elimination or subordination of most of 

the opposition after his takeover in July 1979 gave Saddam Hussein 

a major boost of confidence. He promoted a spectacular personality 

cult, with massive portraits and statues of the benevolent leader vis- 

ible everywhere; towns, suburbs, public buildings, and streets were 

renamed in his honor. The oil wealth also permitted him to equip 

several parallel security services, generally commanded by men from 

Takrit, with the most up-to-date means of surveillance and riot con- 

trol imported from the East and West. Together with a greatly ex- 

panded communications system, these security services made the state 

machinery more efficient than ever before. During the 1980s, secu- 

rity was further refined, with the construction of huge underground 

complexes, mostly designed and built by British firms, to serve as 

emergency headquarters in the event of. attacks upon the regime. 

These were put to use with considerable effect when Iraq was at- 

tacked by the coalition forces early in 1991. In this way, the regime 

became more distanced from the population and more apparently in- 

vulnerable. 

The Growth of Opposition to the Regime 

While surveillance was directed against all opposition, the Ba‘ath 

was concerned about potential Shi‘i opposition even before the Iran- 
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ian revolution.!8 The existence of a Shi‘i political movement in Iraq 

dated back to the late 1950s, when a number of religious leaders in 

Najaf, led by Ayatullah Muhammad Baagir al-Sadr, formed a politi- 

cal organization, the Association of Najafi ‘u/Jama. Its aim was to 

raise the consciousness of the Muslim community as a whole and to 

arrest the spread of communism and atheism. By the late 1960s, the 

‘ulamas’ main concern was no longer communism but the Ba‘ath 

party, and the Najafi ‘ulama formed themselves into a political group 

called al-Da‘wa al-Islamiyva (The Islamic Call). The foundation of 

al-Da‘wa was partly a reaction against the secularism of the Ba‘athist 

state, but more particularly against the state’s new-found determina- 

tion to interfere directly in the affairs of the Shi‘i clerical hierarchy, a 

highly sensitive area from which all previous Iraqi governments (in- 

cluding the Ottomans) had tended to keep their distance. 

The Ba‘ath responded to al-Da‘wa’s activities in familiar fashion; 

in 1974, five ‘ulama were executed without trial; in February 1977, 

numerous arrests were made in the holy cities during the Muharram 

ceremonies, after which eight members of the clergy were executed 

and fifteen were sentenced to life imprisonment. In 1979, encour- 

aged by the Iranian Revolution, al-Da‘wa engaged the government 

in open conflict, attacking Ba‘ath party offices and police posts, and 

openly declared its support for the new government in Iran. The 

Ba‘ath responded by intensifying its campaign, against al-Da‘wa, 

making membership of the party punishable by death. In April 1980, 

Ayatullah Muhammad Bagqr al-Sadr and his sister Bint Huda were 

executed. A few months after this, Iraq invaded Iran; this shifted 

Shi‘i opposition to the regime to a different plane, in the sense that 
support for al-Da‘wa could be interpreted as an attack on Iraq and 

Arabism and thus tantamount to treason. 

It is difficult to gauge how strong the appeal of al-Da‘wa was. Al- 

though the majority of Iraqi conscripts (like the majority of Iraqis) 

were Shi‘is, there was no mass desertion or any other manifestation 

of widespread feelings of common cause between Iraqi and Iranian 

Shi‘is during the Iran-Iraq War. This was primarily because the ma- 

jority of Iraqi Shi‘is considered themselves Iraqi Arabs first and Shi‘is 
second, rather than the reverse, and had little instinctive sympathy 
with their Iranian counterparts simply on the ground that they were 

also Shi‘is. On the other hand, the Shi‘i community became the 

principal target of the government’s domestic repression throughout 

the war. In particular, the massive deportations of members of the 
community to Iran after April 1980 on the grounds that they were 
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“really” of Iranian origin (and the sequestration of their properties 

and assets that followed) heightened sectarian loyalties.!? Hence, al- 

though such repression effectively preempted the revival of al-Da‘wa, 

it made many Shi‘is more profoundly aware of their Shi‘ism, with- 

out, of course, somehow turning them into Iranians. 

The Iranian Revolution and the Iran-Iraq War 

The Iranian Revolution of 1978-1979 had momentous significance 

for Iraq. In particular, the fall of the shah meant the de facto abroga- 

tion of the Algiers agreement and put the Kurdish question back on 

the agenda. In addition, the establishment of a populist Shi‘ govern- 

ment in Iran was a matter of grave concern for the regime in Iraq 

where, as elsewhere in the Arab world, populist Islam was beginning 

to fill the void created by the evident ideological bankruptcy of Arab 

nationalism and Arab socialism. Misjudging the situation on several 

levels, Saddam Hussein resurrected the old disagreements over the 

boundary between the two countries in the Shatt al-‘Arab and the 

status of the southwest Iranian province of Khuzistan-Arabistan. He 

took the frequent cross-border incidents as a pretext for going to war 

with Iran on 22 September 1980. In his calculations, a quick defeat 

of the new Islamic republican regime in Iran would make him into 

the undisputed master of the Gulf and make Iraq into a major re- 

gional power. 

Although Iraq met with initial success, Iranian forces were more 

resilient than expected. The war dragged on for more than eight 

years instead of producing the speedy victory that the Iraqi regime 

had anticipated. For several years, the confrontation developed into 

a stalemate where both contenders were bogged down in entrenched 

positions with no end in sight. In time, the burden of having to sup- 

port Iraq financially strained the economies of Kuwait and Saudi 

Arabia, while Kurdish forces under Barzani’s son Mas‘ud gradually 
regrouped and managed to gain control over much of the Kurdish 

area. Eventually, worried about the repercussions of an Iraqi col- 
lapse on the region, Iraq’s Arab neighbors committed themselves 

unequivocally to its support. In this way, Saddam Hussein achieved 

his objective of regionalizing the war and drawing Saudi Arabia, 

Kuwait, and their Western allies more seriously into it. By the spring 
of 1987, the United States was firmly aligned on the Iraqi side, a 

decisive factor in Iran’s eventual loss of the war.?° 
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Although greatly weakened, Iran could still inflict serious damage 

on Iraq and occupy Iraqi territory. In the spring of 1988, Iran 
launched an offensive in northern Iraq with the assistance of the 

two most prominent Kurdish organizations, the Patriotic Union of 

Kurdistan and the Kurdistan Democratic Party, capturing the Iraqi 

city of Halabja on 15 March. The next day, the Iraqi air force 

bombed Halabja with poisonous gas, causing some 5,000 civilian 

deaths. By this time, Iranian resistance was clearly crumbling, and a 

series of military reverses resulted in the Ayatullah Ruhollah Kho- 

meini announcing in mid-July that his government would accept 
UN terms for a cease-fire without conditions. 

Although the effects of the war were devastating, Iraq emerged as 

a substantial military power. Between 1979 and 1980, the Iraqi army 
numbered some 190,000 men; by the late 1980s, it had more than 

quintupled to around one million, and there were comparable in- 

creases in military hardware.?! In addition, there was now a major 
armaments industry whose products included a surface-to-surface 

missile based on the Soviet Scud. A new Ministry of Industry and 

Military Industrialization was created to oversee these activities, 
headed, until the fall of 1991, by Hussein Kamil Majid, Saddam 

Hussein’s son-in-law.22 By 1990, the scale of military production 

prompted serious international concern as it became widely known 

that Iraq was manufacturing chemical weapons and sophisticated 

missiles, and was not far from acquiring the means to produce nu- 

clear weapons. The essential components of the weaponry were pro- 

vided by firms in Western Europe and the United States. Although 

the increased significance of the military was an implicit threat to 

Saddam Hussein, because there was always the possibility that a se- 
rious rival or challenger could appear from within its ranks, the over- 

all effect of the military buildup served ultimately to consolidate his 
power. 

During and after the Iran-Iraq War, Saddam Hussein made use 
of his “victory” over Iran to make explicit claims to the leadership of 
the Arab world, which he and the “noble people of Iraq” had so as- 

siduously defended for eight years. His real power base resided al- 

most entirely in his extended family, people incorporated into it by 

marriage, or considered part of it by long association with him. Thus 
his son, ‘Udayy, was married to the daughter of the Vice-President, 

‘Izzat al-Duri; Hussein Kamil Majid, Minister for Industry and Mil- 
itary Industrialization between July 1988 and November 1991, him- 
self a distant cousin of Saddam Hussein, was married to Hussein’s 
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daughter Raghad, and his brother, Saddam Kamil, a colonel in the 

missile brigade, to another daughter, Rima’. Until his untimely (and 

somewhat unseasonable) death in a helicopter accident in a sand- 

storm near Basra in April 1989, ‘Adnan Khairullah Tulfah, a mater- 

nal cousin of Saddam Hussein and the brother of his wife Sajida, 

was Minister of Defense; ‘Adnan’s wife was the daughter of the 

former president, Ahmad Hasan al-Bakr, and ‘Adnan and Sajida’s 

father, Khairullah Tulfah, a former primary school teacher, was for 

some years mayor of Baghdad, during which time he became a 

wealthy businessman. Qusayy, Saddam Hussein’s youngest son, was 

married to the daughter of General Mahir ‘Abd al-Rashid, but ap- 

parently separated from her when her father fell out of favor in the 

autumn of 1988. ‘Ali Hasan al-Majid, the minister of the interior re- 

sponsible for putting down the rising in the spring of 1991 and now 

(November 1993) minister of defense, was also a cousin of Saddam 

Hussein. The president’s two closest colleagues outside his family 

circle, Tariq ‘Aziz, a Christian from Mosul, and Taha Yasin Ram- 

adhan, from the Jazira (northwestern Iraq), were closely associated 

with him well before the Ba‘ath takeover in 1968. 

Infitah 

The Ba‘ath’s increased development expenditures since the oil price 

rise of 1973 not only stimulated the economy but also made the state 

into the principal generator of opportunities for private business.?3 

Local firms profited enormously, by acting either as contractors or as 

middlemen for foreign firms, a particularly lucrative activity. Never- 

theless, although Ba‘ath rule provided a multiplicity of opportunities 

for individuals to make money, the might of the state remained dom- 

inant in the economy, and oil still accounted for over 90 percent of 

foreign exchange.”4 

In the early years of the war, the regime encouraged private capi- 

tal to diversify from its preoccupation with quick money from real 

estate, contracting, commerce, and services into light and medium 

manufacturing. The extension of private enterprise into agriculture 
reduced food imports, promoted a better quality and more regular 

supply of food items, and broadened support for the regime among 
the entrepreneurial middle classes. As the war progressed, Saddam 

Hussein made a series of declarations and policy statements known 

collectively as the administrative revolution (thawra idariyya). Their 
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intent was to reduce state interference and, correspondingly, limit 

the powers of the bureaucracy. This implied a reduction in the influ- 

ence of members of the Ba‘ath party who controlled the key posi- 

tions within the administrative and bureaucratic structures. By this 

time, both the party and its ideology had become largely redundant 

as “political” forces and, in Samir al-Khalil’s vivid descriptions, the 

“Republic of Fear” was firmly in place.?5 
The much vaunted economic initiatives, heralding a return to or 

an advance toward greater liberalization, were accompanied by decla- 

rations of intent to move toward greater political liberty, and vague 

assurances were given that opposing political parties would be li- 
censed at some time in the future. Needless to say, no political liber- 
alization actually occurred. In addition, the various economic mea- 

sures had no significant long-term effect on the crisis in which Iraq 

was floundering in 1989 and 1990, largely because the kind of admin- 

istrative reform that Saddam Hussein thought would set Iraq on the 

road to reconstruction could not be achieved without a thorough 

transformation of the political system and the establishment of the 
rule of law. He thus found himself trapped by the incompatibility 

between his desire to maintain and expand his personal dictatorship 
and the basic requirements of a market economy. 

The Background to the Invasion of Kuwait 

Although Iraq’s economic situation after the war was precarious, it 

could not be described as desperate given the country’s very substan- 

tial oil reserves; prudent housekeeping, tight control of imports, and 

checks on government spending would have brought about its grad- 

ual economic recovery, provided that there was no further disastrous 
collapse in the price of oil. Such policies were not adopted, however; 
while the rebuilding of the cities, the infrastructure, and industry 
were important targets, U.S. $5 billion per year was allocated to 

rearmament over the period between 1988 and 1992, and only half 

this sum, $2.5 billion, to reconstruction—the latter included such 

projects as “victory” monuments and a new presidential palace. 
At the same time, the various efforts to restructure the economy 

led to high inflation and steep rises in the cost of living. As might 
have been expected, private capital responded to the privatization 
measures by speculative or quick, rather than sustained, investment, 
which meant that the rich got richer and the middle and lower classes 
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got poorer. Also, the “cuts” imposed on the bureaucracy since 1987 

led to high unemployment, which meant that rapid military demo- 

bilization was politically impossible. In addition, after eight years of 

war and suffering, there were widespread hopes that peace would 

bring greater prosperity and security. 

Saddam Hussein saw himself as a triumphant leader who had 

brought his country to a great victory and was now entitled to take 

his rightful place in the counsels of the Arab world. As well as be- 

lieving that his defense of the Arab nation entitled him to a major 

leadership role within it, events taking place elsewhere in the world— 

the vast upheavals in the Soviet Union and eastern Europe—strongly 

influenced his actions. 
Two important points should be made here. In the first place, in 

spite of the fact that Iraq has one of the most, if not the most, vi- 

cious and tyrannical regimes in the Middle East, Saddam Hussein 

always managed to attract a following both within Iraq and in the 

rest of the Arab world. Some of this was opportunistic, in the sense 
that it was bought, but where it was not bought directly, Saddam 

Hussein’s strident anti-imperialist and, until 1984,26 anti-Zionist, rhe- 

toric found an echo on the streets and in the refugee camps, espe- 

cially in Jordan, the West Bank, and Gaza. There was also the sense 

both in the Arab world and in Western business circles that, how- 

ever wicked and ruthless Saddam Hussein might be, he “got things 

done,” somewhat in the spirit of a certain Italian dictator who “at 

least” made the trains run on time. 
In addition, although he would have lost the war with Iran had it 

not been for the arms and support that the West supplied, the folk 

memory in the region was sufficiently selective (or short-term) for it 

to be widely believed that, unlike most other Arab rulers, he was not 

afraid of standing up to the West. In this respect, Saddam Hussein 

always had his finger on the pulse of certain sentiments in the Arab 
world and knew how to exploit them. 

Second, in the context of Soviet policies in the Middle East, it 

had long been clear, well before Gorbachev’s assumption of power 

in 1985, that the Soviet Union was too concerned about its relations 

with the West to throw its weight wholeheartedly behind any Arab 

policy or maneuver that might crucially threaten Israel. As no Arab 

state or combination of Arab states had seriously entertained such 

ideas since 1973, however, this consideration gradually became less 

important, because Soviet support continued to be vital in a variety 

of other ways. It was not until 1987, for example, that the United 
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States and the West felt it prudent to make the high technology 

weaponry available to Iraq that enabled it to defeat Iran in 1988 and 

invade Kuwait in 1990. Most of Iraq’s basic weaponry came from 

the Soviet Union, and as long as the old men remained in power in 
Moscow, Iraq could always count on a certain measure of Soviet 

support if it fell out of favor with the West. Thus between 1985 and 

1989, Iraq spent nearly U.S. $12 billion on arms, of which nearly 
U.S. $7 billion went to the Soviet Union; France, Iraq’s second ma- 

jor supplier, received just over U.S. $2 billion over the same period. 

However welcome it was elsewhere, the new atmosphere of glas- 

nost and perestroika was highly unsettling to Saddam Hussein. A 

familiar world was in complete disarray and none of the former cer- 

tainties seemed to count. Hence, when the report of the U.S.-based 

Human Rights Watch on Iraq was questioned in Congress in Feb- 

ruary 1990,27 Saddam Hussein understood this and other portents 

as indications that the West was going to turn against him, and that 

the close relationship forged with the West was coming to an end. 
With his extraordinary ability to swim abreast of the changing 

political currents in the region, including his theatrical espousal of 
Islam in the 1980s when that seemed to serve his purpose, Saddam 

Hussein made use of the widespread and by no means unjustified 

unease felt among the broad left in the Arab world that the defec- 

tion-of the Soviet Union might well lead to unchallenged Western, 

particularly U.S., dominance in the region. He thus launched a viru- 

lent campaign against the United States, presenting himself as the 

only steadfast Arab leader capable of defending the Arab nation 

against the West and its allies in the region. 
These sentiments were summarized in a major speech to members 

of the Arab Cooperation Council assembled in Amman on 24 Feb- 

ruary 1990. He laid out the possible consequences for the Arab world 
of the decline of the Soviet Union as a world power and the affirma- 

tion of U.S. superiority that this implied; the Gulf would become an 

American lake, and the United States would use its military and 

naval power to control the price of oil. To preempt the permanent 

establishment of U.S. hegemony, the Arabs should agree on a definite 

plan of action to build themselves into a regional power capable of 
determining the agenda on a more equal basis. 

Over the next few months, this discourse became more strident. 

Several incidents enabled Saddam Hussein to present himself as 

“embattled,” the victim of conspiracies forged by Zionism, imperial- 

ism, and the agents of imperialism in the region. The trial and exe- 
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cution of the thirty-two-year-old British journalist Farzad Bazoft fol- 

lowed shortly after the Human Rights Watch report became public. 

In April, a scandal erupted over the so-called Iraqi supergun and 

later over the discovery of essential parts for nuclear weapons in the 

baggage of Iraqi travelers passing through Heathrow Airport in 

London. These incidents were represented as evidence of machina- 
tions against Iraq and the Arab nation, and the virulently anti-U.S. 

campaign that followed echoed around the Arab world. 

Iraq’s neighbors were also accused of betraying Iraq or the inter- 

ests of the Arab nation. Early in 1990, Iraqi officials lobbied the 

Gulf rulers to lower their oil production and push the price up from 

U.S. $18 to U.S. $20 per barrel. At the same time, Saddam Hussein 
was determined to provide Iraq with access to a deep water anchor- 

age on the Gulf, probably to accommodate the new fleet of frigates 

and corvettes that he had ordered from Italy. Iraq was confined to 

the port of Umm Qasr and the shallow narrows at the head of the 

Gulf; Saddam Hussein was casting his eyes on the Kuwaiti islands 

of Bubyan and Warba, which could provide a useful alternative an- 

chorage. In the spring of 1990, he raised the stakes by demanding 

access to the islands and resuscitating Iraq’s claim to that part of 

the Rumaila oilfield that ran from Iraq into northern Kuwait. He 

also castigated Kuwait for allegedly having the temerity to demand 

repayment of some of Iraq’s debts, and for having been instrumen- 

tal in keeping oil prices low. In July 1990, part of the Iraqi army 

was sent to the border, and on 2 August, when Kuwait refused to 

give in to Saddam Hussein’s demands, Iraq invaded and subsequently 

annexed Kuwait. 

Western Reaction and the “War Aims” of the Coalition 

When the crisis began the attitude of the U.S. administration was 

incoherent and constantly shifting, although it soon became clear 

that it was determined to remove Saddam Hussein from Kuwait. As 
the military build-up increased in the late autumn of 1990 and Sad- 
dam Hussein remained intransigent, the crisis developed its own mo- 
mentum. Two clear-cut and consistent, if undeclared, objectives 
emerged. First, it was vital that the Gulf area, which contains some 

62 percent of the world’s oil reserves, should not fall under the con- 
trol of interests hostile to the United States. Second, Iraq’s military 
capacity should somehow be cut down to size. 
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Although this may have been the hidden agenda, the stated ends 

were quite different. Initially, the declared aim was the expulsion of 
Iraq from Kuwait and the restoration of the rule of the Sabah fam- 

ily. As the autumn wore on and the hostage crisis intensified, and 
accounts of Iraqi atrocities in Kuwait seeped through to the media, 

the focus shifted to Iraq’s appalling human rights record. During 

the aerial bombardment and the land war, the notion increasingly 

gained ground that the removal of Saddam Hussein would not be 

unwelcome, and indeed that things might change dramatically if he 

were to be overthrown. 
It is a measure of the extent to which Saddam Hussein had be- 

come the prisoner of his own rhetoric and the degree to which he 
misjudged the situation—as he had misjudged the strength of Iran 

in the past—that he did not realize that such excesses as the annexa- 

tion of an oil state would not be tolerated by the major consumers 

of oil. He also failed to realize that his neighbors would not con- 

done such an infringement of the territorial sovereignty of another 

Arab state. 

The Aftermath of the Gulf War 

According to one observer,?® the invasion of Kuwait and the war 
(that is, the period between 2 August 1990 and 27 February 1991) 
resulted in at least 100,000 deaths among the military and civilian 

populations of Iraq and Kuwait, and some 300,000 wounded. Hun- 

dreds of thousands of people were displaced (in the sense of being 

forced to leave their homes and places of work); over U.S. $170 bil- 

lion in property and infrastructural damage occurred in Iraq, per- 

haps U.S. $60 billion worth in Kuwait, excluding the environmental 
effects of the firing of the Kuwaiti oil wells. Two hundred thousand 

Palestinians and 150,000 Egyptians were forced to leave Kuwait, as 

well as 600,000 Asians from India, Pakistan, Sri Lanka, and Ban- 

gladesh. A further 350,000 Egyptians left Iraq when Egypt joined 

the coalition. 
A few days after the war ended, popular insurrections broke out in 

southern Iraq and Kurdistan; by 4 March 1991, Kurdish forces had 

taken Sulaimaniyya and by 24 March, they were in control of most 

of Kurdistan, including the towns of Arbil and Kirkuk. Although 
the so-called rebels gained control of large areas between the end of 

February and the beginning of March, units of the Republican Guard 
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responded with exceptional brutality and were able to gain the upper 

hand quickly in southern Iraq, especially in Basra, Najaf, and Kar- 
bala’. The terms of the cease-fire did not include an embargo on the 
Iraqis’ use of helicopters; in fact, just before Iraqi troops recaptured 

Samawa on 26 March, the United States explicitly announced that it 
would not shoot down Iraqi helicopters. In the southern cities, the 
insurgents captured and killed local Ba‘athist officials, members of 
the security services, and their families, venting their hatred for the 

regime upon them. When the Republican Guard regained control of 

the southern cities, they carried out indiscriminate mass executions. 
Tanks were painted with the slogan “No Shi‘is [will survive] after 

today” and there was widespread destruction of Shi‘i shrines and 

other mosques in the holy cities. 

In the last week in March, Iraqi helicopters and troops launched 

raids on Kirkuk and other Kurdish cities. Kirkuk was recaptured 

after a massive bombardment on 28 March and Sulaimaniyya on 3 
April. A mass exodus of Kurds to the Iraqi-Turkish and Iraqi- 

Iranian borders began; by the end of April, there were about 2.5 

million refugees, both Kurds and southerners. The Kurds fled largely 

because they feared a repetition of the bombing of Halabja in March 

1988 with chemical weapons, which had killed more than 5,000 peo- 
ple. The number of casualties in these uprisings is difficult to estimate 

and, in addition, tens of thousands died of exhaustion and exposure 

on the borders of Iran and Turkey. The problem remained acute 

throughout the spring and summer of 1991 and, although some 

Kurds returned to Kirkuk, Dohuk, and Zakho, hundreds of thou- 

sands did not. 
The U.S. and British troops that went to northern Iraq in April 

and May to encourage the Kurds to return and to protect them when 

they did so left during the course of the summer and were replaced 

by a small UN force. Partly in response to the scale of the disaster in 

Kurdistan and partly in keeping with the opportunism that they had 

frequently displayed in the past, the Patriotic Union of Kurdistan 

and Kurdistan Democratic Party leaders spent several months in 

Baghdad, apparently negotiating Kurdish autonomy with Saddam 

Hussein. The Iraqi population—Kurds, Shi‘is, and Sunnis—remained 

at the mercy of the “pariah president” whom British Prime Minister 

John Major urged them to overthrow on 28 February 1991. 

These and similar calls to action were followed by claims that 

such calls had never actually been made. On 2 April 1991, for in- 

stance, a U.S. State Department spokesperson declared that the 
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United States “never, ever stated, as either a military or a political 

goal of the coalition, or the international community, the removal of 

Saddam Hussein.” Maybe not. But very broad hints were dropped 

in January and February of 1991—until, that is, the implications of 

Saddam Hussein’s possible overthrow were analyzed by the so-called 

Middle Eastern experts in Washington. Iraq would become “Leba- 

nonized”; the Kurds would join forces with other Kurds in Turkey 

and Iran; the Iranians would help the clerics in southern Iraq to 

create an Islamic Republic of Iraq; the Saudis would be extremely 

concerned if militant Shi’is took over in the south; many of the re- 

gimes in the region would be at risk—whatever that meant—if some 

sort of quasi-democratic replacement for Saddam Hussein emerged. 

Most of these assumptions were inaccurate. Nevertheless, an emas- 

culated Saddam Hussein seemed, at least for the time being, the fa- 

vored option and probably the easiest scenario to control. 

An Uncertain Future 

Although events in Iraq have clearly been overshadowed by the 

Arab-Israeli “peace process,” it is clear that U.S. and Western policy 

in the region have been found severely deficient by Arabs of a vari- 

ety of political persuasions. Suspicion of the West's intentions deep- 

ened, particularly among the small but influential oppositional groups 

in the Gulf states and Saudi Arabia, who had expected to see a 

more fundamental transformation of regional politics than actually 

occurred. Was “all this” simply to ensure Western hegemony in the 

region, to ensure Western access to oil, or is the United States also 

committed to advocating the implementation of the rule of law in 

Iraq and other Arab countries? The grave inadequacy of the U.S. 

policy in the latter respect lent credibility to the opinion in the Arab 

world that the United States is not serious about encouraging politi- 

cal reform there, in marked contrast to its sustained pressure in pre- 

vious years on the states of Eastern Europe. Even those Arabs who 

supported the coalition feel let down by the West’s continued com- 

mitment to “stability” while failing to encourage the most elemen- 

tary forms of democracy in the Arab world. 

At the same time, it is clear that there are considerable obstacles 

in implementing such a process.?? For a number of reasons, it seems 

that there is every likelihood that Saddam Hussein can survive at 

least in the short or medium term. The uprisings in south Iraq and 
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in Kurdistan were brutally crushed, and it is likely that most orga- 

nized opposition within Iraq itself—outside the Kurdish areas—was 

destroyed. The initial preparedness of the Kurdish leadership to ne- 

gotiate with Saddam Hussein was also symptomatic of the general 

assumption that he was there to stay for the foreseeable future. 

In the regime, as noted before, power is vested primarily in Sad- 

dam Hussein, his sons and sons-in-law, and some 700 Takritis, who 

are either in senior positions in the armed forces or in charge of the 

various security services. Most of these people are not only impli- 

cated in some way in the regime’s various crimes and excesses but 

also have strong material reasons for ensuring that Saddam Hussein 

stays in power. The logistics of any assassination or coup attempt 

are daunting, given the high security surrounding Saddam Hussein 

and the regime’s control of the cities. It is difficult to see how the re- 

gime’s power to dominate domestically could be challenged, and there 

is, therefore, little likelihood of it being removed by some form of 

popular insurrection. 
A number of persistent misconceptions about Iraqi politics con- 

tinue to muddy the analytical waters. One is the notion, broadly 

stated, that a fundamentalist Shi‘i regime might come to power in 

close association with Iran. In the first place, none of the major Shi‘ 

groups has proposed the establishment of an Islamic state—much 

less an Islamic state tied to Iran—and second, Shi‘i opposition to 
Saddam Hussein is sectarian rather than religious. The greater visi- 

bility of the Shi‘i opposition somewhat distorts the true state of af- 

fairs; no automatic dividing line separates the Shi‘l opponents and 

Sunni supporters of the regime, as opposition and support could 

come from either community. As mentioned before, Iraqi history can- 

not be understood in terms of Sunni-Shi‘i antagonism. If any gener- 

alization can be made, the dividing line is between the Takriti power- 
holders and the majority of the disenchanted and disenfranchised 
population, both Sunni and Shi‘i. Hence, the claim put forward by 
some commentators that particular measures—like the continuation 

of sanctions or increasing the pressure on the regime—would some- 

how rally the “Sunni population” behind Saddam Hussein is specula- 
tive rather than axiomatic. 

Again, Shi‘i opposition is sectarian rather than religious in the 

sense that the Shi‘is have felt discriminated against under all Iraqi 
governments and they feel particularly threatened since the mass ex- 

pulsions of the 1980s. In brief, the Shi‘i opposition believes that if 

there is to be stability in Iraq, the “Shi‘i problem” must be properly 
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addressed and adequate mechanisms found to bring what is seen as 

Sunni hegemony to an end. The Shi‘is form between 70 and 80 per- 

cent of the Arab population; as the war between Iran and Iraq dem- 

onstrated convincingly, the Iraqi Shi‘is feel themselves Arab and 

Iraqi first and Shi‘i second. Second, the bulk of Iraqi Shi‘is are not 

particularly religious. al-Da‘wa was unable to establish widespread 

ideological roots, and there has been no Shariati to mobilize a popu- 

lar following among the middle and lower middle classes. In addi- 

tion, there is a history of tension between the higher clergy and the 

religious establishments of Najaf and Karbala’ on the one side and 

the Qum on the other. Finally, although those most heavily involved 

in the excesses of the present regime would certainly be held ac- 

countable if it fell, the notion that “the Shi‘is” will rise up and mas- 

sacre “the Sunnis” can only be described as fanciful. 

Hence, in contrast with the protest movement in Iran under the 

shah in the 1970s, the Iraqi Shi‘i opposition seeks the enfranchise- 

ment of the whole population under a functioning democratic sys- 

tem rather than the installation of an “Islamic Republic of Iraq.” 

The pronouncements of some spokesmen of the Shi‘i opposition 

abroad are an accurate reflection of the feelings of Shi‘is in Iraq, 

many of whom have long felt excluded as Shi‘is from positions of 

political influence and authority. They believe that this imbalance 

can only be properly redressed under a more genuinely democratic 

state which enfranchises both communities. On the other hand, it is 

also the case that, inevitably, the longer the present dictatorship con- 

tinues, the greater the likelihood of support for a more radical reli- 

gious opposition. The same is true, mutatis mutandis, for the Kurds; 

they also want some form of local self-government or federal state 

structure, and realize that there is little prospect for the materializa- 

tion of any kind of Grand Kurdistan embracing Iranian and Tur- 

kish Kurdistan. ; 

It is widely felt in the Middle East that the West is once again 

pursuing its own short-term interests in a manner that will not ulti- 

mately serve it well. Now that the Soviet Union has changed tracks 

and communism no longer poses a threat to the status quo in the 

region, the United States and the West should make a fundamental 

reassessment of their policies in the Middle East and put their weight 

wholeheartedly behind the democratic forces in the region. Support- 

ing such forces would not only create a more stable situation in the 

long run, but would also convince the people of the region that the 

U.S. policy has not once again been formed almost exclusively on 
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serving its own immediate interests and those of its regional allies. In 

sum, this is the only new world order worth considering.*° 
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Iran and the New World Order 

Scheherazade Daneshkhu 

During the summer of 1991, the Iranian embassy in London launched 

a series of lectures on Iran. Two of the British guest speakers were 

academics; both were asked to speak about the new world order and 

the case of Iran. Like other countries, Iran was striving to under- 

stand what was meant by the new world order and its undefined 

consequences for Iran and the region. Iran’s interest was governed 

by two major considerations: the Islamic republic’s own turbulent 

relations with the United States and the composition of a new secu- 

rity structure in the Persian Gulf in the aftermath of the U.S.-led war 

against Saddam Hussein in January 1991. 

Soviet support for the United States, although probably the most 

notable aspect of the war, was more a consequence of the collapse 

of Soviet power and a redefined foreign policy than the successful 

implementation of George Bush’s vision of a new world order. This 
vision was reiterated in his State of the Union address on 29 January 
1991 when he defined it as an attempt to achieve the universal aspira- 
tions of mankind: peace, security, freedom, and the rule of law.! 

Although change is inevitable in the conduct of international rela- 

tions because of the increasing disintegration of the Soviet Union, 

what replaces it is still an open question. Will it mean a Pax Ameri- 

cana, or will the United States retreat to isolationism now that it is 

no longer threatened by external forces? Could it lead to more smaller 

power blocs, for example, Europe, or could it mean an increased 

role for the United Nations? Or will it mean chaos? 
There is little to suggest, during either the conduct of the war or 

its aftermath, that the United States implemented a new world order 
policy toward Iran or the Gulf. The indecisive resolution to the Gulf 
War suggests a caution that would have been uncharacteristic of the 
Reagan presidency, but the decision to let Saddam Hussein remain 
in preference to his overthrow by the Kurds or Shi’a reveals that the 
United States is still intent on manipulating events to its advantage. 

293 
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The emphasis on order rather than democracy in the new world 

order rhetoric is disheartening. Once committed to democracy at 

least in rhetoric, President Bush’s pragmatism in letting it fly out the 

window to make more plausible his defense of Kuwait and Saudi 

Arabia does not inspire confidence that the new order will be a posi- 

tive development for the rest of the world. The deterrence of aggres- 

sion can also be viewed subjectively. Although there is no doubt that 

Saddam Hussein’s invasion of Kuwait was a flagrant act of aggres- 

sion, many Palestinians would argue that they are subjected daily to 

Israeli aggression on the West Bank and in Gaza; the West counters 

aggression only when it is in its interests to do so. 

Recent U.S. policy toward Iran was predicated on the release of 

Western hostages, with little mention of human rights or democracy 

in that country. Moreover, President Bush’s view that in a rapidly 

changing world U.S. leadership is indispensable does not sound like 

the views of an isolationist.2 There is little reason to believe that the 
United States will cease to continue a foreign policy based on its 

own interests, although there may be some confusion about what 
constitutes those interests. 

At least there is one certainty in the new world order—the col- 

lapse of the Soviet empire. Some fear that the lack of superpower 
competition will mean that weak states will have no one to turn to, 

but the Soviet Union certainly had little reason to claim it could 

counterbalance the United States to promote a fairer or better sys- 

tem. The communists in Iraq would be the first to point out that the 
Soviet Union supported Saddam Hussein in his suppression of the 
Iraqi Communist Party. 

Yet, despite the dangers of a Pax Americana, the disintegration of 
an autocratic system in the Soviet Union that to date has involved 

little violence can only be regarded as a positive development and 

stands as an example to other autocratic governments in the devel- 

oping world. Iran welcomed the collapse of communism primarily 
as an ideological victory that involved the demise of a materialist 
doctrine opposed to Islam. Iran supported Mikhail Gorbachev’s rise 
to power because this led to increased recognition of the demands of 
its neighboring Muslim states to the south, states that Iran had once 
ruled. 

Hashemi Rafsanjani’s government did not, however, make as much 

of the dismantling of communism as it could have. This is in part 
because of a new orientation in foreign policy. Iran’s reaction to the 
new world order and the Gulf War was as much a function of inter- 
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nal events as of external developments. Internally, the domestic fac- 
tors to be considered included an increasing polarization of political 

views within the ruling hierarchy, a redefinition of the meaning of 
Islam as an ideological doctrine, and concern over the state of the 

economy. 
From 1986, there were signs of a new, less ideological trend emerg- 

ing in Iran, spearheaded by Rafsanjani, who was then speaker of 

the majlis (parliament). This pragmatic faction sought a face-saving 

end to the Iran-Iraq War and wished to normalize relations with 

other states. It wanted to encourage trade and relax the strict social 

conditions prevailing at home. By contrast, the hardliners remained 

committed to continuing the war, exporting revolution, and main- 

taining a state of permanent revolution. When Ayatollah Ruhollah 

Khomeini died in June 1989, the hardliners lost their most valuable 

asset. 
Despite the increased tension between the two factions, a new 

foreign policy was implemented and Iran now is represented in more 

countries than at any time since the revolution. Iran changed its im- 
age from that of a hot-headed revolutionary state intent on interven- 
ing in the internal affairs of others to a respectable and responsible 
member of the international community, whose voice should be lis- 

tened to. In recent years, Iranian officials defined the export of revo- 
lution to mean building Iran into a model Islamic country for others 

to emulate. This did not mean the abandonment of terrorism as a 
political weapon at home or abroad. Political executions continue 
within the country and outside; the 1991 murder of Shapour Bakh- 

tiar, the shah’s last prime minister, served as a reminder that the 

Iranian government, split as it may be, can still be as ruthless as it 

used to be. 

A clear statement of the abandonment of an isolationist foreign 

policy was made by President Rafsanjani on 2 July 1988: “One of the 

wrong things we did in the revolutionary atmosphere was to con- 

stantly make enemies. We pushed those who could be neutral into 
hostility and did not do anything to attract those who could become 
friends. It is part of the new plan that in foreign policy we should 

behave in a way not to needlessly leave ground to the enemy.”? 
The shift in foreign policy hoped to attract foreign investment to 

reactivate the country’s economy. President Rafsanjani termed the 

second decade of the Islamic republic as the decade of reconstruc- 

tion, as opposed to the first decade of revolution. Rafsanjani also 

hoped to entice the private sector to invest in industry and produc- 
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tion rather than property speculation and trade. Another aim was to 

persuade the Iranian exiles (approximately | million), many of whom 

were Iran’s former elite industrialists and managers, to return, repa- 

triate their wealth, and help run the factories. For these develop- 

ments to take root, Rafsanjani needed to project the image of a 

more stable country with which Westerners and the private sector 

could do business. 

The U.S.-led coalition against Iraq helped Iran move several steps 

closer to achieving these ends. The impact of the war was multifac- 

eted and gave impetus to the country when it was in a stalemate. 

First, Iraq handed Iran victory in order to secure, at the very least, 

Iranian neutrality in the Gulf War, even though Iran had effectively 

lost the Iran-Iraq War. This was a personal victory for President 

Rafsanjani who was criticized by his hardline rivals for negotiating 

with Iraq. Second, it allowed Iran to feel vindicated as the aggrieved 

party in the 1980 Iran-Iraq War and indeed, Western opinion be- 

came more favorable toward Iran; this was aided by Iran’s neutrality 

during the hostilities. Third, the Gulf War altered the strategic bal- 
ance of power in the region. The Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC) 
was revealed as the paper tiger it always was and the Arab Gulf 

states moved closer to Iran as a way of counterbalancing Iraq’s ag- 

gression. With the elimination of its main regional rival, Iran re- 
newed its assertion that, as the largest country in the region, it should 

have the largest say, particularly in matters of security. 

Finally, in order to play the role of the main regional power both 

militarily and economically, Iran had to reassess its relations with 

the United States. Cordial relations are a long way off, but both 

countries see it is in their best interests to improve relations. There 

seems to be a slow thaw; the United States relaxed some of its trade 

sanctions while Iran agreed to release the remaining Western hos- 
tages in Lebanon. 

lraqi-lranian Relations 

The Gulf War changed the balance of power between Iran and Iraq 

in Iran’s favor. This was an unexpected and unearned reversal of 

fortune for Iran, which had been the effective loser in the Iran-Iraq 
War. 

Iran informed the UN of its acceptance of Security Council Reso- 

lution 598 on 18 July 1988 after a series of battlefield defeats. A 



Iran and the New World Order 297 

fortnight earlier, an Iranian civilian airliner was shot down by a U.S. 

naval vessel’s missile resulting in the death of 290 civilians, the over- 
whelming majority of them Iranian. The United States later acknowl- 

edged that the ship’s crew had mistakenly thought the aircraft was 

hostile, but the occasion was seized by Rafsanjani, then commander 

in chief, as an indication that the United States might enter the war 

on Iraq’s side. Unlike Saddam Hussein, the pragmatic Rafsanjani 

knew that Iran would be the sure loser in a war against the United 

States: “World arrogance had decided to prevent our rapid victory. 

. . . An example of this was the strange obduracy of Americans in 

the Persian Gulf with the downing of the passenger plane; the allega- 

tion that it was a mistake is not acceptable in any way. In our opinion 
this was to be considered a warning rather than anything else.”4 

Iraq celebrated Iran’s acceptance as a victory and subsequently 

dragged its heels over the implementation of the resolution in the 

hope of influencing the terms of any peace agreement in its favor. 

Iraq insisted on direct talks with Iran instead of those conducted 

through the UN. Iraq still occupied some 2,500 square kilometers of 

Iranian land that it refused to give up until Iran ceded total sover- 
eignty over the Shatt al-Arab boundary waterway, which had been 

the ostensible causus belli. According to the 1975 Treaty of Algiers, 

Iran and Iraq agreed that sovereignty would be divided down the 

thalweg, or median line. The treaty was torn up by Saddam Hussein 

on the eve of Iraq’s invasion of Iran in September 1980. 

Relations between the two countries remained cool despite a series 

of UN-sponsored talks from the autumn onward. As if to drive home 

the point that Iran was at Iraq’s mercy, Farzad Bazoft, an exiled 

Iranian who worked for the British newspaper, The Observer, was 

charged with spying and was hanged. The Iranian response to this 

was muted, mainly because Bazoft was seen to be as much an enemy 

of Iran as was Iraq. But the execution led to a sharp deterioration in 
relations between Great Britain and Iraq. Days later, British officials 

arrested five people for trying to smuggle U.S.-made electronic trig- 

gers to Iraq for their suspected nuclear use. 
By April 1990, Saddam Hussein accused the United States and 

Britain of supplying Israel with political and diplomatic cover to at- 
tack Iraq. He said that he had advanced chemical weapons capable 

of destroying half of Israel. This and other statements caused an 

outcry in the West and, in a battle between Israel and the West 
against the Arab world (albeit one spearheaded by Iraq), Iran would 
at least publicly support Iraq. Thus, the secretary general of the 
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Iranian Foreign Ministry, Hossain Mussavian, said in May 1990 

that Tehran would stand by Baghdad if war broke out between Iraq 

and Israel.* 

Saddam Hussein sought to exploit the Iranian dilemma. His shift 

away from the enemy on the eastern flank to the West and Israel al- 

tered the framework in which Iranian-Iraqi negotiations were con- 

ducted and helped account for the first breakthrough since the 1988 

cease-fire. In May 1990, Saddam Hussein initiated a direct corre- 

spondence with Hashemi Rafsanjani, much to the surprise of the 

Iranians, in a process that culminated in Iran and Iraq holding di- 

rect talks at the UN on 3 July. The Kuwaiti news agency reported in 

June that Iraq had ordered its media to refrain from attacks on 

Iran’s leadership and to use correct forms of address.°® 

The events leading to the Kuwaiti invasion wrong-footed Iran as 

much as it did other nations. On the eve of the invasion, Iran said 

that the buildup of Iraqi forces signaled an attempt to pressure 

Kuwait and other Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries 

(OPEC) members who had exceeded their quota during the OPEC 

meeting held in Geneva in late July. Both Iran and Iraq supported 

higher prices. 
During the Iran-Iraq War the Gulf Arab states supported Iraq. 

Iran embarked on a policy of renewing relations with its smaller 

Gulf neighbors in an effort to portray itself as a nonbelligerent that 

need not be feared by the sheikhdoms to support its self-appointed 

position as guardian of the Persian Gulf. This followed President 

Rafsanjani’s revised foreign policy goals of normalizing Iran’s rela- 

tions with the rest of the world and ensuring that, in its own region, 

Iran remain the dominant power. It involved portraying Iraq, not 

Iran, as the unstable force in the region. This would also serve to 

vindicate Iran as the victim of Iraqi aggression in the 1980 war if the 

UN found Iraq responsible for its outbreak. 
The Iraqi invasion of Kuwait provided Iran with the ideal oppor- 

tunity to demonstrate to the West the dangers of Saddam Hussein 
and to drive home the point to the Gulf Arab states that they were 

wrong to have supported Iraq in the Iran-Iraq War. Iran called for 

an Iraqi withdrawal from Kuwait, but opposed outside intervention 
in helping to achieve this. Iran’s foreign ministry issued the following 

statement after the invasion: 

The Islamic Republic of Iran rejects any form of resort to 

force as a solution to regional problems. It considers Iraq’s mil- 
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itary action against Kuwait contrary to stability and security in 

the sensitive Persian Gulf region and condemns it. Although 

the recent developments are the consequences of past [Kuwaiti] 

collaboration with the aggressor, which Iran has repeatedly 

pointed out to the regional countries, Iran considers respect for 

sovereignty and territorial integrity and noninterference in their 

internal affairs an absolute principle of intergovernmental 

relations.’ 

At a stroke, Iran tried to deny its past involvement in supporting 

Opposition groups in a number of the Arab Gulf states—notably 

Bahrain, Saudi Arabia, and Iraq—during the early 1980s and to 

present itself instead as a rational actor committed to maintaining 
the status quo. It was particularly important for Iran to re-emphasize 

that it would not tolerate any change in the geographical boundaries 

of the region because it was Saddam Hussein’s desire to redraw the 
Shatt al-Arab boundary that had ostensibly caused the Iran-Iraq 

War. For this reason too, Iran emphasized the integrity of Iraq’s ter- 

ritory after the war. Iran’s foreign policy had changed but Iran was 

now implicitly denying the policies it had pursued under Ayatollah 

Khomeini. 
When Saddam Hussein announced that he accepted the Treaty of 

Algiers on 15 August 1990 (the treaty he had torn up before invad- 

ing Iran in 1980), he clearly hoped for Iranian support over Kuwait. 

In his letter to President Rafsanjani he wrote of the need for “a se- 

rious interaction with all the believers to confront the evil doers who 
seek to inflict evil on Muslims and the Arab nation.”8 Iran was not 
taken in by the use of Islamic rhetoric by Saddam and warned the 

public not to be fooled by it. 
Reports of Iranian help to Iraq surfaced at the time,’ but apart 

from smugglers seeking a good profit and food and medicine that 
Iran announced it would give to Iraq in accordance with the UN’s 

provisions for humanitarian aid, there was little evidence that the 
Iranian government was aiding Iraq. It certainly was not in Iran’s 

interests to do so. An Iraq that could hold on to Kuwait would be- 

come a maritime Gulf power in direct challenge to Iran, and victory 
would likely spur Saddam Hussein to challenge Iran at a later date 

for the Shatt al-Arab. Moreover, there was no love lost by Iranian 
officials for Saddam Hussein, who they believed gave the West the 

green light to invade Iran in an attempt to weaken the new Islamic 

government to a point where it could be overthrown. 
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Iran celebrated its victory and used the invasion of Kuwait to il- 

lustrate that it had been the victim of a similar aggression ten years 

earlier. President Rafsanjani said, “Now everybody says it was clear 

who was the aggressor and who was the victim. A nation was de- 

fending its own rights for ten years, all alone by itself, and yet it was 

accused of being adventurist and fundamentalist and so forth.”!° 

Nevertheless, Iran was now in a delicate position. It had outstand- 

ing business with Iraq: a peace settlement to be formulated, tens of 

thousands of prisoners to be repatriated, the dredging of the Shatt 

al-Arab to be completed, and the withdrawal of all Iraqi troops. On 

the other hand, it was opposed to the stationing of Western troops 

in the region and although it wished to see the demise of Saddam 

Hussein, it despaired that this had to be at the hands of the West 

and to the net advantage of the United States and Israel. 

Iranian officials spoke repeatedly of two separate files—the “peace” 

file with Iraq and the “Kuwait” file, and indeed it attempted to ex- 

ploit its position of being on speaking terms with the Iraqis as a 

vantage point to launch a regional peace initiative to make the pres- 

ence of U.S. military forces unnecessary. Thus, Iran proposed a five- 

point Islamic peace plan outlined by the speaker of parliament, 

Mehdi Karrubi, in January 1991. A week or so later, President Raf- 

sanjani offered his services as mediator but was tartly turned down 

by the United States. The degree to which Iran welcomed the weak- 

ening of Iraq became clear when Rafsanjani gave tacit approval for 

a U.S. strike at Iraq during the first month of the Kuwaiti invasion: 

“We warn that once the calamity is over, when Iraq sees the light of 

wisdom—whether she pulls herself out voluntarily or is forced to 

pull out of Kuwait—then these [foreign] forces have no cause to 

remain in the region.”!! 

The “peace” file caused Iran and Iraq to resume diplomatic rela- 
tions on 10 September. An additional bonus of these improved rela- 
tions was the Iraqi clampdown on Iranian opposition groups that 

had used Iraq as a base to carry out dissident operations. Radio sta- 

tions of Iranian opposition groups using Iraqi facilities to broadcast 

to Iran were closed down.!? 

Cordial relations were maintained throughout the autumn and 

winter while Iran continued to call for an Iraqi withdrawal from 
Kuwait. Its schizophrenic position on the increasing inevitability of 
a coalition war against Saddam Hussein, in which Iran’s main Arab 
ally, Syria, would be involved, resulted in contradictory statements. 
On 18 December, in answer to students’ questions, Rafsanjani said, 
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“We are very strongly opposed to the Iraqis being crushed by the 

Americans. . . . Our solution is that Iraq should withdraw uncon- 

ditionally from Kuwait. She should not raise any conditions. On the 

contrary, she should be answerable for the evil actions she has com- 
mitted. . . . We hope, we beseech God, we pray the war will not 

happen. But if it does take place, they [the Iraqis] themselves are re- 

sponsible for it.”!3 

As mentioned earlier, despite Iran’s public stance against a war, it 

welcomed a strike against Saddam Hussein. Inaction on the part of 
the United States aroused far greater concern about its intentions in 

the region than its use of force. Like other countries, Iran had no il- 

lusions about U.S. motives to protect Israel and safeguard its oil 
supplies above any principle of nonaggression. When the war broke 

out, President Rafsanjani was pressured by his domestic opponents 

to help Iraq, its Muslim neighbor, in the fight against the twin 
Satans—the United States and Israel. Hojatoleslam Sadeq Khalkhali, 
the notorious hanging judge and a member of parliament, called for 

a military pact between Iran and Iraq to fight Israel while former in- 

terior minister,!4 Hojatoleslam Ali Akbar Mohtashemi, appealed to 

the majlis: “The great leader [Khameni] described confrontation with 

America in the Persian Gulf as jihad for the sake of God and being 

slain as martyrdom for the sake of God. Is that defending Saddam? 

Or is it in defense of our Islamic homeland, the Muslims, and the 
Islamic tradition?”!5 

Ayatollah Sayed Ali Khameni, the spiritiual leader, supported 

Rafsanjani’s position of neutrality: 

These gentlemen who have brought the country of Iraq under 

the boot of aggressive invaders—what have they got to say to 

the Iraqi nation? What right did you have to involve the Iraqi 
nation in an unwanted war to satisfy your ambitions? Are you 

the guardians of the people of Iraq that you should occupy 

Kuwait and then turn Iraq and its oppressed nation into 

targets for the abject enemy? This issue cannot be defended in 

any way and anyone who defends it and justifies their stance is 
deceiving himself.!¢ 

Rafsanjani laid out Iran’s strategic concerns clearly in a Friday 

prayer sermon describing Iranian participation in the war as suicide: 

Now I raise an important question for some gentlemen who 
advocate our entry into the war to help Iraq. What will happen 
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to us if Iraq were to be seated on the southern coast of the 

Persian Gulf? . . . Does it mean that we must go to war to 

help Iraq to remain in Kuwait? After all, that is what Saddam 

wants. Then our border with Iraq will extend close to the 
Strait of Hormuz. Then tomorrow the Persian Gulf will be- 
come the Arabian Gulf and the like. Is that not suicide in your 

view?!7 

While condemning the coalition forces, Rafsanjani and Khamenei 
cleverly blamed their presence in the region and their resort to force 

as Saddam Hussein’s fault. By so doing, they justified the sacrifice of 

ideology to pragmatism. Fears of a secret Iranian-Iraqi alliance re- 

surfaced with the extraordinary flight by over 100 Iraqi fighter and 

other planes to Iran. The reason for the flight of the Iraqi air force is 

still unclear; even if there had been collusion, Saddam Hussein mis- 

calculated. To date, Iran has not returned the planes, maintaining in 

any case that it only has around twenty planes. It is highly unlikely 

that they will be returned unless Iran is substantially pressured to 

do so. 

Given the lack of Iranian support for Iraq and its continued sanc- 

tuary for the main Shi’a opposition group, the Supreme Assembly 

for the Islamic Republic of Iraq (Sairi), it was not surprising that 

the tension showed. From February 1991 onward, a distinct chill 

crept into Iraqi-Iranian relations. Iraq pointedly snubbed Iran’s peace 

dialogue while Iran accused it of making a series of miscalculations 
that would lead to disaster. Iranian radio also broadcast news of an- 
tigovernment disturbances in Iraq and days after the war ended, 

Ayatollah Ali Meshkini, chairman of the Assembly of Experts (the 
body that appoints a spiritual leader), called for the first time on the 
Iraqi people to overthrow their leader. “You gentlemen of the Iraqi 

nation! Brothers! Are you going to sit there and let Saddam rule 

over you? Saddam’s weakest day is today. That honorable gentle- 

man from Sairi [Hojatoleslam Mohammad Bagr Hakim] has put 
forward a good suggestion. He has said that Saddam should go and 

the nation choose a leader for itself. Oh you Iraqi nation. His re- 

marks are good. For God’s sake take some action.”!8 

The Shi’a uprisings in the aftermath of the war led to a speedy 
breakdown in the restrained politeness that had prevailed. For Iran, 
the combination of the achievement of its 1980 war aims, Iraq’s cap- 
itulation to the coalition forces, and an expectation of Saddam Hus- 

sein’s imminent overthrow proved too much. A new radio station 
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hostile to the Iraqi government, the Voice of the Islamic Republic in 

Iraq, broadcast from Iran in March, and Iran’s own news agencies 

covered extensively the disturbances in the Shi’a south. Iraq accused 

Iran of sending agents to help foment the troubles, and although 

Iran denied this, it stretched credibility to imagine that Iran had no 

hand in assisting the rebels. 

The failure of the rebellion and the uneasy peace that prevailed 

since the end of the war caused tense relations to persist. These were 

exacerbated further in April 1992 when Iran mounted an air raid in- 

side Iraq against the Mosahedin-E Khalq opposition group, and 
cross-border accusations continued throughout the year. Iranian lead- 

ers would like Saddam Hussein to go, and although their first prefer- 

ence for a replacement government would be a Shi’a Islamic republic 

led by Seyyed Hakim, they realize that this will not occur and there- 

fore they have not pushed as hard as they might for such an Islamic 

republic. Instead, the Iranian government championed the cause of 

the Shi’a population, resenting as hypocritical the world’s focus and 

sympathy for the problems of the Kurds at the expense of the Shi’a. 

While Saddam Hussein remains in power, Iraq represents a po- 

tential danger to Iran, although by the same token, it is unlikely that 

the United States will ever let Saddam Hussein accumulate sufficient 

power to threaten any country in the region. If a Shi’a republic is 

impossible, Iran would instead hope for a government with which 

they could do business, be it Ba’athist or not. Iranian leaders would 

not welcome any increase in power for the Kurds, fearing that Iran’s 

own Kurdish minority might become unruly and demanding. 

Iran Vindicated? 

The overall effect of the war benefitted Iran, mainly by shifting the 

balance of power to Iran and allowing its leaders to play for Western 

sympathy for its own losses sustained in the Iran-Iraq War. Thus, 

the Iran government said that if Kuwait was to be compensated for 

war damages, Iran should be as well. A team of inspectors from the 

UN visited Iran in June 1991 to assess the damage resulting from 

the Iran-Iraq War. (Iran asked that all paragraphs of UN Security 

Council Resolution 598 be implemented; it called on an impartial 
body to determine responsibility for the war.) This process has been 

put on the agenda again because of the Gulf War. 

Iran also benefitted from the fact that Saddam Hussein replaced 
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Ayatollah Khomeini as the West’s most hated villain. Tales of Sad- 

dam Hussein’s atrocities toward his own people, which were the sta- 

ple diet of the Western press after the invasion of Kuwait, shifted 
critical attention away from Iran and made the Iranian regime look 
better in comparison. Moreover, Iran won respect for its handling of 

the refugee crisis in contrast to the obstacles strewn in the path of 

refugees by Turkey. It was the refugee situation that led Iran to ac- 

cept its first consignment of U.S. aid. 

Relations with Persian Gulf States 

The coalition war against Iraq made a shift in the balance of power 

in the region inevitable. The existing security structure—the GCC, 

which included Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, the United Arab Emirates, 

Oman, Qatar, and Bahrain—was created in 1981 with the express 

intention of leaving out Iran and Iraq, which were mistrusted by 

their neighbors. The GCC was dominated by Saudi Arabia, which 

was resented by some members of the pact. During the Iran-Iraq 

War, the littoral states had little choice but to support Iraq against 

what was perceived as a greater threat from Iran. But even during 

the war, Iran’s relations with the six Gulf Arab states were not uni- 

form. The best relations were with Oman and the United Arab Emi- 
rates: The latter had strong trading links with Iran while Oman 

hoped to boost its international image by acting as a mediator be- 

tween Iran and Iraq. Bahrain and Qatar were neutral but wary of 

Iran, while there was open hostility with Saudi Arabia and Kuwait, 

both branded by Iran as stooges and lackeys of the West. They in 

turn regarded Iran with fear and suspicion as threatening their gov- 
ernments through the sponsorship of pro-Shi’ite liberation move- 

ments. Iran held Kuwait responsible for bringing foreign forces to 

the Persian Gulf when it asked for protection for its oil tankers, first 

from the Soviet Union and then from the United States. Iran saw 
the presence of U.S. forces at its doorstep as a direct threat to its 
own security and retaliated against Kuwait by mining its harbors. 

Iran’s acceptance of UN Security Council Resolution 598 was wel- 
comed by the GCC, and Iran, now on the defensive, sought to gain 
as many friends as it could in the hope of pressuring Iraq to imple- 
ment the resolution. Relations with Kuwait improved rapidly. By the 
autumn of 1989, the two countries agreed to restore diplomatic rela- 
tions, and Iran’s foreign minister, Ali Akbar Velayati, visited Kuwait 
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in July 1990. By the summer of 1992, Iran agreed to return to Ku- 

wait six Kuwaiti Airways Corporation aircraft that were moved to 
Iran during the 1991 Gulf War despite the absence of an arrange- 

ment regarding parking fees. 
The cooling of Iran’s Islamic fervor and its talk about good neigh- 

borliness and relations based on mutual respect allayed some of the 

fears of the Gulf states. On 2 June 1988, Velayati delivered a speech 

to the UN that crystallized Iran’s policy toward the Persian Gulf: 

“The Islamic Republic of Iran has repeatedly stated that it will not 

permit the Persian Gulf to become a playground for the superpow- 

ers and that it is to the advantage of peace and security that this 

area should be free from all kinds of rivalry and the presence of for- 

eign forces. The security of the Persian Gulf is the responsibility of 

the littoral states alone. The Islamic Republic, which has the longest 

coastline, desires peace and stability in this waterway more than any 

other country.”!9 
The general secretary of the GCC, Abdullah Bishara, opposed 

Iran’s isolation and stated that the GCC countries were determined 
not to be provoked into a conflict with Iran: “We preferred the old 

approach of coexistence with the Iranians.” In December 1990, the 
GCC announced talks with Iran about its possible inclusion in a 
new security structure, an approach welcomed by Iran and in part a 

result of Velayati’s active diplomacy; he visited all the GCC coun- 

tries, apart from Saudi Arabia, that did not have diplomatic rela- 

tions with Iran. In June 1992, Bishara reiterated the GCC’s desire 

that relations develop with Iran and said that foreign ministers at the 

forty-third meeting of the GCC had laid a framework for coopera- 

tion with Iran. 
The Iraqi invasion of Kuwait demonstrated the Iranian govern- 

ment’s ability to withstand its domestic critics and maintain the new 

orientation of its foreign policy—support of Kuwait. While hardliners 

such as Hojatoleslam Mohtashemi called for attacks on foreign ships 

and “the palaces of kings and sheikhs in the region,” the Iranian 

foreign ministry welcomed members of the ousted al-Sabah family to 

Tehran.2! President Rafsanjani used the opportunity to point out to 

his Arab neighbors how mistaken they had been in supporting Iraq 

during the Iran-Iraq War: “Our southern neighbors are now regret- 

ting the fact they gave so much money and assistance to them [the 

Iraqis]. They say: Why did we utter so much nonsense and adopt 

such oppressive measures toward this noble neighbor of ours [Iran] 

and help that aggressive neighbor [Iraq ].”” 
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Iran knew that it could only play a major role in the Persian Gulf 

if relations with Saudi Arabia, aborted after the 1987 haj riots, were 

restored. Ayatollah Khomeini vowed after the Mecca riots that, even 

if it were possible to forgive Saddam Hussein, it would never be 

possible to forgive Saudi Arabia. Nevertheless, discussions about the 

number of pilgrims Saudi Arabia would allow to the haj proved a 

good opportunity for both sides to maintain a dialogue. 

By September 1989, Velayati said he would welcome efforts by 

the GCC to mediate between Tehran and Riyadh, an offer taken up 

most energetically by Oman. There was a setback with the execution 

by Saudi Arabia of sixteen Kuwaiti Shi’as, some of Iranian origin, 

for their role in a bomb attack in Mecca in July 1989, but the two 

countries resumed negotiations on the haj quota within months. In 

August 1990, the Jeddah-based Islamic Development Bank approved 

U.S. $6.5 million in project financing for small industries in Iran. 

The 1990 Iraqi invasion of Kuwait and Saudi fears for its own 

security hastened negotiations with Iran. Days after the invasion, 

Prince Nayif Bin Abdul Aziz, the Saudi interior minister, outlined 

his country’s predicament: 

The Kingdom did not stand against Iran at all. . . . But we 

were in a position with no alternative—we had to stand by an 

Arab state [Iraq] defending itself and protecting us from evil. 

But circumstances change. Nobody imagined that the Iraqi 
people and the Iraqi army would agree to divert its force, after 

having triumphed in the war with Iran, to invade and occupy a 
small Arab and Muslim state which is a neighbor of Iraq. . . . 

What are we going to do? Either we are occupied by Iran or 

Iraq—at least the latter is an Arab and Muslim.”23 

In part, Saudi Arabia needed a rapprochement with Tehran to 
balance its politically embarrassing situation of having hundreds of 
thousands of U.S. troops stationed on its land. King Fahd made 

conciliatory noises by claiming that Kuwaiti and Saudi financial as- 
sistance to Iraq had not been aimed at an invasion of Iran but at 

Iraq’s defense. He said that he had personally tried to dissuade Sad- 

dam from invading Iran and referred to past events between Iran 

and Saudi Arabia as “aberrations.”24 
By the end of March 1991, the two countries finally announced 

the restoration of diplomatic relations, much to the dismay of Iran- 
ian hardliners who had criticized the policy of talking to Riyadh. 

“Have we forgotten that the Imam [Khomeini] used to say graciously 
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that if we forgive Saddam we cannot forgive Fahd and his house? 

What has happened for the crimes of the principal enemies of Islam 

and the Muslims, the world-devouring America and the treacherous 

House of Saud, to be forgotten, and for some to favor forming rela- 
tions with Fahd’s mercenary regime?” fulminated Mohtashemi in 
the majlis.25 But Rafsanjani defended his policy by saying that it 

was Khomeini’s desire that Iranian pilgrims carry out the haj. For 

this, it was necessary to restore diplomatic relations with Saudi 
Arabia. 

The terms of the restoration of relations were in Iran’s favor. 
Whereas Riyadh had previously insisted that no more than 45,000 
Iranian pilgrims could attend the haj in the face of Iranian demands 

for at least 150,000, it agreed to compromise on 110,000. The inclu- 

sion of Iran in a strategic security relationship was also mooted. 

Velayati said that as part of the deal “the two leading countries in 

the Persian Gulf, Iran and Saudi Arabia, have decided to maintain 

close, strategic and comprehensive cooperation on ensuring regional 

security.”26 

The haj passed uneventfully in June, and later in the month Saudi 

Arabia released a number of Shi’a prisoners in an amnesty. In 1992, 

about 120,000 pilgrims performed the haj uneventfully, and President 

Khameni’s edict to the pilgrims that “any act which weakens the re- 

ligion or causes discord among Muslims is harmful and the faithful 

must avoid them” helped slowly improve Saudi-Iranian relations. In 

July 1992, deputy Iranian foreign affairs minister, Mohammad Ali 

Besharati, announced that King Fahd and President Rafsanjani 

planned a summit meeting soon, although this had not materialized 

by June 1993. 

It was perhaps unsurprising that Iran wanted to show that it still 

maintained cordial relations with Saudi Arabia when much of its 

good work at regaining the trust of its regional neighbors was se- 

verely harmed by the 1992 Abu Musa affair. Abu Musa and the is- 

lands of the Greater and Lesser Tunbs had been invaded by the 

shah on the eve of the British withdrawal from the region in 1971. 

The shah concluded an agreement with Sharjah that allowed for 

joint sovereignty of the strategically important island of Abu Musa 

and the stationing of Iranian troops there. Ras al-Khaima, which 

comprised one of the sovereign states of the UAE and to which the 

islands belonged, was unable to prevent the occupation of the Greater 

and Lesser Tunbs by the Shah who claimed sovereignty over them. 

The 1992 dispute began in April and intensified in September when 
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Iran refused entry to a ship carrying passengers from the United 
Arab Emirates (UAE). Iranian officials demanded that non-Sharjan 

residents should produce Iranian permits and that all foreigners in- 

tending to land on Abu Musa should advise the Iranian authorities 

in advance. Iran claimed that it had already warned the UAE of 

these measures. Iran denied that it demanded visas of emirate citi- 
zens, but a report on Syrian radio after Syrian’s foreign minister, 

Faruq al-Shara’a, visited Iran to mediate on the dispute attributed a 
statement to Iranian deputy foreign minister, Mohammad Besharati, 

that emirate citizens would be allowed to return to Abu Musa with- 

out a visa. 

The incident caused an outcry and dominated the Arab regional 

press. At its Qatar meeting on 9 September, the GCC issued a 

“strong condemnation of the measures taken by Iran on Abu Musa, 

which are a violation of the sovereignty and territorial integrity” of 
the UAE. The statement rejected “completely” Iran’s occupation of 

the Tunbs islands. The GCC said it “totally supported all the mea- 

sures taken by the UAE to affirm its sovereignty over the island.” 

Syria, which had been allied to Iran during the Iran-Iraq War, also 

came out in support of its fellow Arabs. 
Iran underestimated the degree to which its actions might alarm 

the UAE and its Persian Gulf neighbors. The government took a 

defensive line, with President Rafsanjani claiming that security mea- 

sures on the island had to be increased following an incident in 

which armed strangers landed there. He said one of these, a Dutch- 

man, was arrested. At other times, Tehran appeared to distance it- 

self by blaming overzealous officials on the islands, while President 

Khameni blamed the argument on the West for trying to create divi- 

sions between Iran and its neighbors. While the Arab states played 

up the incident, Iran downplayed it. The Foreign Ministry issued a 

statement referring to the “misunderstanding” that had arisen be- 

tween Iran and the UAE. The Foreign Ministry official responsible 
for Gulf affairs, Mostafa Fumani-Ha’eri, while conceding that some 

non-Sharjah Arabs on the island might have been “disturbed” as a 

result of the measures, denied that Iran’s policy towards the island 

had changed. 

There are reasons to believe that Iran underestimated the degree 

to which its actions would be regarded as provocative. First, its pol- 
icy toward the Arab states of the Persian Gulf tried to improve rela- 
tions rather than alienate them. Second, Iran was concerned about 

its own security and had embarked upon a program of rearmament, 
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including the purchase of submarines from the former Soviet Union. 
Tehran regarded the three islands in the Persian Gulf, particularly 

Abu Musa, which is almost equidistant between the shores of Iran 

and the UAE, as strategically important. It based its surface-to-air 

missiles in the Iran-Iraq War there. At a time when the littoral states 
had signed bilateral defense pacts with the United States (with the ex- 

ception of Saudi Arabia and the UAE) and Kuwait and the United 

States were preparing for joint maneuvers in the Persian Gulf, Iran 

decided to take extra defensive measures of its own. It was also 
threatened by the continued presence of 25,000 troops in the region. 

Third, Iran appeared to go out of its way to resolve the dispute. It 

agreed to the Syrian initiative even though Syria could not be re- 

garded as an honest broker, having already declared its support for 

the UAE. Fumani-Ha’eri traveled to Abu Dhabi to hold direct talks 
with his UAE counterpart, Saif Said, after Iran backed down from 

an earlier position that it only wanted to talk to Sharjah about the 

problem. The talks failed, partly because the UAE used this oppor- 

tunity to include the Tunbs islands, which was unacceptable to the 

Iranians. For its part, the UAE’s reaction was also understandable 

and the feeling among the states of the GCC was balanced between 

wanting to continue to improve relations with Iran and fearing that 

failure to check an “aggressive” Iranian move now might mean 

greater trouble in the future. 

The Gulf War created the conditions that would enable Iran to 
accelerate its policy of improved relations with its Arab neighbors. 

This would enable it to make friends of former enemies and thus 

become less isolated than it had been during the Khomeini years 
and establish its dominance of the Persian Gulf through diplomatic 
means. The Iraqi invasion of Kuwait turned Iraq overnight from an 
ally defending the Arab homeland to an enemy. It was therefore in 
the interests of the littoral states to re-establish at least a working re- 
lationship with Iran to avert an Iraqi-Iranian collaboration. 

Persian Gulf Security and Iran-U.S. Relations 

Iran profited from the Gulf War and hopes to emerge as the main 

power in the Gulf region. This objective is not without a foundation: 

Iran’s coastline stretches the entire length of the Gulf and, with sixty 
million inhabitants, it has by far the largest population in the region. 

With the embargo on Iraqi oil, it is also the second largest oil pro- 
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ducer in the region after Saudi Arabia. Iran was the dominant Gulf 

power under the shah. The U.S. twin pillars policy of promoting 

Iran and Saudi Arabia to maintain American interests in the region 

translated into a pillar and a half, because Saudi Arabia could not 

compete in terms of the size of its armed forces or manpower. 

It is understandable that the Gulf Arab states might not welcome 

such a dominant non-Arab power on their Eastern shores. Iran’s sei- 

zure of the islands of Abu Musa and Greater and Lesser Tunbs in 

the Gulf from the UAE and the shah’s claims to Bahrain nearly pro- 

voked an international crisis. Iran’s support for Iraq’s Kurdish rebels 

ensured the Iraqi government’s capitulation to Iranian demands for 

the 1974 Treaty of Algiers in exchange for a promise from Tehran to 

stop funding the rebels. The Gulf littoral states feared that an Iran 
unchecked might mean an Iran with unlimited power to dictate pol- 
icy in the Gulf. Their fears are not without foundation. On the one 

hand, the Iranian government denies that it wished to dominate the 

region. On the other hand, however, Iran describes itself as the larg- 

est country in the region with the greatest degree of interests in Per- 

sian Gulf affairs, entailing that it should have the greatest say in 

those affairs. 
There are, therefore, alternate views of security in the Persian Gulf; 

the Arabs, Iran, and the United States each have their own agenda, 

while powers farther afield, such as Egypt and Pakistan, also have 

an interest in the matter. The Iranian government asserts that security 

in the region must rest with the littoral states, which should cooperate 

to ensure stability and security. The GCC countries agree that this is 

the ideal security arrangement, but they do not trust Iran or one an- 

other as the guardian of their interests. The UAE called for Iran’s 

inclusion in a Persian Gulf security system and the GCC wanted Iran 

to have a participatory role in future regional security arrangements. 

But by calling for international guarantees, it is clear that Kuwait and 

Saudi Arabia do not believe that a regional arrangement will be 

enough to maintain order. 

Kuwait shares this view. In July 1991, Kuwaiti Defense Minister 

Sheikh Ali al-Sabah al-Salim said that Kuwait wanted “to guarantee 
politically and militarily that neither Iraq nor any other country will 

attack Kuwait. Therefore, there must be security arrangements with 

foreign countries, excluding the presence of foreign forces.”27 In Sep- 

tember 1991, Kuwait signed a bilateral, ten-year defense pact with 

the United States. This, along with internal quarrels, derailed the 
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Damascus Declaration of March 1991, which envisaged a security 

structure comprised of the GCC states, Egypt, and Syria (the 6 + 2 
arrangement). 

The Kuwait-U.S. treaty and the Damascus Declaration were 

greeted with dismay by Iran. Iran’s First Deputy Foreign Minster, 

Mohammad Ali Besharati, criticized Egypt and Syria for seeking to 

play a role in the security of the region. He commented that Egypt, 

“because of its worsening economic conditions, is not the right coun- 

try to pay attention to Persian Gulf security.” This provoked an angry 

response from Egypt and threatened to disrupt the painfully slow 

process of restoring relations between the two countries.”8 
Iran opposes any outside, particularly U.S., presence in the region 

and wishes to avert a reversion to the gendarme policy that prevailed 

under the shah. It wants to be at the center of any regional security 

arrangement: 

The method of domineering powers in the Persian Gulf has 

been that of creating a power in the form of a gendarme of the 

region who would administer the region’s affairs in the way de- 

sired by colonial powers. . . . “Iraq lacks the necessary re- 

sources to play such a role,” said Mr. Rafsanjani at the end of 
an international conference on the Persian Gulf in Tehran in 
1989. “We are not ready in any way to be the guardian and 

protector of others in the Persian Gulf and yet we will not allow 
anyone to wear the mantle of guardianship and gendarme of 

the Persian Gulf. . . . The way we suggest is that of coopera- 

tion between the region’s countries on the basis of recognized 

Islamic, humanitarian and international criteria.”29 

In part, the rhetoric is aimed at deflecting criticism that the Islamic 
Republic’s foreign policy sounds extremely similar to the shah’s Per- 
sian nationalism. There is, however, a strong dose of nationalism 

contained in Rafsanjani’s foreign policy, with an increasing emphasis 
on Iran’s interests rather than those of Islam. Any suggestion to re- 

name the Persian Gulf the Islamic Gulf was firmly rebutted in Tehran. 
Despite its opposition to U.S. involvement in the region, there is 

little that Rafsanjani’s government can do. The government warned 

the United States not to intervene in the area after the Iraqi invasion 

of Kuwait but however strong the propaganda, the resources at Iran’s 
disposal to prevent the United States from intervening in the area 
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are limited. And, despite the warnings, Iran stayed neutral in the 

Gulf War and used its influence to ensure the release of Western 

hostages from Lebanon. An aggressive U.S. foreign policy might 

backfire by giving added ammunition to the hardliners in Iran who 

criticize Rafsanjani and, perhaps, carry out terrorist operations. For 

now, the hardliners are on the defensive and President Bush has wa- 

tered down the U.S. strategic imperatives in the region by making a 

concerted effort for an Arab-Israeli peace conference. 

U.S.-Iranian relations are slowly improving. Iran has consulted 

with the International Monetary Fund and is undertaking its fiscal 

reform in accordance with its guidelines. It has also talked to the 

World Bank. U.S. companies have increased their trade with Iran: 

In 1991 the Ford Motor Company awarded a U.S. $15 million con- 

tract to rebuild oil shipping facilities in southern Iran.*° In Septem- 

ber, Iran released David Rabhan, a U.S. citizen who was a pilot for 

former president Jimmy Carter, after eleven years in prison. Despite 
these changes, however, the United States extended its declaration of 

a national emergency with respect to Iran for another year, until No- 

vember 1991; this declaration restricted trade between the two coun- 

tries. The United States relaxed the declaration a few months later 

by allowing some U.S. oil companies to buy Iranian oil on the con- 

dition that Iran deposit its payment in the security account at the 

Hague for the compensation of the U.S. claims resulting from the 

1979 revolution. 

The United States had made it clear that it would only consider a 

normalization of relations with Iran once all the Western hostages 

are released from Lebanon, a process that has already taken place. It 

was Iran’s studied neutrality during the Gulf War that won it a de- 

gree of trust from the United States and prompted talks between the 

two countries.3! In March 1991, President Bush publicly expressed a 
desire for improved U.S.-Iranian relations and hoped that Iran would 

become better integrated with the other countries of the region. “We 

want better relations with Iran. . . . I don’t think they should be 

treated forever as enemies by all the countries out in the GCC or 

others.”32 Clearly, the United States saw a role for Iran in security 

arrangements in the region but the Clinton administration has been 

far warier of Iran than Bush and has accused it of being a terrorist 

nation and an “international outlaw.” While U.S. and Iranian inter- 
ests remain fundamentally opposed, it is debatable how great a say 

Iran will have in security matters. 
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Conclusion 

The coalition war against Iraq was a boon to Iran and precipitated 
its move to integrate itself with other countries of the region. This is 

a stabilizing development although future GCC-Iranian relations will 

likely come up against the brick wall of bilateral security arrange- 

ments between the GCC states and the United States. 

Iran will express disapproval in strong rhetorical terms, but be- 

cause it, too, needs to improve relations with the United States and 

since the decisive military victory against Iraq is likely to prove an 

effective cautionary legacy to those daring to challenge U.S. inter- 
ests, there may be less substantive Iranian opposition than might be 
expected. 

Pride plays an important part in a government’s behavior. Iran 

had been under siege since the creation of the Islamic republic, much 

of it deserved but some undeserved. Now that it can play a construc- 

tive role in the region’s affairs, it would be short-sighted of the United 

States to fail to recognize that Iran seeks to restore its national pride 

by playing an important role in the formation of a postwar security 

structure. From the U.S. perspective, it would be short-sighted of 
Washington to thwart such a development, as long as this does not 

clash with vital U.S. interests. 
The tension between U.S. and Iranian interests hinges on the price 

of oil and on political issues such as the Palestinian question. Yet, an 

Iran that no longer seeks to overthrow Washington’s friends in the 

region increasingly becomes an Iran that the United States can do 

business with. Although far from an ideal government from the U.S. 

perspective, Iran is at least no longer the destabilizing force it once 

was. And, if its government is able to appear cohesive, and is no 

longer conducting a contradictory foreign policy, the United States 

will be able to cooperate with Iran. 
No one will argue that the formation of a postwar security struc- 

ture will be easy. Despite the success in countering Saddam’s aggres- 
sion in Kuwait, there is little indication that tensions in the region 

will disappear. Egypt and Iran clashed verbally and a dispute be- 

tween Qatar and Bahrain arose after complaints by Qatar that its 

vessels had been harassed by Bahraini gunboats. Qatar and Saudi 

Arabia also renewed their border dispute. 

Although most security structures are designed to ensure coopera- 

tion among regional states against an outside attack, the greatest 
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threat to the security of the Gulf countries is likely to come from in- 

side the Gulf region. With the demise of the Soviet Union, some of 

the states in the region will defer to the protection of an outside 

power, the United States and perhaps France or Great Britain, as a 

protection against its putative allies in the defense structure. For this 

reason, an all-inclusive security structure is virtually meaningless. 

What would be the common interest binding Iran, Iraq, the GCC 

states, Syria, and Egypt? It cannot be said that these states share a 

common opinion vis-a-vis Washington. Instead, those countries that 

are already allies of the United States will likely develop closer ties 

with Washington and hope to achieve a workable relationship with 

other states in the region. The strategic relationship with the United 

States may be of assistance to the governments of these states in the 

short term, but in the long term the risk of domestic opposition to 

increased U.S. involvement is greater. 

The Iranian government, which demonstrated its pragmatism in 

the coalition war against Iraq, will likely continue to seek its own se- 

curity through the continuation of a policy designed to deter threats, 

be they external or internal. What finally emerges may not resemble 

anything as ordered as a security structure, but will likely be an ar- 

rangement that conforms with U.S. strategic interests. It will have lit- 

tle to do with democracy, human rights, justice, or the like. Attempts 

to impose this pax Americana too energetically or to prevent the 

larger states in the region (Iran, Iraq, and possibly Saudi Arabia) 

from having roughly equal political weight (a situation that proved 

the most stabilizing in the past) may, however, prove explosive in 

the future. 

Notes 

1. Quoted in Survival 33 (March/ April 1991): 183. 

2. Ibid. 
3. Hashemi Rafsanjani, 2 July 1988, BBC Summary of World Broad- 

casts/ Middle East 0794 (5 July 1988). 
4. BBC Summary of World Broadcasts/Middle East 0207 (20 July 

1988). 
5. Radio Monte Carlo, Paris on 12 May, in BBC Summary of World 

Broadcasts/ Middle East (15 May 1990). 
6. Kuna, Kuwait, on 29 June, in BBC Summary of World Broadcasts/ 

Middle East (30 June 1990). 



Iran and the New World Order 315 

7. Voice of Islamic Republic on 2 August, in BBC Summary of World 
Broadcasts/ Middle East (4 August 1990). 

8. Republic of Iraq Radio, Baghdad, on 15th August, in BBC Sum- 
mary of World Broadcasts (16 August, 1990). 

9. See for example, Youssef M. Ibrahim in the Jnternational Herald 

Tribune (3 August 1990). 

10. Voice of Islamic Republic of Iran, Tehran, on 24 August, in BBC 

Summary of World Broadcasts/Middle East (27 August 1990). 
11. Voice of the Islamic Republic of Iran, Tehran, on 24 August, in 

BBC Summary of World Broadcasts/ Middle East (27 August 1990). 

12. BBC Monitoring in BBC Summary of World Broadcasts/ Middle 
East (18 October 1990) reported that four radio stations using Iraqi facili- 

ties to broadcast in opposition to Iran were no longer being heard. These 
were the Free Voice of Iran, Radio Iran (first program), the Voice of the 

Mojahedin-Khalq, and the Voice of the Ahwaz Revolution. 

13. Voice of the Islamic Republic of Iran, Tehran, on 18 December, in 

BBC Summary of World Broadcasts/ Middle East (20 December 1990). 

14. Middle East Mirror (11 September 1990). 

15. Voice of the Islamic Republic of Iran, Tehran, on 24 January, in 

BBC Summary of World Broadcasts/ Middle East (25 January 1991). 

16. Voice of the Islamic Republic of Iran, Tehran, on 24 January, in 

BBC Summary of World Broadcasts/ Middle East (26 January 1991). 

17. Voice of the Islamic Republic of Iran, Tehran, on 25 January, in 

BBC Summary of World Broadcasts/ Middle East 0980 (28 January 1991). 

18. Voice of the Islamic Republic of Iran, Tehran, on 1 March, in BBC 

Summary of World Broadcasts/ Middle East (4 March 1991). 

19. Velayati address to the UN on 2 June 1988, in BBC Summary of 

World Broadcasts/ Middle East (7 June 1988). 

20. Kuna, dateline Washington, on 25 February, in BBC Summary of 

World Broadcasts/ Middle East (27 February 1988). 

21. Agence France Presse, datelined Tehran, quoted in the monthly 
Bayan published by Ali Akbar Mohtashemi on 29 September, in BBC 
Summary of World Broadcasts/ Middle East (1 October 1990). 

22. Voice of the Islamic Republic of Iran, Tehran, on 21 September, in 
BBC Summary of World Broadcasts/ Middle East (24 September 1990). 

23. Kingdom of Saudi Arabia Radio, Riyadh, on 19 August, in BBC 

Summary of World Broadcasts/ Middle East (21 August 1990). 

24. King Fahd in Middle East Mirror (31 January 1991). 
25. Voice of the Islamic Republic of Iran, Tehran, on 24 January, in 

BBC Summary of World Broadcasts/ Middle East (25 January 1991). 
26. Voice of the Islamic Republic of Iran, Tehran, on 27 April, in BBC 

Summary of World Broadcasts/ Middle East (29 April 1991). 

27. Quoted in Middle East Economic Survey (1 July 1991). 
28. Quoted in Middle East Mirror (25 June 1991). 



316 Scheherazade Daneshkhu 

29. Voice of the Islamic Republic of Iran, Tehran, on 22 November, in 

BBC Summary of World Broadcasts/Middle East 0620 (24 November 

1989). 
30. Middle East Economic Digest (31 August 1991). 

31. Reuters report quoting JRNA in The Independent (11 August 1991). 

32. Quoted in Middle East Economic Digest (22 March 1991). 



13 

The Gulf War, the Palestinians, and the New World Order 

Cheryl A. Rubenberg 

In the aftermath of the Gulf War, no actors were in a weaker or 

more vulnerable position than the Palestinians. They lost the finan- 
cial support of their major Arab state backers and the political sup- 

port of a significant number of other states, their bargaining power 

was markedly diminished, the Intifada had come to a virtual halt, 

their leadership was in crisis, and a new exodus of Palestinians had 

begun—this time from Kuwait—adding another painful chapter to 

the Palestinian tragedy. In addition, the transformation of the inter- 

national system into a unipolar structure with a hegemonic United 

States purposefully promoting its design for a new world order in 

the Middle East was not beneficial for Palestinian interests. The 

United States has consistently rejected fundamental Palestinian rights, 

refusing to acknowledge the Palestinian right to self-determination, 

to an independent state, or to leaders of its own choosing—that is, 

the Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO).! 

U.S. diplomacy in the post-war period evidenced no change in 

any aspect of this traditional stance. Moreover, in the aftermath of 

the Gulf crisis, the regional balance of power was more strongly in 

Israel’s favor than at any time in the history of the Arab-Palestinian- 

Israeli conflict, and Israel had less incentive to make concessions in 

a settlement with the Palestinians than before.” 
The new world order, the collapse of communism—economically 

and politically—in the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe, and the 

consequent dissolution of the bipolar world into the global political- 

military domination of the United States, fundamentally and nega- 
tively altered the Palestinian situation. Although the Soviet Union 
had never been a strong supporter of the Palestinians or the PLO,? 

its position on an international conference, its relationship with Sy- 
ria and Iraq, and its general counterpoint to the United States in the 
region provided Palestinians with some hope that the U.S.-Israeli 
behemoth might be contained and Palestinian interests realized. In 
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the context of perestroika and glasnost, however, the Soviet Union 

was enormously eager for trade, aid, investment, and loans from the 

United States; thus, Moscow readily acquiesced to U.S. interests in 

the Middle East. Indeed, as the New York Times noted, the Soviet 

Union was quite willing “to squeeze the Syrians and Palestinians on 

Washington’s behalf and to restore relations with Israel.” 

The United States’ foremost interest in the Middle East involves 

ensuring continued access to oil, adequate production of oil, and the 

stabilization of prices at U.S. $18 to U.S. $22 a barrel.> Middle East- 

ern markets for U.S. goods, services, and investment opportunities 

are also significant. Finally, regional stability and the prevention of 

nationalist (or radical Islamic fundamentalist) movements have been | 

consistent and enduring interests. Until the recent thaw in U.S.-Soviet 

relations (and the subsequent disintegration of the Soviet Union), an 

important U.S. goal was containing the spread of Soviet influence. 

In the new world order, however, the Soviets were no longer consid- 

ered a threat and the “Russians” became a “junior-partner” in the 

U.S. grand design.°® 

Following from the definition of its national interest, U.S. policy 

has opposed, axiomatically, all manifestations of Arab nationalism in 

the region, including Palestinian nationalism. The United States has 

also opposed regimes that were not “pro-American” or were aligned 

with the Soviet Union, for example, Syria. Similarly, the United 

States was antagonistic to Iraq when that country was a Soviet ally 

and was defined as a “radical Arab nationalist” state. In the context 
of the Iran-Iraq War and the extreme U.S. animosity to the Iranian 

fundamentalist and nationalist revolution, however, the United States 

attempted to woo Iraq from its alignment with the Soviets through 

the sales of arms and other goods. But in that war’s aftermath, mili- 

tarily powerful, oil-rich, revenue-hungry, and independent-minded 

Iraq again became a concern to U.S. policymakers. When a Kuwaiti- 
Iraqi dispute over the production and pricing of oil led to Baghdad’s 

invasion of its neighbor, the United States quickly seized the oppor- 

tunity to “cut Iraq down to size” (and to establish a permanent U.S. 
military presence in the Gulf in order to “secure” the region for U.S. 

domination). In the context of the new world order, the Soviet Union 

provided essential support to the U.S.-led coalition against Iraq and, 

at the same time, decreased its support for Syria. 

The United States has considered Israel its main “surrogate power” 
or “strategic asset” in the achievement of its national interests in the 
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Middle East. Indeed, Israel’s importance has been such that the 

United States has supported all of Israel’s self-defined national inter- 

ests. In practice, U.S. backing of Israel’s interests has been signifi- 
cantly strengthened as a consequence of the powerful impact exer- 

cised on U.S. domestic politics by Israel’s U.S. friends.’ 
Israel’s first and foremost national interest—the preeminent objec- 

tive of both the Labor and Likud parties—has been the creation, ex- 

pansion, security, and development of Eretz Israel (the land of Israel) 

usually defined to include the West Bank, the Gaza Strip, and East 

Jerusalem as well as Israel in its pre-June 1967 borders. This, in 

turn, explains Israel’s hostile attitude toward Palestinians and the 

PLO; Israel cannot acknowledge the Palestinians as a people or Pal- 

estinian nationalism when it intends to transform all of Palestine 
into a Jewish state. Soviet policy toward Israel and on Palestinian 

rights changed significantly as Moscow sought to win favor in Wash- 

ington. What measure of support the Palestinians had enjoyed evap- 

orated, and Israel’s interests were accommodated. 

In order to expand and develop Eretz Israel, the Jewish state 

needs immigrants, and Soviet Jews have long been considered a 

valuable pool. Washington pressured Moscow on behalf of Israel in 

the context of the new world order, which resulted in Moscow per- 

mitting 71,200 Jews to leave the Soviet Union in 1989, 187,000 in 

1990, and 113,000 between 1 January and 31 July 1991.8 This mas- 

sive emigration could bring as many as one million Soviet Jews to 

Israel in the next five years and will inextricably alter the nature of 

the Palestine-Israel conflict. Palestinian land and water resources are 

being used to settle Soviet Jews in the West Bank, East Jerusalem, 

and the Gaza Strip as well as in Israel proper. By June 1991, Israeli 

confiscation of Palestinian land was estimated at 70 percent of the 

West Bank and 50 percent of the Gaza Strip. Construction of set- 

tlements and infrastructure in these areas accelerated in 1990 and 
1991 with expenditures in that fiscal year (ended 1 April 1991) at 

U.S. $500 million. One Israeli analyst noted that the settlements 

“represent an ideological imperative shared by an overwhelming ma- 

jority of [Israel’s] people . . . [that had] begun in earnest in the 
early 1970s by the then-Labor government.”!© Another commentator 

remarked that settlement construction in the occupied territories “in 

the last year [1991] thus constitutes a real revolution.”!! Israel’s in- 

tention to transform Arab East Jerusalem into a Jewish enclave was 
evidenced in its plan to settle 195,000 Jews there by the end of 1991, 
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a situation that would marginalize the Palestinian population of ap- 

proximately 150,000 and effectively remove the issue of East Jerusa- 

lem from the “peace” agenda. !? 

Further, the immigration of Soviet Jews is deeply affecting Pales- 

tinian economic life. As part of its effort to transform the West 

Bank and Gaza into a Jewish state, Israel has pursued deliberate 

policies to keep the economies of these areas underdeveloped and 

tied to its own economy in structural relations of dependence and 

subordination that have included severe restrictions on economic de- 

velopment and the consequent employment of 40 percent of the West 

Bank’s and 50 to 60 percent of Gaza’s labor force inside Israel.!9 

New immigrants from the Soviet Union are replacing Palestinians 

from the territories who work in Israel, contributing significantly to 

the misery of the Palestinians—a process that was greatly acceler- 

ated after the Gulf War. Finally, the massive influx of Soviet Jews is 

altering the “demographic factor” in the Israel-Palestine conflict de- 

cidedly in Israel’s favor.!4 Israelis who support trading parts of the 

territories for peace have long used the argument that higher Pales- 

tinian birth rates would give Arabs a majority in the Jewish State if 

Israel held on to the West Bank and Gaza. But with the Soviet Jew- 

ish immigration, this argument has become moot and the position 

of the doves weakened. 

The myriad problems facing Palestinians as a result of the mas- 

sive immigration of Soviet Jews is a consequence not only of Mos- 

cow succumbing to U.S. pressure on behalf of Israel, but also of the 

United States bowing to Israeli pressure to limit its own immigra- 

tion quotas for Soviet Jews so that they have to go to Israel.!> Is- 

raeli analyst Boaz Evron commented aptly on this phenomena: “We 

all know that Israeli and Zionist Organization emissaries have left 

no stone unturned in persuading the nations of the world to bar en- 

trance to Jewish refugees, in order to force them to come to Israel, 

the one country which most of them would not otherwise choose as 

their destination. After all, it is clear to all of us that if the choice 

was theirs, 97 percent of them would ‘drop out’.”!6 In the new world 

order then, human rights have no more precedence than in the old. 
Also noteworthy is the important role played by the United States in 

the May 1991 immigration of 16,000 Ethiopian Jews to Israel.!’ 

Some of these immigrants, too, are being housed in the Occupied 

Territories and are taking Palestinian jobs. | 

In addition to acceding to Israel’s wishes on the issue of Soviet 

Jews, glasnost heralded a general improvement in Israeli-Soviet rela- 
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tions including an exchange of consuls, agreements for exchanging 

trade and expertise in a range of areas, numerous visits by Israeli 

ministers to Moscow, and many influential voices in the Soviet Union 

pushing for the restoration of full diplomatic relations between the 

two countries.!8 Moreover, as one analyst noted, the growing inde- 

pendence of the republics under g/asnost caused them to make their 

own foreign contacts and 

Israel has skillfully exploited the opportunity this has opened 

up, capitalizing on the presence of Jewish communities in all 

the Soviet republics to open up business deals, give religious 

and cultural support to Jews and sow good will generally. It 

has given practical help to victims of the Armenian earthquake 

and the Chernoby] disaster. The policy is paying off, with the 

republics now independent, or hoping to become so, declaring 

that they want to have missions in Israel.!9 

Indeed, by 1992 Israel had technical agreements, agricultural and 

diplomatic missions, and offers of expertise including “defense” as- 

sistance with all six former Soviet republics. In the view of some ana- 

lysts, Israel has positioned itself as a “strategic asset” against the new 

“threat” (that is, pan-Islamism) to the United States posed by Cen- 

tral Asia.2 
Also notable in the evolving relations between Moscow and Tel 

Aviv was the memorial service held by the Soviet Union on 5 Oc- 

tober 1991 to commemorate the Nazi atrocities at Babi Yar.?! Sup- 

port for Holocaust ideology is a major component of Israel’s foreign 

policy objectives.22 And, on 18 October 1991, the Soviet Union re- 

stored full diplomatic relations with Israel.?3 

The transformation of the international system also significantly 

affected the question of how to resolve the Arab-Palestinian-Israeli 
conflict. There had long been an international consensus, disputed 

only by the United States and Israel, on the proper means and sub- 

stance of an Arab-Palestinian-Israeli peace settlement. That consen- 

sus was expressed in the UN General Assembly Resolution 38/58 

passed on 13 December 1983 calling for an “international confer- 
ence” under the auspices of the Security Council with the United 
States, the Soviet Union, Israel, the PLO, Syria, Lebanon, Jordan, 

and Egypt participating on an equal footing in conformity with cer- 

tain principles including (1) the right of self-determination and the 
right to an independent state of the Palestinians; (2) the right of the 
PLO to represent the Palestinians; (3) the inadmissibility of the ac- 
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quisition of territory by force; (4) the exchange of land for peace; 

and (5) the right of all states in the region to exist within secure and 

internationally recognized borders.?4 Soviet and European support 

for this version of an international conference were significant coun- 

terweights to the U.S.-Israeli position. In the new world order, how- 

ever, Moscow acceded to the United States’ perspective on a peace 

settlement contributing to Arab state capitulation and, as a conse- 

quence, none of the principles on Palestinian rights were included. 

When, in the aftermath of the Gulf conflict, the United States re- 

sumed discussion of an international conference, Syria initially in- 

sisted that the UN play a major role in any conference, that UN 

resolutions (242, 338, and others) be the basis of a settlement, that 

the conference be an ongoing affair, that the United States and the 

Soviet Union be co-sponsors, and that they be able to intervene to 

help the parties overcome obstacles. Israel rejected these demands, 

insisting that the conference be simply a one-day ceremonial open- 

ing to direct talks between Israel and its Arab neighbors. Israel also 

made it clear that the Jewish state would not exchange territory for 

peace—negating Resolutions 242 and 338 (the territories for peace 

formula)—and demanded a veto over the composition of a Palestin- 

ian delegation.” It specified that such a delegation could only partic- 

ipate as part of a Jordanian delegation and could contain no Pales- 

tinians from East Jerusalem, living in the diaspora, or affiliated with 
the PLO. 

The United States, working strictly on formalities and procedural 

matters, proposed a “compromise” plan in which the Israelis and 

Syrians would agree that the UN be represented by an “observer” 

who would have no functional role in the talks, and that the confer- 

ence would only be reconvened provided both sides were agreeable, 

and then only to hear reports of progress but not interfere in the 
talks. This meant in effect that (1) the conference would be chaired 

by the United States, not the UN, along with a weakened Soviet 

Union; (2) the UN and the Europeans would have only token ob- 

server roles; (3) the conference would be largely symbolic without any 

binding power and with follow-up meetings indeterminate; (4) rele- 

vant UN resolutions would serve merely as a “basis for talks” rather 

than being binding; (5) the conference would set the stage for sepa- 

rate, bilateral talks between Israel and individual Arab states; and — 

(6) the Palestinians would likely achieve none of their fundamental 

objectives.26 Despite its favorable features for Israel, the Jewish state 
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rejected the U.S. compromise plan, but in mid-July 1991 Syria ac- 

cepted the U.S. proposal.27 

By acceding to the U.S. framework for a Middle East peace con- 

ference, Syria tacitly acquiesced to the Israeli demand that the PLO 
“disappear” by agreeing that it not have a seat at the conference and 

that only non-PLO Palestinians from the West Bank and Gaza par- 

ticipate.28 Syria’s acceptance of the U.S. proposal, a substantive Is- 

raeli victory, also meant that Syria (as well as Jordan and Lebanon) 

could reach separate peace agreements with Israel without any con- 

sideration of Palestinian concerns.”? In addition, it set the stage for 

Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, and the other Gulf states to agree to direct 

negotiations with Israel, by which they declared in effect their readi- 

ness to recognize Israel, despite Israel’s absolute rejection of basic 

Palestinian rights.° 

After Syria agreed to participate in the U.S. “compromise” con- 

ference, Israel was also pressured to accept. Thus, in early August 

Israel gave a conditional “yes” to attend;3! however, Israel stipulated 

that it have a veto over the composition of the Palestinian delegation 
and that its sovereignty over the West Bank, East Jerusalem, and 

Gaza remain absolute. Israel then reinforced its position through 

public declarations and the rapid construction of new settlements.22 
Syria’s capitulation to the United States on an international con- 

ference was only part of the change in Syrian-Soviet relations. In 

the context of the new world order, the Soviet Union gradually but 

significantly diminished its support for Syria. Thus, when the crisis 

in the Persian Gulf took shape, the Syrians aligned themselves with 

the Western coalition and sent troops in support of the U.S.-led 
drive against Iraq. The reasons for these actions by Syria’s leaders 

included their desire to weaken their traditional foe Iraq, to gain 
financial aid from Saudi Arabia, and, more important, to curry fa- 

vor with Washington and move into the U.S. sphere. It was only 

one step from there to Syrian support for the U.S.-Israeli position 

on the nature and substance of a peace conference, the need for di- 

rect negotiations with Israel, and the abandonment of the Pales- 

tinians. 
The “peace” conference opened in Madrid, Spain, in October 1991; 

but the real position of the Israeli government was confirmed in 
June 1992 by former Israeli Prime Minister Yitzhak Shamir, who 

commented on the negotiations with the Palestinians: “I would have 

conducted the autonomy negotiations for 10 years, and in the mean- 
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time we would have reached half a million souls in Judea and 

Samaria.”33 By October 1992, six sessions of the peace conference 

had been held; Shamir had been replaced by the Labor Party and a 

new prime minister, Yitzhak Rabin; and the Palestinians were no 

closer to achieving their fundamental objectives than they had ever 

been. 

Another effect of the transformations in the international system 

and their regional consequences involved Palestinian decision mak- 

ing in the Gulf War. The Palestinians were frustrated over many 

factors: The Soviet Union no longer counterbalanced the United 

States in the Middle East; the Arab world was divided and support 

for the Palestinian cause had waned in many capitals; Israel’s occu- 

pation over the territories was more brutal than ever; and Israel had 

rejected all Palestinian peace initiatives, in particular the PLO’s No- 

vember 1988 unilateral declaration of Israel’s right to exist and its 

renunciation of terrorism. 

Palestinian despair over these events led them into a highly det- 

rimental alignment with Iraq that alienated them from nearly all the 

Arab regimes. The PLO did not support Iraq’s occupation and an- 

nexation of Kuwait; however, it did stand with Iraq in opposition to 

the U.S.-led coalition arrayed against Saddam Hussein.*4 As one 

Palestinian analyst described: “The PLO took the position that while 
Iraq had violated a basic tenet of the Arab political order—the invi- 

olability of state sovereignty—Saudi Arabia and its Gulf allies in the 

Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC) also challenged the institutional- 

ized rules of conflict resolution within the ‘Arab family’ by acquiesc- 

ing in U.S. military intervention.”35 In standing with Iraq, the PLO 

responded to the sentiments of its constituency in the Occupied Ter- 

ritories, where support for Saddam Hussein, who seemed the only 

Arab leader willing to challenge Israel, ran high. During the early 

stages of the conflict, PLO Chairman Yasser Arafat attempted to 
mediate a settlement between Kuwait and Iraq, but his efforts, rid- 

iculed by the United States, further antagonized Arab leaders. 

One consequence of the Arab states’ displeasure with the PLO 

was the suspension of all financial support for the organization, which 
from Saudi Arabia and Kuwait alone exceeded U.S. $100 million 
per year.2¢ In addition, Palestinians in the West Bank and Gaza suf- 
fered enormous losses due to the termination of remittances from 
migrant workers in Saudi Arabia and the Gulf. Approximately half ) 

of the Palestinians who had worked in Kuwait fled the country after 
2 August 1990, and those who remained could not get money out of 
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the country. This resulted in the loss of some U.S. $100 million dol- 

lars in annual contributions to the Occupied Territories.37 In the 

wake of the Gulf War, Saudi Arabia quietly replaced its Palestinian 

workers with Egyptians at an undisclosed but presumably significant 

loss for the West Bank and Gaza.38 Subsequently, Qatar and other 

Gulf states began to restrict the entry of Palestinian workers. 

Moreover, in the war’s aftermath, Kuwait engaged in brutal re- 

pression against Palestinians living in that country, turning them 

into scapegoats for the policies of the PLO. Palestinians were indis- 
criminately imprisoned, tortured, deported, and killed. Government 

harassment involved forced unemployment, withdrawal of social ser- 

vices, confiscation of property, and denial of access to public educa- 

tion for Palestinian children. Those who fled at the beginning of the 

Iraqi occupation—some 200,000 persons constituting over half of 

the community—were not permitted to return. The employment con- 

tracts of all public sector Palestinian employees, a prerequisite for 

residence rights, were terminated.>? Traditionally, Kuwait has made 

it very difficult for Palestinians to obtain permanent residency and 

almost impossible to obtain citizenship, despite the fact that Palestin- 

ian engineers, physicians, educators, laborers, and others virtually 

built modern Kuwait. In June 1991, the New York Times reported 
that “in conversations with government officials, Kuwaiti citizens and 

the Palestinians themselves, nobody disputes that the goal is to drive 

them out.”40 By August 1992, Kuwait had expelled all but 20,000 of 

the 450,000 Palestinians who had resided in that country prior to 

the Gulf War.*! After mobilizing the entire UN in defense of Ku- 

wait, it was remarkable that in the new world order extreme Kuwaiti 

human rights violations against Palestinians were not a subject of 
concern for the United States. 

Palestinian interests also suffered a significant setback as a conse- 

quence of a new intensity and openness in relations between Arab 
states and the United States. To a considerable extent, this was due 

to the Soviet Union’s withdrawal as an independent player from the 
region, making the United States “the only game in town,” but it 

was also related to traditional state and personal interests of a num- 

ber of Arab leaders. Long-standing U.S. allies such as Kuwait, Saudi 

Arabia, Egypt, and Jordan were, in the aftermath of the Gulf War, 

so eager for closer ties with the United States that U.S. leverage in- 
creased considerably and these states offered extraordinary conces- 

sions to Israel to please their patron. Toward the end of July 1991, 

New York Times columnist Leslie Gelb noted that “Mr. Shamir 
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can make a powerful case that he has squeezed almost every gettable 

concession from the Arabs . . . and almost everything from the 

Bush administration save love.”42 
Of the traditional allies, Saudi Arabia and Kuwait in particular 

wished to demonstrate their gratefulness to the United States for 

coming to their defense against Iraq. Thus, at no small political risk 

domestically, in July 1991, Saudi Arabia announced its willingness 

to suspend the Arab boycott of Israel if Israel would stop building 

settlements in the Occupied Territories.43 Notably, the Saudis did 
not make their offer contingent on Israel’s dismantling the existing 

settlements or adhering to UN Resolution 242, nor did they call for 

the establishment of a Palestinian state, or even for the inclusion of 

the PLO in the peace process. Moreover, although Saudi King Fahd 

publicly pleaded with U.S. Secretary of State James Baker to help 

ease the plight of Palestinians, the Saudi government worked behind 

the scenes to delegitimize the PLO: New York Times columnist 

Thomas Friedman aptly commented on the Saudi position: “Every- 
one in the region knows the Saudis much prefer the Israelis over 
Yasser Arafat or Jordan’s King Hussein for controlling the progres- 

sive, potentially radical Palestinians in the West Bank and Gaza 

Strip.”44 

In addition, Saudi Arabia (together with Kuwait and the other 

Persian Gulf states) agreed to send the secretary general of the Gulf 

Cooperation Council (GCC) to the compromise U.S.-designed inter- 

national conference. Each of the six GCC states also agreed to send 

a national delegation to side talks with Israel on single topics such as 

arms control, water rights, and economic cooperation.*5 

By August 1992, Kuwait, in the words of one analyst, had under- 

gone an “earthquake” in its relations with Palestine and Israel. Ku- 
waiti officials openly discussed the establishment of diplomatic rela- 
tions with Israel. The Arab boycott was, in practice, terminated with 

businesses “brazenly selling coke, Ford automobiles, and Marks and 

Spencer swimsuits” as well as other products “creating a crack in the 

old Middle East economic order that forced Western businesses to 

choose between trade with the Jewish State or trade with the Arabs.” 
And, moreover, there was a significant transformation in the tone of 

rhetoric with the Palestinians now demonized and the former hostil- 

ity to Israel (for example, references to the Zionist entity) dropped.46 _ 

Egypt, whose peace treaty with Israel in 1979 set the norm for sep- 
arate agreements between Arab states and Israel and for the nega- 

tion of Palestinian rights, stepped up its criticism and isolation of 



The Gulf War, the Palestinians, and the New World Order 327 

the Palestinians in the aftermath of the Gulf War. In August 1991, 

Egyptian Foreign Minister Amr Moussa declared that Arafat was 

no longer welcome in Egypt, saying, “We are all upset with what 

happened, with all those who supported the occupation of Kuwait. 

We think they did a very big injustice to the Arab system and the 

Arab image and morale. They have made a grave mistake.”47 Egypt 

was the first Arab state to call for an end to the Arab economic 
boycott of Israel and was instrumental in persuading Saudi Arabia 

to take a similar stand.48 As a close American ally, Egypt typically 

seeks to align its position on Middle Eastern issues with the United 

States; moreover, the Egyptians were well aware of the quid pro quo 

expected of them for the U.S. decision during the war to “forgive” 

Egyptian debt. Also, significant in terms of Egyptian-PLO relations 

was the 15 May 1991 election by the Arab League of an Egyptian, 

Esmat Abdel-Meguid, as its secretary general, thus restoring Cairo’s 

role as the center of Arab diplomacy.4? Arab League headquarters 

had been returned to Cairo on 1 January when Egypt organized the 

Arab coalition against Iraq. 

Syria, as noted earlier, although not a traditional ally, nevertheless 

aligned itself with the United States during the Gulf crisis and its af- 

termath and, at the expense of the Palestinians, agreed to participate 
in the U.S.-designed international conference. Syria was also respon- 

sible for the loss of the Palestinians’ last area of independent opera- 

tion in Lebanon. In early October 1990, Syria led the Lebanese army 
in disarming the various militias that had exercised control over sec- 
tions of Lebanon since the mid-1970s. In doing so, it had tacit ap- 
proval from the United States, obtained by sending troops in support 

of the U.S.-organized coalition against Iraq. Then, in July 1991, 

with Lebanon stabilized under a pro-Syrian government, the Leba- 

nese army moved into Sidon and the surrounding Palestinian refu- 
gee camps and “disarmed” the 5,000 to 6,000 guerrillas in a quick 

and humiliating defeat for the PLO.°° The Lebanese army’s takeover 

of traditional Palestinian strongholds marked the end of two decades 

(interrupted by Israel’s 1982 invasion) of autonomous Palestinian ac- 
tivity in Lebanon and added geographic restriction to the organiza- 

tion’s political isolation in the aftermath of the Gulf War.>! Shortly 
after its military move against the PLO, Lebanon announced that it 
was prepared to engage in direct negotiations with Israel.° 

In early June 1991, King Hussein called for face-to-face negotia- 

tions between Jordanian and Israeli heads of state. Jordanian offi- 
cials, including the king, had been meeting with Israelis for years 
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but this was the first time the monarch had been so direct in pub- 

lic.3 On 21 July, Jordan (joining Syria, Lebanon, Egypt, and Saudi 

Arabia) accepted the U.S. invitation to attend the U.S.-sponsored 

“peace” conference and, in so doing, consented to become custodian 

for the Palestinians. At the same time, Jordan joined Saudi Arabia 

and Egypt in calling for an end to the Arab boycott of Israel.** In 

September 1991, as the international conference took shape, exclud- 

ing the PLO and omitting any requirement for Israel to withdraw 

from the Occupied Territories, King Hussein declared, “We are on 

the threshold of reconciling with our enemy, Israel.” 

In the aftermath of the war against Iraq, the liberation of Pales- 

tine, once the cornerstone of Arab nationalism, clearly disappeared 

from the Arab states’ agenda. No longer were the Arab regimes com- 

mitted to the PLO as the legitimate representative of the Palestin- 

ians (as a 1974 Arab League resolution mandated), nor were they 

willing to demand an independent state for the Palestinians in the 

West Bank and Gaza in exchange for normal relations with Israel. 

Anti-imperialism, the other hallmark of pan-Arabism, was also van- 

quished from the Arab scene as the Arab governing elites rushed to 

embrace the United States. Indeed, even the idea of Arab national- 

ism or pan-Arabism seemed moot by the summer of 1991. 

Certainly, a strong case could be made that Arab nationalism died 

long ago—perhaps as early as 1967—or possibly that it never ex- 

isted.56 For many years, there had been an enormous dichotomy be- 

tween Arab state rhetoric and practice on the question of Palestine. 

Jordan colluded with the Zionists even before the creation of Israel 
as a means of absorbing the West Bank. Jordan further raised ques- 

tions about the sincerity of its commitment to Palestinian interests 

on several occasions including the Black September fiasco in 1970 
when King Hussein drove the PLO from Jordan and massacred 

thousands of Palestinians, the king’s reluctant acceptance of the 1974 

Arab League legitimation of the PLO, and his 1986 unilateral abro- 

gation of a 1985 Jordanian-Palestinian accord. Syria also pursued a 

two-faced policy, on the one hand championing the Palestinian cause, 

while on the other actively harming Palestinian interests. For exam- 

ple, Palestinian guerrilla activities were prohibited on Syrian soil af- 

ter 1967; Syria brutally suppressed Palestinians in 1976 during its 

volte face in Lebanon; it sponsored Lebanese militia attacks on Pal- 

estinians in 1983, 1985, and thereafter; and President Hafez Assad 

continuously tried to undermine the leadership of Yasser Arafat. 
Moreover, it should be noted that in 1982 when Israel unleashed a 
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massive war against Palestinians in Lebanon, no Arab state offered 

support.” 
Still, there was a difference in 1991 that was expressed in the bold- 

ness and brazenness with which the Arab regimes flaunted Palestin- 

ian rights and interests. In the past Arab leaders were constrained 

by the strength of mass sentiment regarding the Palestinians to at 

least give lip-service to the Palestinian cause. But with the advent of 

the new world order—in particular the promise of U.S. force to 

maintain the status quo should disgruntled masses make their voices 
heard—no major Arab state seemed either willing or able to demand 

rights for the Palestinians. Too, the Arab masses appeared less in- 

terested in the Palestinian issue by 1991, although it is difficult to 

gauge public opinion in closed societies especially given the strength 

of the Arab states’ security apparatus. Nevertheless, it was difficult 

to imagine that the Zionist affront to Arab honor had been removed 

to the extent that the behavior of the states suggested. 

The Palestinians also found that their support in Europe had 

weakened after the Gulf crisis. In the aftermath of the war the Euro- 

peans retreated significantly from their long-standing position (ar- 

ticulated in the 1980 Venice Declaration) that the PLO was the sole 

legitimate representative of the Palestinians.°* The twelve member 

states of the European Community (EC) exerted considerable pres- 

sure on the PLO to acquiesce in a non-PLO Palestinian delegation 

to an international conference and influenced Syria to accept the 

U.S. proposals for such a gathering. In June 1991, the EC went 

further than it had gone before in offering Israel a privileged, long- 

term economic and trade relationship. And in mid-July, in the 

framework of the Group of Seven (the industrial nations of Britain, 

Canada, France, Germany, Italy, Japan, and the United States) the 

Europeans asked the Arab states to end their economic boycott of 

Israel and were instrumental in shaping the Egyptian and Saudi po- 

sitions on this matter. : 

Some analysts argued that in the aftermath of the Gulf War, the 

credibility of the United States as the leader of the new world order 

would mandate that it act consistently and in a principled manner to 

find a just resolution to the Palestinian issue. Those who took this 

position misunderstood the nature and purpose of U.S. foreign pol- 

icy. U.S. antipathy to basic Palestinian interests has been strong and 

consistent, a position that is congruent with its long-standing “na- 

tional interests” in the Middle East as traditionally defined by the 

ruling elite. Likewise, the United States has been consistent in the 
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means utilized to secure those interests, which have included opposi- 
tion to nationalist movements, firm support for Israel’s interests, and 

a strong preference for “stability” or the status quo.°! In addition, the 

United States stood alone as the hegemonic power in a unipolar 

world and therefore had greater leverage over regional political issues 

and could impose its geopolitical will with far greater ease than pre- 

viously. Thus the Arab states fell in line with U.S. wishes, and the 

Palestinians were left without any significant support. 

Even the form of the U.S. “peace” effort suggested that it would 

work against the Palestinians. The U.S. two-track strategy of sepa- 

rating Israeli-Arab state and Israeli-Palestinian negotiations seriously 

weakened the Palestinian position. Unlike the comprehensive settle- 

ment that UN Resolution 38/58 envisioned, the U.S. plan pursued 

separate, bilateral agreements, and the United States was far more 

committed to a just solution of the Israeli-Arab state conflict than to 

the Israeli-Palestinian one. Moreover, the United States demonstrated 

its attitude toward the Palestinians in countless instances including 
its 1990 veto of a UN Security Council resolution on sending ob- 
servers to the Occupied Territories; the termination that same year 

of a low-level dialogue with the PLO reluctantly began by the United 

States in 1988; and the pressure U.S. Secretary of State Baker exerted 

on West Bank and Gazan Palestinians in the spring and summer of 

1991 to find a group of non-PLO Palestinians to join a Jordanian 

delegation to negotiate with Israel on some form of “autonomy” for 

the Palestinians.® The United States was primarily interested in end- 
ing the Arab state economic boycott of Israel and terminating the 

Palestinian Intifada in order to get the various parties to the negoti- 

ating table.63 Washington admitted openly that it had “no plan” to 

resolve the differences between Israel and the Palestinians when a 
conference was convened.® The Bush administration’s position re- 

mained consistent with long-standing U.S. opposition to any recog- 

nition of the PLO as the legitimate representative of the Palestinians, 

or recognition of the Palestinian right to self-determination and to an 

independent state in the West Bank and Gaza. 
The Bush administration also maintained the nature, structure, 

and closeness of the traditional U.S.-Israeli relationship. Although 
the media made much of the seemingly strained relations between 

Washington and Tel Aviv, the problem was more personal than polit- 

ical. President Bush was not fond of Israeli Prime Minister Yitzhak 
Shamir, who openly defied “official” U.S. policy, and the Bush ad- 

ministration was relatively candid about its wish to see a Labor Party 
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victory in the June 1992 elections in Israel. But that the so-called 

“rift” between the two countries was not serious was evident in nu- 
merous circumstances. 

For example, some analysts considered the Bush administration’s 
September 1991 decision to defer Israel’s request for U.S. $10 billion 

in loan guarantees for Soviet Jewish housing a sign that there were 

deep differences between the United States and Israel, and that the 

administration was going to pressure Israel to withdraw from the 

territories and return them to Arab control. But as the New York 

Times noted “nobody in Washington is challenging Israel’s need for 

the loan guarantees” and “the Bush administration’s whole approach 

to peacemaking is almost entirely based on terms dictated by Prime 

Minister Yitzhak Shamir.” In fact, the delay in approval of the 

loan guarantees was designed with two purposes in mind: (1) to in- 

fluence domestic Israeli politics to bring about a Labor victory, and 

(2) to ensure that the Arabs came to the conference table by making 

the United States appear as an impartial mediator. Indeed, no one in 

the U.S. government considered forcing Israel to return to the Pales- 

tinians the 70 percent of West Bank land and the 50 percent of 

Gaza land that it had confiscated, to turn over to Palestinians the 

more than 200 settlement locales illegally constructed by Israel, or 

to ask the 225,000 Jewish settlers to leave the West Bank, Gaza, and 

East Jerusalem. Nor did the United States demand that Israel relin- 

quish the 75 percent of West Bank water that it had diverted to Is- 

rael.67 In reality, the United States was only interested in supporting 

Israel’s old “autonomy” concept for the Palestinians.®* The issue of 

the loan guarantees was resolved in Israel’s favor on 11 August 1992 

when President Bush announced, with Prime Minister Rabin at his 

side at the president’s home in Kennebunkport, Maine, that the 

United States was now prepared to provide the U.S. $10 billion in 

loan guarantees. 

It is also notable that throughout the “difficult” years of the Bush- 

Shamir relationship, Israel remained an important “strategic asset” 

to U.S. Middle East objectives, even in an era in which the Arab 

states were virtually flocking to the U.S. fold! For example, in early 

June 1991 the United States began stockpiling U.S. $100 million 

worth of U.S. military equipment in Israeli bunkers “for use in any 

regional conflict.” In principle, the stockpiled weapons were to be 

used by U.S. military forces, but in practice they could also be of 

great use to the Israeli military. The Pentagon’s announcement of its 

intention to stockpile weapons in Israel came just one day after Sec- 
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retary of Defense Richard Cheney said that the United States would 

give Israel twenty-five more F-15 fighter planes including fifteen 

promised in 1990 and would provide U.S. $210 million in additional 

funds that supply three-quarters of the money for an on-going U.S.- 

Israeli anti-ballistic missile project, the Arrow.7! It is remarkable that 
in the new world order, the United States strengthened its military 

relationship with Israel, provided it additional weapons, and made 

no effort to require the Jewish state to dismantle its massive stock of 
chemical, biological, and nuclear weapons—all despite much talk 

about regional “arms control.” 
Indeed, in light of U.S. insistence that Iraq be permitted no atomic 

or nuclear capability of any sort, the deafening silence in Washington 

as to Israel’s nuclear doctrine of targeting the Soviet Union as well as 

the Arab states, its nuclear “blackmail” of the United States, and its 

possession of “ ‘hundreds’ of tactical and strategic nuclear weapons, 

including more than 100 nuclear artillery shells, nuclear land mines 

in the Golan Heights, and hundreds of low yield neutron war heads 

capable of destroying large numbers of enemy troops” was shock- 

ing.’2 As analyst Seymour Hersh noted, however, “America’s policy 

toward the Israeli arsenal was not just one of benign neglect; it was a 

conscious policy of ignoring reality.”73 

On 10-11 August 1992 when President Bush entertained Prime 

Minister Rabin at his home and announced the United States’ will- 
ingness to grant the loan guarantees, the New York Times reflected 

the president’s relief that the Labor Party was at the helm in Israel 

and that the diplomatically skillful Mr. Rabin was in charge. The 

Times added that the visit “was intended to signal an end to the ten- 

sions in the American-Israeli relationship.”74 The president made 

much of Israel’s importance as a surrogate for the United States in 

describing the meeting with Rabin: “Our time together can best be 

described as a consultation between close friends and strategic part- 

ners,” and he referred several times to Israel’s “strategic importance” 

to the United States. Further, Bush “signaled that he was ready to 

move forward with military cooperation between the two countries, 

and reaffirmed Washington’s longstanding policy of assuring that Is- 
rael had a ‘qualitative military edge’ over [the combined strength of] 

its Arab neighbors.”’5 That nothing had changed for the Palestinians 

was made clear by Prime Minister Rabin in early September 1992 

when he condemned the Palestinian negotiating strategy of seeking 

to end the occupation and move toward self-government, stating: “I 

hope the Palestinians keep in mind we are in control of the territories. 
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We will not budge one inch.”’6 That the Palestinians would get noth- 

ing more than “administrative” autonomy over some minor aspects 

of their lives excluding control over land, water, immigration, secur- 

ity, or other crucial matters, could not have been made clearer. The 

“change” from Likud to Labor was merely cosmetic. 

The continued strength of the U.S.-Israeli relationship was also 

reflected in the amount of economic assistance that flowed to Israel 
during the Bush administration. In 1991, total U.S. aid to Israel was 

U.S. $5.147 billion including U.S. $3 billion under the foreign aid 
program, U.S. $70 million in additional interest by receiving aid at 

the beginning of the year instead of quarterly like all other aid recip- 

ients, U.S. $700 million in U.S. weapons, U.S. $650 million in emer- 

gency assistance related to the Gulf War, U.S. $485 million worth of 

oil to be pre-positioned in Israel, U.S. $200 million in U.S. military 

equipment, and U.S. $42 million to develop the Arrow missile.” 

The intimacy of the U.S.-Israeli relationship was further evidenced 
in the number and position of high officials in the Bush administra- 

tion with strong pro-Israeli sentiments. In late October 1991 the com- 
position of the U.S. delegation to the Madrid conference was made 

public. The U.S. group consisted of the top Middle Eastern advi- 

sors, who had surrounded the administration since its inception, in- 

cluding Dennis B. Ross, director of the State Department’s Policy 

Planning Staff; Aaron David Miller, State Department Policy Plan- 
ning staff member; Daniel C. Kurtzer, deputy assistant secretary of 

state, Policy Planning Staff; William J. Burns, principal deputy di- 
rector of State Department Policy Planning Staff; and Richard N. 

Haass, special assistant to the president for national security affairs. 
Publicly, only one of these men was identified as having pro-Israeli 

sentiment—Kurtzer, “an Orthodox Jew.”’8 Three of the others came 

to the Bush administration from the Washington Institute for Near 
East Policy, a pro-Israeli think tank founded in 1985 by Martin 

Indyk, a former deputy director of research for the American Israel 

Public Affairs Committee (AIPAC, the registered U.S. pro-Israel 

lobby). 

In September 1988, the Washington Institute published a 113-page 

report entitled Building for Peace: An American Strategy for the 

Middle East. One of its authors had this to say about the report: 

“Both the process of the development of the report and the report 

itself produced a consensus on the direction for the future of U.S. 
policy, and that can clearly be seen in the Baker Approach.””? Dennis 
Ross was a senior fellow at the institute and a major participant in 
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writing the report. Richard Haass participated in the preparation of 

the report, although he was a lecturer at Harvard University’s John 

F. Kennedy School of Government at the time. Aaron David Miller 

was a State Department Middle Eastern specialist and was techni- 

cally prohibited from engaging in an activity such as the preparation 

of Building for Peace; nevertheless, he did participate and was known 

to have strong pro-Israeli ties.8? Little was known about William 

Burns in this regard. Noteworthy also was that while each of these 

individuals was profiled in some detail in the New York Times, noth- 

ing of their connection to the Washington Institute for Near East 

Policy, their participation in the preparation of Building for Peace, 

or their other pro-Israeli affiliations were mentioned.*! 

Indeed, not only could the Palestinians hope for little from the 

United States in the aftermath of the Gulf War in terms of the fulfill- 

ment of their basic objectives, but Israel was more intransigent than 
ever on the Palestine issue. In part, this was related to the defeat of 

Iraq, a situation aptly summarized by Republic of Yemen UN Am- 

bassador Abdalla Saleh Al-Ashtal: 

With the destruction of Iraq, which was the only important 

military force in the Arab world, Israel can continue to ignore 

UN resolutions with impunity. Indeed, there will be such an 

imbalance in military power, notwithstanding the forces of 

Egypt and Syria, that Israel will be even more intransigent 

than before. . .. The increased imbalance in the area makes a 

solution [to the Israeli-Palestinian conflict] even more difficult. 
The Israelis simply will not allow it, and the Arab countries 

friendly with the United States do not have the leverage to 

bring it about.®2 

Israel’s massive settlement drive in the Occupied Territories ex- 
emplified its real intentions regarding the Palestinians. Israeli ana- 

lyst Amiram Goldbloom wrote in this regard that the new settle- 

ments set up during Secretary Baker’s visits to the Middle East had 

enormous political significance in that “they are intended to prove to 
the Palestinians, and . . . to the Arab world, that the Israeli gov- 

ernment thumbs its nose at the U.S. efforts to advance peace in the 

region. . . . The government is now mobilized to torpedo any 
chance for peace.”83 Goldbloom also noted that while the Israeli 

government continually justifies its settlement of the West Bank, East 

Jerusalem, and Gaza by saying that it is unacceptable that any area 

should be “Judenrein,” in fact the real objective is to make all of 
Eretz Israel “Arabenrein.”*4 Another Israeli analyst noted in the same 
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vein that the intention of the Israeli government “is clearly visible on 
the ground—to push the Palestinians into a corner from which there 

is no exit, thus compelling them, sooner or later, to pick up and 

leave.”85 Subsequent to the Israeli elections in June 1992, much was 

made of the Rabin government’s more “liberal” policy on settlements 

even though it was the Labor Party that began the settlement and 

colonization of the West Bank, East Jerusalem, and the Gaza Strip 

in 1967 and continued it through 1977 when Likud came to power. 

Moreover, Rabin never promised to cease settlement construction; 

instead, he made a highly ambiguous distinction between “security” 

and “political” settlements, and said only that additional political 

settlements would not be built. In key areas such as the Jordan Val- 

ley and “greater Jerusalem,” the prime minister made it clear that 

there would be no settlement freeze, and in the words of one ana- 

lyst, “ ‘security’ settlements designed as physical obstacles separating 

the Palestinians from Jordanian territory, or as guarantees of Israel’s 

continued hold on Jerusalem, will be supported as lavishly by Rabin 

as they were by Yitzhak Shamir and Ariel Sharon.”86 Moreover, 

Rabin permitted construction of 5,000 of the 10,000 homes in the 

Occupied Territories that the Shamir government had planned.®’ 
The Israeli government’s objective of driving out the Palestinians 

was clearly evident during the Gulf War when its cabinet included the 

Moledet (Homeland) Party, which advocated expulsion of all the 

Palestinians from Eretz Israel. Rehavam Ze’evi founded the party on 

the eve of the 1988 Knesset elections to take over from Meir Kahane’s 
Kach Party, which was disqualified from running.®* As a consequence 

of the elevation of retired General Ze’evi (with his openly racist ideol- 

ogy) to a prestigious government ministry and to the special inner 
cabinet that dealt with security and foreign affairs, the movement for 

expulsion of Palestinians gained new legitimacy in Israel. That the 

Labor Party and its “leftist” coalition partner, Meretz, did not deviate 
from this tradition was evident in their unanimous decision in De- 
cember 1992 to expel en masse 413 Palestinians for allegedly having 

ties to the Islamic fundamentalist organization, Hamas, but against 
whom Israel had no evidence of any illegal activity. Further, the ar- 

rest on 30 January 1991 of Sari Nusseibeh, an internationally re- 

spected moderate and professor of philosophy at Birzeit University, 
on unsubstantiated charges of “subversive activities of collecting se- 
curity information for Iraqi intelligence” pointed to the vulnerability 
of all Palestinians. Nusseibeh was held without formal charges or 
trial under a three-month administrative detention order. 

Of further significance in Israel’s stance toward the Palestinians 
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was the hostile position taken by several members of the Israeli “left” 

or “peace” camp, most notably Yossi Sarid, who declared that be- 

cause the Palestinians were “cheering” for the Iraqis, he was wash- 

ing his hands of their cause.8? Commenting on the effects of these 

phenomena, Israeli journalist Danny Rubenstein wrote: “The finan- 

cial blow [the cut off of funds from the Arab states] was dwarfed by 

the political damage dealt to the image of the PLO and the Palestin- 

ians. All the support they had acquired during the three years of the 

Intifada disappeared into thin air.” Thus, with the distinction be- 

tween the “left” and the “right” increasingly blurred in Israeli pol- 

itics, and the United States designing its “whole approach to peace- 

making almost entirely . . . on terms dictated by Prime Minister 

Yitzhak Shamir,” the outlook for Palestinians was not hopeful. 

Many analysts saw the election of Yitzhak Rabin in June 1992 as 

a signal that the Palestinian situation would markedly improve. The 

preceding discussion outlines several reasons why this is unlikely to 

occur. In addition, it should be noted that Rabin was prime minister 

from May 1974 through 1977 during which time he presided over a 

vigorous expansion of settlements throughout the Occupied Territo- 

ries, which he repeatedly maintained were permanent and would 

never be surrendered. For example he told a settlers’ meeting in 

Gush Etzion (south of Bethlehem) that “the bloc will be an integral 

part of Israel in any political settlement and that it will have territo- 

rial continuity with Israel.”9! 

Rabin was defense minister under Prime Minister Shamir and the 

architect of the brutal suppression of the Intifada including the iron 
fist policy of “force, might, and beatings.” On 7 July 1992, the New 

York Times reported that he stated he was still prepared to use an 

“iron fist” against the Palestinians. He has been consistent through- 

out his political career in categorically opposing an independent Pal- 
estinian state and has indicated no change in that position. Rabin 
sports a more “moderate” face than Shamir and his Likud colleagues, 
but on the issue of political independence for the Palestinians he 

does not differ. In his first speech as prime minister, Rabin offered 
Palestinians rapid movement toward “autonomy with all its advan- 

tages and limitations” as a five year interim arrangement before final 

status negotiations.2 As noted previously, however, autonomy pro- 
vides no control over land, water, security, immigration, or foreign. 
affairs and gives the Israeli army the right to enter the territories 

when “necessary” while “security” settlements will continue to be 

built. Moreover, although Rabin made several symbolic gestures, 
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such as releasing several hundred political prisoners (but only those 
who were within a few days of completion of their terms), he main- 
tained the detentions of thousands of others and also authorized the 

army to pursue its death-squad “find and kill” policy against Pales- 

tinian activists.°3 In the judgment of this writer, the transformation 

from Likud to Labor meant no substantial change for Palestinians. 

The disintegration of the Intifada in the aftermath of the Gulf 

War—its transformation from a mass-based popular movement with 

extremely widespread participation to a more narrowly based move- 

ment of committed activists—also weakened the Palestinian position. 

The reasons for the decline of the uprising were many, but promi- 

nent among them was the devastating psychological impact of the 

forty-five-day curfew imposed during the Gulf crisis coupled with the 
abrupt shift from euphoria over Saddam Hussein’s proclamations 

about liberating Palestine to despair when he was crushingly defeated, 

and the concomitant isolation of the Palestinians. The extended cur- 
few was only one of the many brutal tactics employed against the 

Palestinians that cumulatively weakened the Intifada.% Israel’s “iron 

fist” policy (designed by Yitzhak Rabin) resulted in the following 

from 9 December 1987 through 31 May 1992: 1,057 deaths; 122,802 

injuries requiring hospitalization; 66 expulsions; 15,240 administra- 

tive detentions; 89,635 acres of land confiscated; 2,184 house demoli- 

tions or sealings; 143,000 tree uprootings; and 11,523 curfews includ- 

ing areas with 10,000 or more persons under twenty-four-hour or 

longer curfews. In addition there were almost continuous curfews 

over the entire West Bank and Gaza during the 16 January to 28 

February 1991 period.% 

In addition, the Intifada was hurt as a consequence of the desper- 

ate economic situation in the territories resulting from the cut-off of 

subsidies from Arab states; the serious decline in remittances from 

Palestinian workers in the Gulf, many of whom lost their jobs and 
businesses, and themselves became refugees; the refusal of Israel to 

permit Palestinians to return to work in Israel; and the lack of an 
indigenous economy in the West Bank and Gaza—all of which con- 
tributed to a general malaise on political issues because attention 

was focused on bare survival.9® For the first time in the history of 
the Palestine conflict, Palestinians were hungry and there did not 

appear to be a quick or satisfactory solution to the severity of the 
economic deprivations.®” Moreover, there was a disintegration of the 
general social order: an upsurge in crime by Palestinians against Pal- 

estinians; indiscriminate killings unrelated to collaboration; and bru- 
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tal inter-party conflict as, for example, that between Hamas and 

Fateh in Nablus in early June 1991 and in Gaza in May, June, 

and July 1992.98 So deep and widespread was the sense of despair 

and hopelessness that people were virtually immobilized and incap- 

able of participating in organized resistance. And, without a strong, 

organized, active Palestinian movement in the Occupied Territories 

that could make itself felt in Israeli society, Israel had no incentive to 
deal fairly with the Palestinians. 

Moveover, when the Intifada did reignite in December 1992 and 

the months following, it was met with the most brutal policies ever 

used in Israel—mass expulsions, mass house demolitions, and indis- 
criminate killings. The intensity of the repression, occurring at a time 

when the United States was doing nothing to stop Serbian genocide 
in Bosnia, led many to conclude that Israel had an essentially “free 

hand” (from its U.S. patron) to kill and expel as many Palestinians 

as it might choose. 
Finally, the Palestinian cause was hurt in the aftermath of the 

Gulf War as a consequence of the weakened position of its leader- 

ship, the Palestine Liberation Organization. Much of this has been 

discussed above in terms of the PLO’s alienation from the Arab 
states as a consequence of its support for Iraq during the war. But in 

addition, there were increasing demands from inside the Occupied 
Territories for a larger role for the Intifada leadership in Palestinian 

decision making. And, Hamas, the fundamentalist Islamic move- 

ment, was stronger and posed an increasing challenge to the organi- 

zation, partly because of Palestinian dissatisfaction with the PLO 

but considerably abetted by funding from the Gulf at a time when 

funding for PLO institutions had seriously diminished and general 

economic hardship prevailed throughout the West Bank and Gaza. 

There were also problems within the Fateh leadership: Israel’s assas- 

sination of Abu Jihad (Khalil al-Wazir) on 16 April 1988 and Abu 
Nidal’s more recent (1990) assassination of Abu Iyad (Salah Khalaf) 

deepened a number of visible and hidden rifts in Yasser Arafat’s fac- 
tion.!00 Arafat’s own brush with death in an April 1992 plane crash 

(and his subsequent brain surgery) only served to exacerbate these 

problems, which included issues of succession, potential power strug- 

gles, and power sharing or collective versus unilateral authority.!0! 

There were also disputes over the proper Palestinian position in the 
“peace process” and the extent to which the PLO should accommo-_ 

date the United States.!°2 There is, however, little doubt that the over- 

whelming majority of Palestinians continued to consider the PLO 

their sole legitimate representative. 
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In sum, there seemed little reason to hope that in the new world 
order Palestinians could expect a just settlement of their long-standing 

conflict with Israel. Palestinians no longer possessed any indepen- 

dent military capability, and their political influence was seriously 

weakened. Their Arab “brothers” no longer even feigned support, 

and Israel was more committed than ever to retaining hegemony 

over the land and resources of East Jerusalem, the West Bank, and 

the Gaza Strip. As such, the prospects for an independent state in 

the West Bank and Gaza seemed more remote than at any previous 

time. The United States, as the unchallenged leader of the new world 

order, was in a position to impose its political agenda in the Middle 
East without countervailing pressure, but that agenda did not in- 

clude the satisfaction of fundamental Palestinian objectives. Human 

rights, justice, political freedom, and self-determination for the weak 

were in as short supply in the new world order as in the old. 
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Israel and the New World Order 

Meir Porat 

The disintegration of the Soviet Union and the ensuing economic, 

social, and political crises that preoccupied its political successors 
created the perception that the United States came out of the cold 

war as a victorious and powerful state. This perception was rein- 

forced by the role it played during the Gulf crisis and the conduct 

and conclusion of the Gulf War. 
In an address to a joint session of the U.S. Congress on 11 Sep- 

tember 1990, George Bush declared that out of the troubled times: 

“a new world order can emerge: a new era, freer from the threat of 

terror, stronger in the pursuit of Justice, and more secure in the quest 

for peace. An era in which the nations of the world, east and west, 

north and south, can prosper and live in harmony.”! 

After the conclusion of the Gulf War, President Bush delivered a 

similar message. On 6 March 1991, he stated to a joint session of 

Congress that 

Now, we can see a new world coming into view. A world in 

which there is the very real prospect of a new world order. In 
the words of Winston Churchill, a “world order” in which “the 

principles of justice and fair play . . . protect the weak 

against the-strong. . . .” A world where the United Nations 

freed from cold war stalemate, is poised to fulfill the historic 

vision of its founders. A world in which freedom and respect 

for human rights find a home among all nations. The Gulf War 
put this new world to its first test, and my fellow Americans, 

we passed the test.” 

Most of the cliches contained in the two addresses were repeated 
in the past, but never translated into actions or results. The phrase 

“new world order” caught the attention of many, however, and pro- 

vided a fertile ground for interpretations, elaborations, and commen- 
taries. In fact, these words assumed the status of a concept and the 
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significance of a theoretical discovery. Whether the assumption of 

this status or significance is justified may be open to debate. 

Contrary to President Bush’s declarations, the Gulf War demon- 

strated that military power is still the most effective means to resolve 

international conflicts. Iraq used its military power to resolve its out- 

standing disputes with Kuwait in the context of the old world order. 

But when the United States used its military power to resolve a dis- 

pute with Iraq, President Bush considered it a manifestation of a 

new world order. It is difficult to comprehend what distinguishes the 

old from the new world order. Bush’s reference that the “Gulf War 

put this new world to its first test” and that the Americans passed 

the test makes sense only in the context that for the first time the 

United States succeeded in obtaining the unanimous support of the 

permanent members of the UN Security Council in providing inter- 

national legitimacy to what was mainly a U.S. action to further its 

own national interests and foreign policy objectives. 

The two main pillars of U.S. post-World War II foreign policy 

were global hegemony and allied containment. The dissipation of 

the cold war in 1989 was not accompanied by a corresponding 

change in the foreign policy and objectives of the United States. But 

this should not come as a surprise as the “cold war ended essentially 

through the unilateral acts of the Soviet Union,” and therefore the 

United States was not compelled to change or modify its foreign 

policy objectives. Moreover, it appears that in the Gulf War U.S. 

post-World War II policies did not change but were given “a new 

lease on life.”3 So although President Bush spoke about the estab- 

lishment of a new world order, this is merely a new name represent- 

ing old policies and objectives. This is the reason why Shaykh Abbasi 

Madani, the leader of the Algerian Islamic Front “expressed fears 

that the West would exploit the crisis for its own purposes.”4 These 

purposes were consistent with the efforts of the United States to sus- 
tain its global hegemony and allied containment. 

The purpose of this chapter is to examine whether a new world 

order was created in the Middle East and, if so, to uncover the na- 

ture and scope of the interrelation between Israel and the so-called 

new world order. The role played by Israel on the international scene 

was always influenced by global, regional, and domestic consider- 

ations. For the purposes of this paper, only the regional and domestic 
concerns will be addressed. To be sure, in reality all these consider- 
ations are intertwined and inseparable, but analytical expediency re- 

quires that each of the two groups of considerations be examined 
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separately to demonstrate that there is nothing new about the new 

world order in the Middle East. 

Regional Considerations 

The establishment of the state of Israel in 1948 and its subsequent 
development played a major role in Middle Eastern politics. Usually 

this role was a passive one; however, regardless of whether Israel 
pursued any particular policy, its mere existence was sufficient to 
stimulate antagonism and active hostility from most countries in the 

region. The only two exceptions to this were Iran and Egypt. Until 

the fall of the shah of Iran in 1979, Israel maintained a close rela- 

tionship with Iran, including diplomatic, military, and economic ac- 
tivities and cooperation. In the same year, Israel signed a treaty with 
Egypt ensuing from the Camp David Accords that established a 

stable peace between the two states. But this peace did not translate 

into any significant interrelationship except for the Israeli purchase 

of some U.S. $150 million per year of Egyptian oil. 

Since its establishment in 1948, Israel held the position that no 

one state or any combination of states in the region should be able to 

pose a military threat. Since 1967, the United States helped Israel to 

become a regional military superpower. Consistent with this position 

were continuous Israeli efforts to foster division among its neighbor- 
ing states and prevent them from forming a united front against 

Israel. Also, Israel pursued a policy of deterrence that required a mil- 

itary capability sufficient to meet any conceivable military threat 

from its neighbors. An important component of this deterrence policy 

was the ability to launch when necessary preemptive and punitive 

attacks, or wage war, inside the territory of its adversaries. 

The Gulf War demonstrated that preemptive, or even punitive, 

military action by Israel, or anyone else for that matter, could no 

longer be relied upon as an effective deterrent. In this war, the Iraqis 
did not march into the Kingdom of Jordan to establish an anti- 

Israeli “Eastern front” as expected by Israeli strategists, but rather 
chose to threaten with the use of missiles. Eventually, the Iraqis 
acted on their own threats and used Scud missiles, which exposed 
the Israeli urban centers to a new kind of warfare and demonstrated 
the unpreparedness of the Israeli state for missile warfare.° 

The Gulf War also demonstrated that the strength of the military 
forces of Israel, including the rumored possession of nuclear capabil- 



350 Meir Porat 

ities, did not deter the Iraqis from launching unprovoked Scud mis- 
sile attacks against Israel. This is not surprising, because even the 

overwhelming power of the U.S. military machine, together with 

military contingents from other countries, did not deter Iraq from 

conducting a losing war and launching missiles against Saudi Arabia 

and Israel. In any event, Iraq seemed prepared to sacrifice more than 

Israel was willing or able to sacrifice in terms of either people or 

matériel. 
It was also apparent that Israel could no longer rely on preemptive 

military action as an effective deterrent against an adversary such 

as Iraq. It is questionable whether Israel could mount any effective 

military action without crossing Syrian or Jordanian territory and 
without alerting the Iraqis. It is also quite clear that even if the Is- 

raelis could overcome these two obstacles and take preemptive mil- 

itary action, the United States could prevent such action. The United 

States actually did so in October 1973 and again in January 1991. 

The alternative was to prevent any potential danger from getting out 

of control, which in turn would force the Israelis to escalate a devel- 

oping crisis. 

Another unchanged aspect of the regional politics of the Middle 

East was Saddam Hussein. The consensus was that as long as he 

maintained his position as the undisputed ruler of Iraq, Middle East- 

ern stability would remain elusive. Actually, it is safe to assume that 

“anything short of the removal of Saddam Hussein, or severe inter- 
national constraints upon his activities, will leave the Iraqi leader as 
an influential actor in the Middle East. He will still enjoy the sym- 
pathy of millions of disaffected and frustrated Arabs and possess a 
powerful military capability that he can use at some other point in 

time.”6 The Israelis also subscribed to this view.’ In conclusion, the 

Iraqis still pose a great danger to Middle Eastern stability, and this 
danger was not removed by the Gulf War. 

As far as other aspects of Middle Eastern politics and issues are 
concerned, the Gulf War had no impact. If the issues were not linked 

directly to Iraq, the Gulf War did not influence them. For instance, 

the general danger inherent in a Syrian-Iraqi rivalry for leadership 
in the Arab world, coupled with the fact that Syria had also man- 

aged to assemble an impressive arsenal of modern military hardware 

and was historically hostile toward Israel, made Syria a dangerous 

adversary prior to and after the Gulf War. Syrian policies, menacing . 
from Israel’s point of view, were exacerbated by Syria’s domination 
of Lebanese affairs and influence on the policies of the Kingdom of 
Jordan. 
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The water crisis in the Middle East is another area of great im- 

portance. In the joint invitation issued to participants invited to the 
Madrid Peace Conference, George Bush and Mikhail Gorbachev 
listed water “as one of the important region-wide issues on which 
the third-stage multilateral negotiations should focus.”8 The relevance 

of this issue was recently underscored: The Palestinian and Israeli 

delegations at the sixth round of talks in Washington in September 

1992 agreed in principle to the creation of a subcommittee to discuss 
water issues. The availability of and control over free flowing fresh 

water resources affects the Arab-Israeli relationship as much as it 
affects the relations among Turkey, Syria, and Iraq and relations be- 

tween Egypt and Ethiopia. 

In October 1991, Lieutenant General Mohammed Tantawi, Egypt’s 

new defense minister, predicted that “the struggle for water” would 

lead to future conflicts in the Middle East “because any attempt to 
control water resources will be considered a direct threat to the na- 

tional security of the beneficiary states.”? Turkey, where the source 

of the Tigris and Euphrates is situated, is in the process of harness- 

ing its water resources to generate relatively inexpensive electrical 

power. This may result in a complete stoppage or a substantial re- 

duction of water flowing to Syria and Iraq. Syria can do the same 

with regard to any water flowing to Iraq through its territory. Sim- 

ilarly, Ethiopia controls the source of the Nile River, which is, in 
effect, the only major source of fresh water in Egypt. 

During the 1960s, Syria attempted to divert water from the source 

of the Jordan River to reduce the volume of water flowing into Israel. 

These attempts “led to recurrent and increasingly serious armed 

clashes between Israel and Syrian forces.” Syria refused to recognize 

Israel as a party interested in the question of Jordan River water, and 

“evidence is mounting that there has been no fundamental change in 

the Syrian policy of nonrecognition.”!° This problem will continue 

as long as peace is not attained between Israel and Syria and the 

dispute over the Golan Heights is not settled. 
The growing shortage of water supplies threatens the precarious 

stability that prevails presently in the Middle East. But there is no 

evidence to indicate that the water crisis assumed any new dimen- 
sions as a result of the Gulf War except perhaps insofar as the 
relative military power of Turkey vis-a-vis Iraq increased. From the 
Israeli perspective, the water issue is far from being satisfactorily re- 
solved and therefore may develop into a major conflict. 

Another regional phenomenon affecting Israel is the military arms 

race, which accelerated as a result of the Gulf crisis.!'! For unknown 
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reasons the United States decided to supply Saudi Arabia with mas- 

sive additional armaments. In addition to the large amounts of mil- 

itary matériel left by the United States in Saudi Arabia after the 

Gulf War, the kingdom decided to acquire more sophisticated weap- 

onry. On 11 September 1992, President Bush announced the sale of 

seventy-two F-15 fighter planes to the Saudis bearing a U.S. $9 bil- 

lion price tag. 

Because Israel refuses to accept any change to the prevailing re- 

gional military balance, which is tilted to its advantage, the U.S. 

action resulted in a renewed escalation in the arms race. U.S. will- 

ingness to supply Israel and Arab countries with billions of dollars 

worth of military hardware led to the unavoidable conclusion that 

“the only justification for the additional arms deals is the need of the 

United States to provide work for its huge arms producing indus- 

tries.” This policy “may eventually be the cause of an unprecedented 

conflagration whose link with the Gulf Crisis would be that it indi- 

rectly enabled such an outbreak.”!? 

The regional arms race was further complicated by the develop- 

ment and acquisition of nuclear weapons and technology. In 1981, 

the Israeli air force launched a devastating attack on the Iraqi nu- 

clear facility located at Osiraq. This retarded Iraq’s nuclear program, 

but did not destroy it. At the time of the outbreak of the Gulf War, 

it was rumored that Iraqi scientists were one to two years away from 

developing a nuclear bomb. Similarly, it was rumored that Israel al- 

ready had nuclear weapons. 

The possession of nuclear weapons may, however, be of negligible 

importance in the Middle East. In the case of Israel, the United 
States would never allow it to use such weapons. Israel would also 

be unable to use nuclear weapons against enemy targets located 

within 100 km of its borders because at such distances the fallout 
from nuclear explosions could cause untold devastation and deaths 

in Israel. Third, Israeli nuclear capacity encouraged its Arab neigh- 

bors to acquire a similar capacity. Finally, the Gulf War provided 

sufficient evidence that knowledge of Israel’s nuclear capacity did 
not deter Iraq from launching missiles against Israel and thus neu- 

tralized the element of deterrence supposedly inherent in the posses- 

sion of such weapons. 

These considerations may be the real reason behind Israel’s pro- 

posal for a nuclear weapons-free zone in the Middle East. But this 
proposal is unlikely to be accepted by the Arab countries as long as 

no one can agree on an inspection formula. The Israelis insist on 
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mutual inspection by the parties and they refuse to give the role of 

inspector to any international agency or intermediary. The Arab 

countries demand compliance with the Nonproliferation Treaty and 
expect that the International Atomic Energy Agency will restrain the 
Israeli nuclear program.!3 It is uncertain whether the Israeli proposal 

will result in some kind of agreement. Nor is it certain that the nu- 
clear issue will be dealt with as an integral part of a comprehensive 

Middle Eastern peace settlement. It is clear, however, that the Israeli 

proposal was not a result of the Gulf War, nor was it linked to it in 
any other manner. 

In June 1990, approximately seven weeks before the Iraqi inva- 
sion of Kuwait, Prime Minister Shamir stated in a speech to the 

Knesset that Israel was “also calling for an international agreement 

on the disarmament of nonconventional arms that will eliminate these 
horrible destructive weapons from the world.”!4 Thus it can be safely 

concluded that the idea, if not the real intention, for a nuclear 

weapons-free zone originated before the outbreak of the Gulf War 

and even before the Gulf crisis. 
On another front, Iraq’s ambitious policies and actions provided 

impetus to Arab nationalism, Islamic fundamentalism, and the ris- 
ing expectations among the masses of the so-called developing and 

underdeveloped countries. This impetus posed a threat to U.S. he- 

gemony. Contrary to belief in the United States, however, the Iraqi 
domestic momentum required to topple the Iraqi president did not 

materialize, and Saddam Hussein not only survived the war but 

managed to enhance his political stature in the eyes of millions of 

Arabs and non-Arab Muslims throughout the world. After all, he 

not only challenged the United States and other Western powers, 

but managed to withstand and survive a military onslaught, the 

magnitude of which is unparalleled in Middle Eastern history.!5 
These developments are reflected in the changing mood of the 

Arab and non-Arab Muslim countries where the Gulf War stimu- 
lated a nationalist and fundamentalist excitement. It is apparent that 

great anger is accumulating among wide segments of the popu- 
lation in Egypt and other Arab states. This anger is directed 
against the Arab governments that ostensibly aided Western 
imperialism—the “historic enemy of the Arabs and of 
Islam”—to return to the Middle East “through the back door” 

and through Saudi Arabia in order to regain control of oil re- 
sources, to humiliate the Arab nation and to destroy Saddam 
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Hussein, the modern Saladin, fighting heroically against “the 

new Crusaders”—the Western, Christian allies, and Jewish 

Israel.!6 

This testimony is significant because it is delivered by an Israeli.!” If 

true, it is natural to expect that Arab nationalism and Muslim fun- 

damentalism will continue to play an important role in future U.S. 

political and strategic configurations. 

Recognizing these developments, the Israeli leadership will closely 
monitor U.S. foreign policy for any change in its objectives. As long 

as the United States maintains its traditional policies so will Israel. 
It is important that Israel’s foreign policies are consistent, and over- 
lap to some extent, with those of the United States. 

The Palestinian issue was also not affected by the Gulf War in 
spite of Iraqi and Palestinian efforts to link the two. The reality was 

that the “Gulf Crisis cannot ultimately end until the Arab-Israeli 
crisis has also been resolved,” nor can the Arab-Israeli crisis be re- 

solved without the resolution of the Palestinian issue. So, although 

there is “an unprecedented interest in the West in resolving the Arab- 

Israeli conflict, the chasm among the principal players in reality is as 
deep as ever.”!8 

It is noteworthy that although the United States and Israel pro- 

fessed a desire to resolve the Palestinian and Arab-Israeli crises, 

such a resolution could be detrimental to the fundamental objectives 

of the foreign policies of both states. A peaceful and stable Middle 

East may lead to the development of an anti-Western Arab or Is- 

lamic united front. Such unity would increase the political, economic, 
and bargaining powers of the Arab Middle East to the detriment of 

the United States as well as Israel. On the other hand, a solution to 

the Arab-Israeli conflict could extract the unifying and transcending 

Palestinian issue from Arab political concerns leaving them discon- 

nected to pursue their individual national objectives. The Arab- 
Israeli conflict cemented the Arab states; a comprehensive peace 

could well fragment this unified stance against Israel and the United 

States. 

For now, it is clear that Israel failed totally in fulfilling its desire 

to integrate constructively into the regional economy and political 

system. The Gulf War did not change this reality; therefore, it.is diffi- 

cult to substantiate the claim that the disappearance of the Soviet 

Union on one hand, and the Gulf War on the other, created a new 

world order in the Middle East. 
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Domestic Considerations 

The complex issues that dominated Israeli domestic politics were 
further complicated by the consequences of the Gulf War. Some of 

these issues require special consideration. 

Politics 

The Israeli political spectrum is dominated, quantitatively, by “doves” 
on the left and “hawks” on the right. In the middle is a plethora of 

small political parties and movements among which a coalition of 

small religious parties is the most important. This results from Is- 

rael’s multiparty political system in which the two largest blocks 

(Likud and Labor) cannot muster the support of more than 30 to 40 
percent of the seats in the 120-seat Knesset (the Israeli parliament). 

The religious parties traditionally held the political balance of 
power and still do. Thus, even if the Gulf War affected the policies 
and principles of the so-called “peace camp” or the right-wing na- 

tionalist camp, the religious parties had a neutralizing effect on the 

political system regardless of external and regional events. 

The Gulf crisis and war caused some confusion within the Israeli 
peace camp, exacerbated “when Palestinian leaders and rank-and- 

file in the territories went out of their skins to proclaim their ecstatic 
support for Saddam Hussein.” Whether this confusion was real or 
imagined, a spokesman for the peace camp rejected the notion that 

the Gulf War was linked to its agenda. He admitted that the war 

“brought home to a growing number of Israelis how horrible war 

is,” and that the missile attacks proved that the “40-60 km of stra- 

tegic depth provided by the territories [was] meaningless in terms of 

today’s warfare.”!9 But many Israelis presented the same views some 

time before the Gulf crisis. 
The hawks, on the other hand, argued that pro-Saddam Palesti- 

nian demonstrations and fervor were further proof that they could 
not be trusted. It should be noted, however, that this argument was 

made by the Israeli political right many times in the past. It is ex- 

tremely difficult to determine which are the causes and effects when 
it comes to the ongoing saga between Israel and the Palestinians. 

What is clear, however, is that the Gulf War did not change the na- 

ture of Israeli-Palestinian relations, and they are still characterized 

by mutual distrust. 
In addition to distrust, the Israelis cannot produce a consensus 
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about the Palestinian issue. This inability will persist as long as the 

present electoral system prevails because the Israeli political system 

lends itself to the establishment of coalition governments that are 

permanently on the verge of collapse and depend on the fragile and 

unreliable support of capricious and marginal political parties of the 

extreme right or left. As a consequence, the latter play a political 

role far greater than is warranted by the number of voters support- 

ing them. 

In recent years, growing numbers of Israelis joined the ranks of 

those pressing for radical political and electoral reforms including 

the election of prime ministers in direct popular elections. In April 

1991, in the single largest mass protest since the 1982 invasion of 

Lebanon, nearly 200,000 people marched to demand political and 

electoral change in Israel. A long-time opponent of the idea of a di- 

rect vote for the premiership, former Prime Minister Yitzhak Shamir, 
finally opened a free vote in the Knesset on this question, which led 

to the March 1992 decision. From 1996 onward, the Israeli voters 

will be able to elect their premier through a direct vote. 

The efforts in this direction may receive some impetus from the 
rising tide of Arab nationalism and Muslim fundamentalism in the 

Middle East because any effective defense against them requires that 

Israel develop a more decisive government as well as a more respon- 

sive electoral system. Without an effective political system, the Is- 

raeli government will realize sooner or later that, besides a Palestinian 

issue, it must also deal with a restive Arab population that is part of 
its citizenry. 

The Israeli Arabs 

Israeli Arabs cannot remain immune to the general political and re- 
ligious change sweeping through the Middle East. These Arabs for- 
mally enjoyed full Israeli citizenship rights, but in practice they were 
not allowed to integrate into Israeli society. Although economically 
they may be better off than many Arabs in other Middle Eastern 

countries, they were not allowed to reach a level of economic parity 
with the average Israeli Jewish citizen. The same is true of their po- 
litical status as manifested in the total exclusion of Israeli Arabs 
from many state departments, agencies, and corporations. 

The first signs of restiveness among the Israeli Arabs developed in 

response to the Intifada, the Palestinian uprising that began in 1988 
in the West Bank. As long as the Intifada lasts among West Bank 
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and Gaza Palestinians, the Israeli Arabs will be restive. This is quite 
natural because Israeli Arabs and the Palestinians in the Occupied 

Territories are related by blood, language, and culture. In many cases 

the two groups shaped the 1948 and 1967 wars between Israel and 

its neighboring Arab countries. 

To counterbalance the natural growth rate of Israeli Arabs, which 

is higher than that of Israeli Jews, the Israeli government encour- 

aged Jewish immigration by whatever means available. The end of 

the cold war witnessed a thaw in the attitudes of the Soviet Union 

and Israel toward each other. This was marked by the permission 

given to Soviet Jews to immigrate to Israel without too many ob- 

stacles. Since 1989 hundreds of thousands of Soviet Jews took ad- 
vantage of the opportunity, and the tide of immigration continued 
unabated. Even the advent of the Gulf crisis and war did not effect 
this immigration. The only element that could slow down this immi- 

gration would be Israel’s inability to absorb such large numbers of 

newcomers in a relatively short period of time. This recent wave of 

Jewish immigration from the Soviet Union provided some breathing 

time, but is not a long-term demographic solution. The situation is 

made more difficult by a declining birthrate among the Jewish popu- 

lation of Israel as well as Jewish emigration from Israel. 

The entrenchment of the definition of Israel as a Jewish state in 
the basic laws of the country, as well as the unlikely prospects of in- 

tegrating Muslim and Christian Arabs into an Israeli society and 
political system defined mostly in terms of Jewish religious identity, 

precluded any possibility of reversing a growing schism between Is- 

raeli Arabs and Jews. Any such potential reversal is made even more 

remote by the lingering and persistent inability to resolve the Pales- 
tinian issue. But this problem predates the Gulf crisis by many years. 

The Palestinians in the Occupied Territories 

The fact that Israeli Jews and Palestinians perceive each other as 
wolves was reinforced by the events of the Gulf War. First, what 

“added the additional layer of hatred and mistrust is not so much 

the dancing on rooftops (which can be understood even if not sym- 

pathized with), but the persistent support for Saddam Hussein.”2° 
Israelis failed, or refused, to put these events in a proper context. 

The sight of Palestinians dancing on rooftops while Iraqi Scud 
missiles landed on Israeli territory, as unpleasant to Israeli Jews as it 

may have been, was definitely not worse than ultraorthodox Jews 
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in Israel dancing in the streets and on rooftops claiming that finally 

retribution was meted out to nonbelieving Jews. According to them, 

these claims were supported by the fact that no missiles landed in 

orthodox neighborhoods. The point of this observation is that no 

Israeli labeled these orthodox Jews as wolves nor did these orthodox 

Jews suffer any repercussion for their actions. A similar act by the 

Palestinians, however, was deemed proof of their disloyalty and un- 

trustworthiness and elicited more hostile and derogatory remarks 

from Israelis.?! 
As indicated earlier, Saddam Hussein was a symbol and voice of 

Arab nationalism and perhaps even heroism. The Palestinians ex- 

pressed support for him in the context of their own national aspira- 
tions and frustrations, and not because of his personal attributes and 

characteristics. Israelis were not the only people frustrated by the 

conflict. Palestinian discouragement was a response to the lack of 

solutions to their demands. The 1988 declaration of an independent 

Palestinian state and the Palestinian Liberation Organization’s (PLO) 
renunciation of terrorism were only the more important of several 

unsuccessful steps taken by Palestinians toward peace, steps that 

were largely ignored by Israel and the United States. The lack of 
momentum for their demands naturally generated frustration; there- 

fore, it is easy to see how they would be excited by the romantic 

specter of an Arab leader standing up against all odds to a Western 

superpower and refusing to back off. This is the reason that the 

United States was alarmed by Saddam Hussein and why it inter- 

vened in the Gulf crisis. 
The crux of the problem was that Palestinian and Israeli national 

aspirations always collided because they were directed toward the 

same territory. The hostility between the two was only a by-product 

and not the cause of conflicting national aspirations. Unless these 
conflicting aspirations can be satisfied, there is no chance of finding 

a permanent solution to the Israeli-Palestinian or Arab-Israeli 
conflicts. 

It was argued that the Palestinian issue is only “a symptom of the 
Arab-Israeli conflict rather then its ‘root cause’,”22 and therefore it is 

necessary to resolve the two in one single package. It is unlikely that 

Israel will be successful in dealing with a group of Arab countries 

divided among themselves when it cannot resolve the Palestinian 

issue over which it has more control. The attempt to resolve both — 
conflicts simultaneously will in effect delay any possibility of resolv- 

ing the Palestinian issue. It should be noted, however, that as long 

as the Arab-Israeli conflict is controlled, the United States can pre- 
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sent its involvement in the Middle East as a legitimate action to pro- 

tect the only democracy in the region.23 Without such a conflict, the 
United States would need to develop a new way of legitimizing its in- 

volvement in the Middle East. 

One way to prolong the conflict is to delay the resolution of the 
Palestinian issue. The question is how long Israel will be able and 

willing to sustain a status quo that strains Israeli society and its polit- 

ical system. Israel could be more flexible with the Palestinians if 

they wanted to satisfy only U.S. objectives. In fact, the Israelis have 

their own reasons to delay any final settlement of the Palestinian 
conflict. First, Israelis know that any such settlement must involve a 

withdrawal from all or substantial parts of the Occupied Territories. 

Any voluntary withdrawal from the West Bank or the Gaza Strip 

could be tantamount to political suicide for the leader of the country 

during such a withdrawal. At the same time, it is doubtful whether 
the Palestinians, with or without the support of Arab countries, will 
have the capacity to force Israel to withdraw. Therefore, the only 

possible way to get Israel to relinquish its occupation of the West 

Bank and the Gaza Strip is through U.S. pressure. As indicated, 
this is not likely to happen in the near future. 

Second, the aliyah, or Jewish immigration, strengthened Israel in 

many areas including militarily. To settle immigrants, Israel needs 

all the land that it can control including the West Bank and the 

Gaza Strip. As it happens, “the convergence, however inadvertent, 

between Washington and Israel in capping the Jewish refugee quo- 

tas to the United States and in diverting this human flood of Soviet 

Jewish refugees towards the shores of the Eastern Mediterranean 

. . . have generated a well founded fear that this vast new aliyah 

will bring in its wake what earlier aliyah have brought and constitute 

a prelude to an even greater Israeli hegemony in the region.””4 But 

even if Israel’s goal is not necessarily to increase its hegemony, some 

of its leaders definitely cherish the idea of a “greater Israel.” 

The third reason is that, demographically, most of the Israeli pop- 

ulation is concentrated within the Haifa-Tel Aviv-Jerusalem triangle. 
This area is already congested and cannot absorb many additional 

people. The only tracts of land large enough and available for devel- 

opment are in the southern part of Israel, which is a barren desert 
with insufficient water and infrastructure, and is too remote from 

the Israeli main cities. Consequently, the only practical places for ex- 
pansion are inside the Occupied Territories, but populating this area 
carries other strategic considerations. Despite the freeze on Jewish 
settlement building in the Occupied Territories demanded by the 
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United States as a condition of granting the U.S. $10 billion in loan 

guarantees to Israel, the current Labor government exempted the 

so-called “security settlements” from this. The building of Jewish 

settlements will continue around Jerusalem, the Golan Heights, and 

the Jordan River valley. 

Another reason dictating against a release of, or withdrawal from, 

the West Bank and the Gaza Strip is that almost 100,000 Israelis are 

already settled in these territories. No Israeli politician seems willing 

to risk repeating the 1982 forceful removal of Jewish settlers from 

the Sinai by the Israeli Army. Therefore, the difficulties involved in 

removing them are bound to make the Palestinian issue linger for as 

long as Israel can afford to delay it. These settlers live in newly devel- 

oped towns and settlements that are intertwined with Palestinian cit- 

ies, towns, and villages in a very intricate web that is going to be 

difficult, if not impossible, to untangle. Whether Palestinians will 

consider any future peace plan that leaves such a substantial and 

growing Israeli minority in their midst remains to be seen. Under 

the current Israeli proposals for autonomy of the Occupied Territo- 

ries, Jewish settlers would be exempt from Palestinian jurisdiction, 

but because Israelis and Palestinians cannot agree on the form of 

autonomy this is hardly the problem. The Israelis would probably 

do whatever they can to avoid reaching this stage by making post- 

ponements and indefinite delays. 

It is clear, however, that despite the benchmark talks in Madrid in 

1991 the Palestinian issue is almost exactly where it was prior to the 

Gulf crisis and war. All sides to the Palestinian-Israeli dispute pro- 

pose ideas of how a settlement can be reached, but since the Camp 

David Agreement of 1979 there is absolutely no noticeable progress, 

and the Israelis still take autonomy to mean municipal rule while 

the Palestinians envision statehood. The Israeli masses are still frus- 

trated with living in a permanent state of siege as is amply mani- 

fested in their daily economic, political, social, and cultural life. At 

the same time, the Palestinian masses are frustrated with the lack of 

progress in their struggle to satisfy political and national aspirations. 

Given the present state of affairs, however, neither the Gulf War nor 

peace conferences made any difference. 

Defense Policy 

It was stated that the devastation inflicted upon the Iraqi army by 
the U.S.-led coalition “confirms Israel as the undisputed superpower 
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of the Middle East.”25 This is, of course, a truism; Lebanon, Syria, 

the Kingdom of Jordan, and Egypt did not require such an an- 
nouncement. They did not have any doubts about Israel’s military 

capabilities. 
On the other hand, the Gulf War demonstrated again that the 

United States is willing and able to intervene militarily in the Mid- 
dle East to further its interests and support its regional allies. This, 

however, was also known to Israel’s Arab neighbors. Thus, in effect, 

the Gulf War did not change any of the military considerations or 

premises that prevailed before its outbreak. 

Another important feature of the Gulf War was Israeli self- 

restraint. Traditionally, when a serious military threat developed, Is- 

rael pursued a policy of preemptive military action such as that taken 

in the 1967 Six Day War. Whenever Israel was attacked, it pursued 

a policy of retaliatory military action. This time, Iraqi threats against 

Israel before the Gulf War and the launching of Scud missiles against 

Israeli urban centers failed to provoke an Israeli military response. 

A few analysts and commentators believed that the United States 

was “pleading” with the Israelis “not to interfere with the fighting 

over Iraq in any way that could undermine the coalition with the 

Arab states that has made possible the presence of U.S. troops in 

the region.”26 Although this contention deserves some credence, it is 

highly questionable whether the United States had to plead its case 

before Israel. It is more likely that the United States “was insisting 
that Jerusalem exercise complete restraint,’2? emphasis being on the 

word insisting. 

Israel calculated that by “accommodating” U.S. “pleas” for self- 

restraint, Israel would be more successful in obtaining additional 

massive economic and military aid after the war. Although these 

calculations were based on the Israeli experience of the 1973 Yom 

Kippur War,’ it was not certain that the United States would actu- 
ally provide such massive aid without linking it to Israeli conces- 
sions with regard to the Arab-Israeli and Palestinian-Israeli conflicts. 

Second, although the psychological impact of Scud missiles land- 
ing on Tel Aviv and Haifa should not be disregarded, the actual 
physical damage inflicted upon Israel in terms of destruction and 
war-related economic losses was significantly less than the damage 

that Israel would have incurred by direct and active participation in 

the war. 
Third, no Israeli preemptive or retaliatory military action could 

have had any meaningful effect on an adversary such as Iraq under 



362 Meir Porat 

Saddam Hussein. Even the massive and general devastation inflicted 

upon Iraq by the U.S.-dominated coalition did not seem to affect the 

Iraqi leadership. 
Finally, the Israeli policy of self-restraint should not be considered 

a manifestation of or a response to a new world order. A very strong 

case can be made in support of the view that this policy was con- 

sistent with Israeli self interests and objectives. First, this policy fa- 

cilitated U.S. efforts to create and lead an anti-Iraqi political and 

military coalition, which intended to deal a devastating blow to one 

of Israel’s most powerful adversaries. U.S. and Israeli consultation 

and cooperation during the Gulf War, which included among other 

things the tracking of mobile Iraqi SCUD missiles, serves as an exam- 

ple.29 It is worth noticing that this type of concerted activity was not 

unusual but fell within the bounds of the 1984 “memorandum of 

understanding” governing U.S.-Israeli strategic concerns. 

The Economy 

The influx of hundreds of thousands of new immigrants and the 

huge amounts of money associated with the absorption and integra- 

tion of these people into the general matrix of Israeli society stretched 

Israel’s economic capacity to the limit. Without U.S. aid, Israel could 

not sustain its economy even before the war. Israel’s requirement for 

additional massive injections of economic aid must be satisfied be- 

fore it can develop an economy that produces money and not an 

economy that collects or raises money.°° 

The precarious state of the Israeli economy was exacerbated by 

the Gulf War, which demonstrated that Israel was unprepared for 

an unconventional war, or to conduct a defensive war. Consequently, 

it will require vast amounts of money to cure these deficiencies as 
quickly as possible. Thus, from an economic perspective, the Gulf 
War escalated military expenditures in many Middle Eastern coun- 

tries, not only Israel, in direct contradiction with the declared prin- 

ciples of a so-called new world order. 

Conclusion 

The preceding review of some of the more important issues permeat- 
ing Middle Eastern affairs in general, and Israeli policies and atti- 

tudes in particular, demonstrates that the new world order in the 
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Middle Eastern region is not different from the o/d world order. The 

same complex cluster of elements that influenced the Middle East 

before the Gulf War continues to hold the region in its firm grip. Al- 

though certain conditions may change with the passage of time, the 

essential composition of the Arab-Israeli and Israeli-Palestinian con- 

flicts remains intact. 
Because rising Arab nationalism and Muslim fundamentalism will 

affect the present and future political stability of the Middle East, it 

is possible that the climate in the region is not yet ripe for lasting 

peace settlements. The proliferation of literature and articles origi- 

nating in Israel that advance the thesis that a real and lasting resolu- 

tion of all conflicts in the Middle Eastern region will be possible 

only if and when the Arab countries adopt democratic political sys- 

tems may simply be a tactic intended to divert everyone’s attention 

from the lack of progress toward a negotiated resolution of the Arab- 

Israeli and Israeli-Palestinian conflicts.3! 
If the idea of democratization as a prerequisite for enduring polit- 

ical stability takes root in the minds of decision makers in Western 

democracies, it will address two issues of concern to Israel. First, 

because Israel has the only Western style democratic system in the 

Middle East, it will help to link future political prospects with those 

of the Western democracies. 
More important, however, is the calculation that if democratiza- 

tion is to be a prerequisite for enduring settlements in the region, Is- 

rael could continue to hold the Occupied Territories and adhere to 
its policy of no compromise for as long as its Arab neighbors fail to 
adopt effective democratic political systems. From the present van- 
tage point, this may take a very long time, if it happens at all. In any 

event, as far as substance is concerned, there seems to be no evi- 

dence to support the contention that the disintegration of the Soviet 
Union and the consequences of the Gulf War created a new oe 

climate or a new world order in the Middle East. 
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Jordan and the Gulf War 

Kamel S. Abu Jaber 

The 1990 Gulf crisis and its aftermath will continue to severely chal- 

lenge the Arab order, not only because of the defeat of Iraq, but 

also because of the psychological, political, military, and economic 

scars it inflicted. The multiplying effect of the war will be a desta- 

bilizing factor for the Middle Eastern region for some time. By leav- 

ing the Arab world so weakened in the presence of other regional 

powers such as Israel, Turkey, and Iran, the war created a power vac- 

uum that will invite more instability. In addition, the war deepened 

and entrenched divisions in Arab ranks. The Arabs are no longer 

divided just along political (progressive centrist and reactionary) and 

economic (rich and poor) lines, but now are also totally dependent 

on outside powers for their military and political security. 

In spite of the half-hearted efforts by Arab leaders to close ranks 

again and recreate the prewar fig leaf atmosphere of the Arab sister 

nations relating in a brotherly fashion, the cleavages created by the 
war will take time to bridge. Many observers, both Arabs and non- 

Arabs, believe the cleavages can never be bridged because certain 

Arabs “hired” foreign armies to destroy Iraq. The ruthless destruc- 

tion was only matched by the later continued and deliberate espousal 

of the causes of various minorities within the country. The sudden 

and for the first time “strengthened” United Nations provided legiti- 

macy to Western actions in collusion with Israel for the destruction 
of the last Arab power. And although few in the Arab world, includ- 

ing Jordan, condoned the annexation of Kuwait and, in fact, called 

for the restoration of Kuwait to its preinvasion status, the destruc- 
tion of Iraq and continued visible Western presence was viewed as a 
punishment totally out of proportion to the original deed. 

For whose benefit was the Arab world so totally reduced and ex- 

posed? Jordan never wanted nor could it condone the annexation of 

Kuwait. In fact, from the beginning it made its position on Iraq very 
clear: Iraq must evacuate the country and restore the original regime. 

366 
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Yet while saying this, Jordan, ever cognizant of the real and present 
danger of Israel, wanted the restoration of the original situation to 

be brought about peacefully, and a solution worked out within the 

Arab system. Whatever reservations it may have had vis-a-vis Iraqi 
action or power were diminished when weighed against the imminent 

danger of Israel. Iraqi power, if it could be made to behave within 
the Arab system, was an absolute necessity to counterbalance the 

ever growing power of the Israeli Likud Party. 

Further, Jordan’s view of the crisis evolved against the background 

of a totally frustrated and thwarted Arab world that, since the advent 

of modern times, found itself not only challenged, but ridiculed, 

abused, and rendered helpless at every turn. Also in the background 

was the vision of the Arab world badly defeated in 1967 and the 

West’s covert and overt glee over the event. With the help of the 

Zionist propaganda machine and the West the Arab world was 

turned into an “ugly pariah,” an outlaw, and a terrorist on the inter- 

national scene. So badly did the situation evolve that it became pal- 

atable for the West to resort to its moral double standard in treating 

Arab and Israeli actions. Jordan’s position also evolved in the wake 

of the unresolved internal as well as external challenges and crises 

facing the Arab world: the faltering economies, the uneven devel- 

opment, the questions of political legitimacy and social justice, in 

addition to problems and crises in Palestine, Lebanon, Southern 

Sudan, and the Western Sahara. That is why Jordan, then and now, 

insisted on not isolating the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait from its milieu 

and historical background. 
Jordan found itself in the midst of a crisis not of its own doing; 

its position was further complicated by conflicting commitments to 
the two opposing belligerent sides, neither willing to heed its advice. 
Among the immediate side effects of the crisis were the tens of thou- 
sands of refugees that poured into the country, adding further pres- 

sures to Jordan’s limited resources and exasperating its already deep 

economic crisis. Although Jordan had experienced massive waves of 
forced refugees in 1948 and 1967, this refugee movement was truly a 

tragic one, not only of a more permanent Palestinian dimension but 

of a transitory multinational one as well. The number of Palestinian 

“returnees,” the name given to Palestinian refugees forced out of 

Kuwait, the Gulf countries, and Saudi Arabia, was estimated at three 

to four hundred thousand. 
The new status quo that emerged in the region, shattering its al- 

ready fragile stability and its future course, emphasized the need for 
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new and innovative thinking concerning how to deal with the new 

circumstances. Can the so-called Arab solidarity—the Arab system 

and the Arab League—be restored to any semblance of a working 

order? As weak and perhaps ineffective as they were before the con- 

flict began, they did at least provide two services to the Arabs: first 

as an umbrella under which the Arab leaders met at the summit and 

second as a fig leaf of solidarity presented to the world. Skeptical as 

it may be, Jordan always viewed these two vehicles as important 

channels for the Arabs to communicate with each other and even 

infrequently decide on something. Now even these have disappeared, 

and earnest efforts are underway to revive them.! 

Jordan’s Position 

Caught between powerful conflicting poles—its traditional pro-West- 

ern policies, its friendship and strong ties with the Gulf regimes and 

Saudi Arabia, and its equally strong relations with Irag—Jordan de- 

cided to stand in the middle. Doing so, it hoped to influence the 

course of events in such a way as to avoid military conflict. Under- 

estimating and perhaps unaware of the undercurrents of Western 

(principally British-U.S. and Israeli) long-term strategy, Jordan found 

itself in the unusual situation of being isolated with Iraq. In effect, 

the economic blockade applied to Jordan as well, making it a sec- 

ondary target; its very survival hung in the balance for the entire du- 

ration of the crisis, from 2 August 1990 to March 1991. 

From the beginning, Jordan realized the gravity of its position, 

which was complicated by pressures from within the country. From 

the time of the parliamentary elections of November 1989 and the 

restoration of parliamentary life in Jordan, popular pro-Iraqi senti- 

ment was so strong it could not be ignored, even if the regime had 

wished to do so. On the mass street level, the view of Iraq in Jor- 

dan, in spite of the way Iraq dealt with its internal opposition, was 

of a rising, technologically advancing, nationalistic Arab state that 

offered to redress the military imbalance tipped in Israel’s favor vis- 
a-vis the Arab world. 

Jordan’s population (approximately half Jordanian and half Pales- 

tinian) saw the rising Iraqi military power as the only hope of either 
liberating all of Palestine for the radical elements or, at least, forcing 
the Israelis to negotiate a viable, palatable, peaceful settlement for 

the moderate elements. In Jordan’s democratic atmosphere, this 

strong sentiment was expressed in mass rallies, speeches, radio and 
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television programs, parliamentary debates, conferences symposia, 

and magazine and newspaper articles; it could not be ignored by the 
regime. 

Strengthening this sentiment and giving it more substance were 

numerous factors, chief among them Israeli intransigence and that 
country’s total disregard for UN resolutions, international law, or 

the Geneva Conventions, which called for the protection of civilian 
populations under occupation. The latter could be seen in the ruth- 

less treatment of the Palestinians in the course of their Intifada. 
Frustration deepened as the days and weeks of the Intifada turned 

into months and years, with the entire Western world not only turn- 

ing a blind eye on the atrocities committed against the Palestinians, 

but finding excuses for why the Israeli soldiers committed such 
atrocities. 

In the background, also, was the apparent Iraqi victory against 

Iran in its long war with that country. Many felt that this was the 

first time in many centuries that Arab soldiers had won a battle, and 

soon comparisons were made between Saddam Hussein and the leg- 

endary liberator of Jerusalem, Salah al-Din al-Ayubi. The powerful 

symbolism and imagery moved the masses to intensely support Iraq. 

Also motivating the mass sentiment and, to a large extent, the offi- 

cialdom of Jordan, was the failure of the United States as the sole in- 

fluential international actor on the Middle Eastern scene to move 
Israel to the negotiating table.? Since 1967, U.S. support for Israel 

increased and developed into a political, military, technological, and 

economic alliance. The once symbiotic relationship developed into 

an organic one to the point where it became difficult, if not impossi- 

ble, to distinguish who was influencing whom. The resultant despair 

at not having even a modicum of fair treatment turned not only to 

xenophobic anti-U.S. and anti-Western feeling, but also to stronger 

support for Iraq. 
The United States and the West were further blamed for Egypt’s 

withdrawal from the Arab-Israeli conflict and the signing of its peace 
treaty with Israel, leaving the Arab world exposed before the ex- 
panding Israeli military and political power. The allotment of blame 
as to who and what induced Egypt to abandon the cause of Pales- 

tine was laid at the doorstep of the United States, the argument be- 
ing that the West, especially the United States, could not be trusted. 
This did nothing to help its traditional friends, such as Jordan, nor 
even those who revolved in its orbit such as Egypt: Iraq offered the 

only hope. 

Linked to these motivating regional and international factors for 
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Jordan’s behavior were other, uniquely Jordanian factors. In the 

years since the Iran-Iraq War, coordination and personal friendships 

developed between Jordanian and Iraqi leaders. The public could 

not miss the frequent, sometimes weekly visits exchanged at the top 

leadership level, nor could they miss the outpouring of mass media 

support in the newspapers and on the official radio and television sta- 

tions. Jordan television devoted much of its newscasting to Iraqi 

news and other special events in addition to the transmission of 

weekly programs broadcast directly from Baghdad. 

On the economic level, two developments should be noted, espe- 

cially because they were important in influencing Jordanian behav- 

ior. The first concerned U.S. pressure on Jordan: the continued 

refusal to sell arms to Jordan following the signing of the Camp 

David Accords and the peace treaty between Egypt and Israel.? U.S. 

pressure on Jordan to follow the Egyptian pattern moved from the 

political to the economic level with U.S. aid decreasing in the 1980s 

to the point of being negligible. Further, the United States induced 

its Arab allies in the Gulf (with the exception of Saudi Arabia and 

Oman and to some extent the United Arab Emirates) to withhold 

aid from Jordan. These developments diminished the influence of 

these traditional donor countries on Jordan and also increased Jor- 

dan’s dependency on Iraq. In fact, it was a matter of pride for Jor- 

dan to associate with a progressive, nationalistic Iraq and receive aid 

from it rather than from the United States and its associates in the 

region. 

The Jordanian economy eventually became strongly intertwined 

with Iraq’s. Iraq not only provided Jordan with oil at concessionary 

prices, but freely allowed Jordanian goods into the country. Busy 

with its war with Iran in the 1980s, Iraq needed much of the agricul- 
tural produce and many Jordanian manufactured products. By the 

time the crisis erupted in August 1990, nearly 40 percent of Jordan’s 

economy depended on Iraq. Iraq was a neighbor and a sister Arab 

Islamic country that was working toward the twin goal of Arab 

unity and the liberation of Palestine. Geographical contiguity and 

the facilitated transportation system added to the growing relation- 
ship. Many Jordanians felt that to support Iraq was a natural, na- 

tionalistic duty. 

There were additional reasons for Jordan’s initial position as well 

as its later refusal to support the condemnation of Iraq’s invasion of 

Kuwait. U.S.-Western and Arab pressure on Jordan to condemn the 

invasion and annexation did not bear fruit primarily because Jordan 
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did not wish to provide Arab cover for Western military action and 

intrusion into the area. It was also prompted by Jordan’s desire to 

maintain a link between Iraq and the rest of the world even though 

it did not condone Iraq’s action. Arab condemnation, Jordan felt, 

would take the whole matter out of Arab hands and provide a legit- 
imate cover for whatever was contemplated for the area. Foreign in- 
trusion would further weaken the entire Arab world and leave Israel 
in a position of military hegemony.° Jordan also feared for Iraq’s 
military power, not only in its strategic depth against Israel, but as a 

check against possible Iranian or even Turkish designs. As events 
unfolded, Jordan’s assessment was accurate of the consequences of a 

diminished Iraq not only internally but vis-a-vis Israel, Iran, and 

Turkey. 

Jordan reasoned that an Iraqi defeat would create a regional power 

vacuum with untold consequences. Jordan was a central buffer state 

surrounded by powerful neighbors: Israel, Syria, Iraq, Turkey, and 

Iran. Any disturbance of this status quo, however much tension it 

might produce at times, could shatter the geopolitical and geostra- 
tegic balance beyond repair, perhaps at the expense of the very sur- 

vival of the country. 

Throughout the crisis and its aftermath, Jordan viewed with trep- 
idation and much suspicion the personalization of the conflict against 
Saddam Hussein and the way in which the Western powers pre- 

vented any meaningful dialogue with Iraq. Not only was Western- 
Iraqi dialogue somehow excluded, but so was Arab-Iraqi dialogue. 
The entire Western world spoke of international law, principles of 

the UN, and the necessity of upholding certain moral values. The 

United Nations suddenly acquired teeth, and for a few weeks its sec- 

retary general became an important and serious political broker. Why 
were any of these lofty ideas not adhered to in the case of Israel? 

Thus, Jordan’s vision and its consequent stand emanated from 

highly complex factors, none of which were apparent to the some- 
times overly simplistic explanations in the Western mass media. On 
the Iraqi-Kuwaiti level too, Jordan felt that, in the words of King 
Hussein, the crisis “did not come out of the blue.” Jordan’s choice, 

considering its domestic, regional, and international situation, was 

not between good and evil, but between the lesser of two evils. In 
fact, Jordan was surprised at Western reaction to its stand: “My 
objective and that of Jordan was to avoid war and to reverse the 
occupation of Kuwait peacefully,” said Hussein. Later he added, “Let 
me be very clear: we were against Iraq’s action in Kuwait and we 
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were against Iraqi intransigence in not taking any of the opportuni- 

ties to move out of Kuwait and to resolve this question peacefully.”” 

In fact, Jordan could not take any other stand than to oppose the 

occupation of Kuwait as a matter of principle; it cultivated good re- 

lations with Kuwait and was a member of both the Arab League 

and the UN.’ Ever cognizant of the conspiracies against its survival, 

Jordan could not but be against the forceful annexation of one state 

by another. Further, for Jordan to condone the annexation of Ku- 

wait, either morally or legally, would deprive it of one of its most 

important arguments against the Israeli annexation of Arab lands in 

the West Bank, including Jerusalem, the Gaza Strip, the Golan 

Heights, and South Lebanon. Unlike the West, Jordan cannot back 

up and sustain a double standard. To do this would deprive it of 

strong arguments aimed at its very survival by the Israeli Likud gov- 

ernment in their deliberately misleading call that “Jordan is Pales- 

tine.” . 

Understandably, Jordan attempted to convince Iraq to withdraw 

peacefully from Kuwait, thus preventing the Arab and Western coali- 

tion from destroying it. Obviously, Iraq had other visions as to how 

it would deal with the crisis and was bent on following its own 

course. In answering a question addressed by this author to Crown 

Prince al-Hassan bin Talal in the second week of August as to 

whether Jordan was counseling Iraq to withdraw from Kuwait or 

suffer terrible consequences, he replied that Jordan was doing its 

best toward that end but that the Iraqis would not listen. Answering 

a similar question in July 1991, King Hussein replied, “I was frank 

and honest, right from the word go. If I didn’t succeed it is to my 

sadness and regret.”? Iraq played into the hands of its enemies, pro- 

viding them with an excuse to strike at it under an Arab-Islamic 

cover, and its military effort was largely funded by Arab money. 

Jordan’s attempts to diffuse the situation and contain it within the 

Arab fold must be viewed against this background. During the two 

decades prior to the eruption of the Gulf crisis, especially since the 

mid-1970s, Jordan was forced, ironically, by its traditional allies (the 

West and conservative Arab regimes), into an isolated position in 

the hope of forcing it to succumb and sign a Camp David-type 

treaty with Israel. The pressure not only failed to coerce Jordan, but 

instead pushed it closer toward Iraq, a position that would not have 

been anathema under normal circumstances. When Iraq predictably 

acted violently against its version of Kuwait’s behavior, Jordan found 

itself in a precarious predicament. Since its establishment, Jordan, 
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because of its paucity of natural resources, its refugee burdens, and 

its security needs, as well as its central geostrategic position as a 

buffer, always needed a powerful economic and military ally. To put 

it bluntly, Jordan’s position is determined to a very large extent by 

its geography and demography. 

But for the traditional centrism and moderation of its leaders, es- 

pecially its king, the country could have had a more volatile, radical, 

and militant complexion. Its moderation and following of a cautious, 

rational course had been the greatest “hidden strength” of the coun- 

try and were instrumental in giving Jordan its uniquely liberal socio- 

economic and political experiment, and allowing it to face and sur- 

vive the successive crises it faced over the decades. 

Throughout the Gulf crisis, Jordan insisted that it had not aban- 

doned either its traditional moderation or its friends. As the militar- 
ily and economically weakest link in the chain of states of the Middle 

East, it could not then, nor can it now, ignore its powerful neigh- 

bors. By personalizing the conflict between Saddam Hussein and 

George Bush, Jordan felt that both Iraq and the United States had 

painted themselves into a corner from which neither could escape 

easily. Jordan’s choice between the two sides was an impossible one 

made more difficult by the accusations of the Western mass media 

that it had abandoned its traditional friends, a charge that Jordan 

continues to deny.!° Internally the country was liberalizing and broad- 

ening the base of the regime. The November 1989 elections brought 

in a parliament that included many fundamentalists, leftists, various 
radicals, nationalists, and many independents.!! Their vocal support 
of Iraq against Western aggression could not be ignored even if the 

regime wished to do so. In the words of Ann Lesch “the Jordanian 
public and government were predisposed to support Iraq, given their 

yearning for a strong Arab leader who would stand up to the West, 

defend them from Israeli attack, and compel the oil-rich regimes to 
use their wealth to support Arab causes.”!2 It was also true that the 

king had “given the impression” of sympathizing with Iraq. Days af- 
ter the Iraqi invasion, the king told NBC News that Saddam Hus- 

sein was “a person to be trusted . . . an Arab patriot in the eyes of 

many.”!3 
Later, however, it appeared that the king was not happy with 

what he called “Iraq’s intransigence in not taking any of the oppor- 
tunities to resolve the question peacefully.” It was also revealed that 

he sent President Hussein “a very tough letter . . . in September 
[1990] but that the latter did not heed the advice.”!4 And, in discuss- 
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ing his support of Iraq, the king said, “this is the second time that 

this happened in my life. In 1967 I was sitting on the beach in 

Aqaba when I heard the news that the late-Egyptian President Jamal 

Abdul Nasser had put his troops in Sinai and closed the Gulf of 

Aqaba. . . . We are still suffering until now.”!5 In the same inter- 

view, he added that he had not spoken with Saddam Hussein even 

by telephone since the first few days after the occupation of Kuwait.!¢ 

Obviously then, Jordan’s position was grossly misunderstood. 

Whether the misunderstanding was deliberate on the part of the 

West, especially through its mass media apparatus, remains to be 

seen. True to its traditional moderate and conciliatory tone, Jordan, 

risking its very survival, stuck to its cause, hoping that, in the words 

of King Hussein, the truth about Jordan and its people would soon 

be revealed and others would realize their mistakes.!’ 

Beyond the Crisis 

One year later, commemorating the first anniversary of the attack 

on Iraq, Secretary of Defense Richard Cheney stated that the use of 

force against Iraq for a second time could not be ruled out unless 

that country fully complied with UN Security Council resolutions.!* 

Saddam Hussein was still in power, Kuwait was rebuilding itself, 

and Shamir was as coy as ever vis-a-vis any meaningful negotiations 

with the Palestinians. 

Although it is obvious that the use of force against Iraq accom- 

plished much for Israel and the West, it pushed the Arab world 

further back from entering the modern world and communicating 

with it. Iraq unleashed powerful forces and fearful passions when it 

invaded Kuwait. It challenged the borders marked by the colonial 

powers after World War I and brought into question the political le- 

gitimacy of the regimes that were then established. The Gulf War 

prompted many questions: Are the borders laid down by colonial in- 

terests and the regimes untouchable? Is Arab unity feasible, and 

how can it be accomplished? Who owns Arab wealth (oil), espe- 
cially when it is contemplated that the colonial powers made sure 

that wealth remained in the hands of the minority with poverty the 

lot of the majority, making it easy to control both? Are the more 

populous states on whose shoulders rests the burden of maintaining 
Arab national security entitled to a share in this wealth? Should not 

the smaller but wealthier states carry part of the burden albeit only 
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financially? Why is not at least part of the Arab surplus money, in- 
vested and sometimes squandered in the West, invested in the Arab 

world? Is it because the Arabs remain divided into the poor and the 

rich, the have and the have-nots? Whose oil is it? These questions 
unleashed by the Gulf crisis challenge not only the West but the 

Arab body politic as well. 
Although leadership in most Arab countries acted one way, popu- 

lar sentiment still searches for reasonable answers. To be sure, the 

crisis made for very strange bedfellows. “Progressive” and so-called 

“reactionary” regimes cohabited easily, the old rhetoric relegated to 
the dustbin of history. New alignments and new fragmentations 

emerged, and with them the search for ways of coping with the new 

circumstances. Who is friend and who is foe? It is as if the entire 
Arab world, already disoriented and in search of itself, was placed 

in a giant mixer. 
How does a small, problem-ridden country cope with the new cir- 

cumstances? Every time Jordan hoped that a new plateau of stabil- 

ity was approaching, another problem shattered the situation. The 

old friends, whether in the Arab world, in the region, or in the West, 

are still not happy with Jordan. In the West, they feign astonish- 

ment and even dismay at Jordan’s behavior, choosing deliberately to 

misunderstand that a small, weak country such as Jordan must play 

games to survive. Jordan could not have acted in any other way. 

Too many powerful forces from within would have torn its fabric 

asunder. What would have happened, for instance, had Jordan con- 

demned Iraq and invited foreign troops into its territory? Would 
Iraq have remained aloof, or would it have crossed through Jordan 

on the way to liberate Jerusalem, an idea that is very appealing not 
only within Jordan but elsewhere in the Arab world? 

Under the circumstances, Jordan’s behavior, questioned by many 

within Jordan who thought it should have militarily involved itself 

on the side of Irag, was designed to assure the country’s survival 

and prevent the further spread of the conflict. Although the West 

continuously preached the benefits of the spread of democracy in 
various parts of the world, it hypocritically criticized Jordan for re- 
sponding to its own internal popular pressure in support of Iraq. 

The crisis created new wounds and deepened old ones in the Arab 
body. Yet, it brought new realizations to the fore. For one thing, it 
starkly revealed how limited Arab independence and Arab scope of 
action are. The Arab world, whether for or against Iraq, was easily 

manipulated by outside forces and the entire Arab world had no 
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real friends or allies either regionally or internationally, especially in 

the West. The Western powers are still willing to resort to classic 

military action and although Western military forces were physically 

removed from the region following independence, the forces were 

simply moved to ships and bases close by or to their home countries 

in the West, always ready to return quickly. 

With the wounds came possibilities. If Jordan could rehabilitate 

its relationship with the United States, its traditional ally, it could 

weather the crisis and look toward a better future. One of the most 

important lessons for Jordan, which may help in honing its sense of 

survival, is that Arab and Islamic solidarity slogans are no more 

than the desert mirages of Arabia. When the chips were down, every 

Arab state, regardless of brotherly declamations to the contrary, 

acted purely from self interests. 

Power, Jordan realized, resides with the powerful and, in the 

words of Adnan Abu Odeh, political advisor to King Hussein, “the 

entire world seems to have accepted American leadership, even the 

Europeans who hold contrary private opinions have surrendered.” 

The implication is that Jordan should follow suit. Jordan would be 

happier to live in a world of pan-America if a peaceful settlement of 

the Palestinian situation could be accomplished. Toward that end, it 
continues to push for a greater U.S. role in the region. At the same 

time, it views any further isolation and possible destruction of Iraq 

as dangerous to the stability of the whole region vis-a-vis Israel, 

Turkey, and Iran. 
For a small country, the situation cannot be black or white. Such 

a reduction is not just hypocritical but unnatural as well. It is this 
vision that caused Jordan to follow the course it did and now impels 
it to pursue reconciliation. No sooner had the military operations 
against Iraq ended than King Hussein declared in one of his speeches 

to the Arab nation that it should turn a new page based on “re- 
conciliation.”!9 

In a land where myth and reality have been interlocked since time 

immemorial, Jordan’s style and conduct is only part of the scene. 

This is an area of shifting ideas and conflicts. While the people in- 

volved declare their versions of the truth in absolute, eternal terms 

clear to themselves alone, the Jordanian leadership learned that only 

foggy shades of grey exist. Today, on the intellectual as well as the 

official levels in the Arab world, there is an earnest search to “purify 
the Arab atmosphere.” Jordan is keen to restore the Arab “order,” or 

disorder as the case may be, that existed in the area prior to the 
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crisis. The Amman-based Arab Thought Forum held a symposium 

in Cairo in September 1991 on precisely this theme. 

When the dust settles, questions will continue to arise in Jordan- 

ian minds. How was Kuwait, ever so careful, cool, and calculating 

in its relations with others, made to behave the way it did, ignoring 
Iraq’s pleas, threats, and the presence of over one hundred thousand 

Iraqi troops on its borders? Was it the presence of U.S. flags over its 

ships or was it given assurances to ignore Iraq’s angry protests over 
the Rumailah oil field, the construction on the Iraqi border territory, 

and the deliberate depression of oil prices on the world market? 
Iraq’s behavior, to be sure, was more predictable considering the 

nature of its leadership and its ambitious pan-Arab Ba/athist ideol- 
ogy, as well as its euphoric sense of triumph after the war with Iran. 
Yet, how was Iraq lured to send its armies unprotected into the des- 

ert at Hafr al-Batin? Ambassador April Glaspie’s testimony, despite 

its later elaborations, does not give satisfactory answers, and the 

Bush administration remained silent. 
How did the entire international scene become so suddenly recep- 

tive to what took place under the aegis of a UN that hitherto was 

paid scant attention by the very actors who now suddenly proclaimed 

their adherence to its principles? This occurred, coincidentally, with 
the collapse of the Soviet communist system and the ensuing Soviet 

Jewish immigration to Israel. 

Who induced whom and who paid the price? Were both Kuwait 

and Iraq the victims of a pre-arranged, well-thought-out, well-exe- 

cuted and -planned Desert Shield: an operation designed to place 

majority control over the flow, price, and distribution of oil in the 

hands of the British-U.S. partnership at the international level, leav- 

ing Israel in a position of regional military and political hegemony? 

When were the plans made? Were its antecedents the various doc- 

trines issued by most U.S. presidents since Franklin D. Roosevelt to 

protect the oil of Arabia as a “vital interest of the United States” as 

well as the U.S. Rapid Deployment Force constructed in the early 

1980s? Was the whole affair from start to finish a historical accident, 

the “daughter of its moment” as the Arabs say, or was it a well-laid- 

out plan awaiting the right movement to come to fruition? 

Scholars will continue to search for answers to these and many 

other questions in the decades to come, especially as the Arab world 

becomes weaker. The structural internal weakness will be due to the 

inability of its component parts, either individually or collectively, to 

cope with internal or external problems in a rational manner. For 
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the present, Jordan, like every other small country, must bow its 

head before the Desert Storm. From the beginning, Jordan guessed 

that should the crisis get out of Arab hands, the entire Arab world 

would be reduced and marginalized, jeopardizing its very survival as 

a reasonable political presence. The crisis quickly metamorphosed 

from a crisis of borders to that of survival—Azamat Hudud ila 

azamat Wuyjud. 

Addendum, from His Majesty King Hussein’s Speech to the Na- 
tion, 5 November 1992.20 

We can rightfully ask ourselves about the measure of our 

achievements in the face of the national setbacks and upheav- 

als that have beset our nation and world in these turbulent 

times. We thank God that we have achieved a great deal. We 

have established in this land the foundations of a modern dem- 
ocratic state. This was due to God’s bounty in the first place, 

and also to the positive response of this noble people, who, re- 
gardless of their origins and habitats, have been aware of the 

message, cognizant of their roles, and conscious of the chal- 

lenges they have had to meet. It has likewise been due to a un- 

ified vision shared by the leadership and the people over a 
whole century. We should strive for a further strengthening of 

these foundations and for a further release of energy. We 

should build up a new life in this democratic climate, so that 

Jordan could remain a land of the free and the proud who 

bow their heads only to God; a land of responsibility whose 

people recognize balance in all things, especially between rights 

and obligations; a land of credibility that is capable of forgoing 

ahead in times of deepest darkness and profoundest challenge; 

a land of integrity enjoyed by everyone of its own citizens as 

well as by the free who seek its protection and by the true who 

seek to join their people’s quest to preserve the nation’s right to 

life and to lead it out of its disarray, weakness, despair and loss 

and forge a unified, free, dignified and immortal nation. 

We have passed through a difficult time, but you have been 

capable of rising to the level of your responsibilities. I have 
been with you as you strove to prevent the collapse of the na- 

tional edifice. I have been with you and among you as with 
your blood you drove away the darkness of the night. Because 



Jordan and the Gulf War 379 

of your courage, I consider myself all the more proud, all the 

more strong and all the more capable of providing support. I 

have known you to be the bravest of people in the defence of 

right and freedom. I have lived among you as you clasped to 

your hearts brethren of yours when they were rocked by 

tragedy of shaken by misfortune. I shouldered your cares in my 

youth and early manhood. And here I am now observing the 

generations which are moving to build a democratic Jordan, a 
Jordan true to its nation’s ideals. I have observed how they de- 

rived their vision and mode of action from the message of the 

revolt, from the constitution and the chapter—without any 
recklessness, fanaticism, upheaval or overbearing behavior. 
And we recall a time when we were waging our battles alone— 
weaving the flag of a union between the two banks, Arabizing 

the army command, establishing universities and house of 

learning, setting up national institutions of which we are truly 

proud, and rallying “La créme de la creme” among our reli- 

gious and legal minds to establish our pioneering civil law 

based on Muslim Sharia. We also recall a time when we held 
fast against intellectual disarray, conspiracy, and lack of re- 

sponsibility when we stood up to those who infringed the 
rights of the Arab citizen, denigrated the reverence of the great 

message, played fast and loose, aborted opportunities for free- 

dom and growth, and willfully tampered with a nation’s unity. 
We remember how we fought the nation’s wars even when we 

had been kept in the dark about the date of battle, how we 

shed our blood on the plains of Karama, how we told the na- 

tion on that rosy morning that we had the upper hand, that the 

road to Jerusalem lay in our sacrifice, our river, our unity and 

our determined steadfastness, and that we would never sur- 

render one iota of our nation’s rights—from the Arab sea to 

the last outpost to the distant sea. 

These, then, are the traits of our common journey of Jor- 

dan’s immortal March, rooted in the nation’s spirit, its martyrs 

and its all-engulfing challenges. I am proud that throughout 

my entire life it has also been my own journey. Let us together 

launch an appeal to our beloved nation—one that would renew 

itself across distance, direction and time—to stand up to the 

ambitious and to the renegades; to protect its capitals from 

those who would advocate tyranny or who would tie the des- 

tiny of nations to individuals; and to open wide the gates of 
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freedom, democracy, pluralism and respect for human rights. 

Our own model is open to the whole nation. Let them come to 

our universities, our institutions, our schools, and our news- 

papers. Let them support this proud national voice, for the 

sake of the entire nation, and not for our sake. Let there be es- 

tablished in Amman a center for the study of freedom, democ- 

racy and human rights in the Arab world. For the light of 

righteousness must wipe out the dark of wrongfulness. And 

bani hashem must be the vanguard, for their grandfather Ha- 

shem was the first to forge a pact among them and protect the 

caravans of quarish. And their grandfather Abdul Muttaleb 

was the first to provide Mecca with fresh water and to paint 

Al-Ka’ba in Gold. Their history is a record of sacrifice for 

their nation. Never did they seek personal gain or the glory of 

palaces. Whenever they set out, it was to support their divine 

faith—true to their pious spirit and heedful of the honor be- 

stowed upon them by God’s holy book: “And Allah only 

wishes to remove all abomination from you, ye members of the 

family, to make you pure and spotless.” I say this because some 

are prone to forgetfulness. The blood of our martyrs is sacred. 

Our ancestors’ vision is constantly before us, and our struggle 

is permanently engraved on the strong arms of our people. 

Along with our nation, we have remonstrated against those 

who have done wrong, have guided those who have erred back 

to the fold, and have helped those in need. We have refused to 

support wrongful occupation or liberation that infringes on 

sovereignty. We have warned against the designs and conspira- 
cies of the foreigners, and have always sought God’s favors. 

My conscience has been truly vindicated in that I have held 

fast to the pledge I made to you forty years ago when I said: “I 

have pledged to shun all repose in working for your prosperity 

and building our dear homeland, in which we live and in 

which we shall die.” From that moment, I have consecrated 

myself to the people of this blessed land; to the concept that 

the Hashemite Jordanian state is the vanguard of a new Arab 

era imbued with the scent of freedom, justice and democracy; 

and to the view that the Jordanian people perceive the dream 

to be at hand while others see it as distant prospect. I have 
fully believed that the Jordanians represented the legitimacy of 

the great revolt through the blood of their martyrs shed over 

an area from Bab al-wad to Karama, from the Yarmouk to 
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Tafila, and through their concern for the poor, for orphans and 

for prisoners of war. I am certain that they will be amply re- 

warded for their noble endeavors. 

Fellow Citizens, 

Beloved Brethren, 

No sooner had one journey ended than another began. The 

history of this land has been one of tireless activity, since the 
time the Martyr King Sharif Abdullah Ibn Al-Hussein laid 

down the cornerstone of the illustrious salt school, presented 
the flag to the first battalion of our Arab legion and recited the 

fatiha in honor of the first martyr. Of the army the martyr king 
had said, “This is an army which does not shame its com- 

manders, does not disappoint its generals, does not let down its 
people, does not hold back, does not shirk the task of protect- 

ing its rights and those of the its country. The army is only an 

army. It is the country’s sword, its shield, its pride, its voice, its 

whip, the bane of its enemies and the apple of its king’s eye.” It 

has been so since the time the king—God rest his soul— 

declared the enlightened message of Jordan, where no one is 

stronger than the oppressed until their rights are restored, or 

weaker than the oppressors until their rights are taken away 
from them, where its people stand united while others are 
plagued by disarray; where they advance while others hold 

back; where they keep up the struggle to ensure that none in 

the land remains poor, afraid or downtrodden. 
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Syria, the Kuwait War, and the New World Order 

Eberhard Kienle 

Damascus and the End of the Cold War 

As the second cold war subsided and official declarations on its death 

were ritually repeated by politicians in the East and West, interna- 

tional cooperation and the peaceful resolution of conflicts appeared 
to be the hallmarks of the coming age. After leaving Afghanistan, 

the Soviet army began its withdrawal from the Eastern European 

countries, the two German states were united, and various regional 

conflicts, in which the two superpowers had opposed each other by 

proxy, were diffused. The two Yemens merged before the two Ger- 

manys, and tension eased in Central America and South Africa. 

After subtle signs that the Arab-Israeli conflict could not escape this 

trend, the Madrid conference ushered in the most spectacular 

changes outside of Europe and North America. 
In Europe, the “Soviet bloc” collapsed as most of its member 

states emulated the political and economic systems of the liberal 

democracies in the West.! The Soviet Union began to democratize 

and introduce some elements of market economy, thus initiating a 
process that President Hafiz al-Asad of Syria once defined as a be- 
lated version of his “corrective movement” (al/-Haraka al-tashihiyya) 

of 1970. Long before the regime changed in Moscow, the economic 

decline and moral erosion of what once was seen as communism 

helped to remodel the world in the image and interest of the much 

celebrated “West,” which stands not so much for a geographical en- 

tity, but for a specific version of capitalism with its salient economic, 
social, political, and cultural features (bearing in mind, of course, 

the rather unsophisticated character of these categories). Almost ipso 

facto this process seemed to entail less openly conflictual relations 

between states. 

On the surface, there was the chance for what President George 
Bush called an “era in which the nations of the world, East and 
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West, North and South, could prosper and live in harmony.” The 

harmony that epitomized the new world order as conceived by Bush 

was obviously disrupted by the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait in August 

1990. But another, less publicized, aspect of the new world order 

was in danger as well. The danger came from the emergence of nui- 

sance powers able to challenge or disrupt the new world order. The 

West had just contributed to the large-scale erosion of the East, and 

its leaders were increasingly unable to oppose Western policies and 

interests. At last, opposition to shaping and reshaping the world in 

accordance with rules laid down in the West seemed to be minimal. 

This view did not take into account Saddam Husayn, who, by invad- 

ing Kuwait, asserted his claim to pursue interests out of tune with 

the new harmony. Thus Iraqi action challenged not only the expecta- 

tion that conflicts between states would be settled more peacefully, 

but the growing sense of comfortable hegemony prevailing in the 

West as well. The liberation of Kuwait reasserted the West’s claim to 

ultimate rule-making and enforcement, but only because, due to de- 

velopments elsewhere, this new world order was already in gestation. 

The lessons of the Gulf War for the new world order were two- 

fold: Conflicts should be resolved by peaceful means, and Western 

claims and interests should be defended. As for the future prospect 

of peaceful conflict resolutions, the reconquista of Kuwait should 

serve as an example to deter future Saddam Husayns from settling 

disputes with their neighbors by force, but because it was a military 

enterprise, it may have nipped in the bud this version of a new world 

order. At any rate, its value as a deterrent did not seem to apply to 

major military powers should they try to impose their aims by force 

(an action many Arabs felt occurred during the recent crisis). In- 

deed, the need to settle disputes peacefully was not even considered 

in areas as near as Damascus, where during the military buildup in 

the Gulf the regime decided to launch its final offensive against 
General Michel ‘Awn in Lebanon. 

It appears more rewarding to look at the impact of the war on the 

new world order from the second point of view—Western claims 

and interests. With regard to Syria, the question is to determine how 

the war prompted that country’s regime to reformulate its policies to- 

ward the Western winners of the cold war. On the surface at least, it 

appears that such a shift occurred when Syria agreed to military ac- 

tion against Iraq and even participated in the coalition. 

One can argue that, unlike its counterpart in Baghdad, the Asad 

regime understood the implications of the end of the cold war. This 
understanding, together with a number of other (partly connected) 
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considerations, led the regime to seek closer relations with the West 

prior to the Kuwait crisis. At that time, however, there were limits 

to such a rapprochement because the Western powers continued to 

suspect Damascus of sponsoring or protecting international terror- 
ists. In the United States, moreover, the less conciliatory aspects of 

Syrian policy in the Arab-Israeli conflict continued to be seen as 

more pertinent than its accommodating features. In this conjuncture 

the Kuwait crisis came as a godsend and enabled Damascus to dem- 

onstrate its willingness to play the new game. Hence the crisis merely 

provided an opportunity, but not the cause, for Syria to openly sup- 

port the new world order. Syria seized this opportunity, but did not 

make unnecessary concessions and, in the process, sought to reshape 

to its advantage the regional order in the Middle East. 

Siding with Kuwait and Saudi America 

The Syrian regime was the first in the Arab world to condemn the 

Iraqi invasion of Kuwait on 2 August 1990 and to ask for the im- 

mediate withdrawal of Iraqi forces.3 A few days later, Damascus 

clearly condemned Baghdad’s decision to annex the emirate. At the 

same time, President Asad was the driving force behind the Arab 

emergency summit, which began its deliberations in Cairo on 9 Au- 

gust, a day after the annexation. Not surprisingly, from the begin- 

ning of the crisis his regime supported all relevant UN resolutions, 

including Resolution 678, which authorized the use of force against 

Iraq. At the Cairo summit, Syria, Egypt, and Morocco committed 

troops to the defense of Saudi Arabia. Soon, a small Syrian con- 
tingent arrived and on 10 September Damascus announced the dis- 

patch of an armored division. Although Syrian officials repeatedly 

insisted that their troops would not move into Iraq, they did not 
rule out the possibility that beyond the defense of Saudi Arabia they 

might participate in the liberation of Kuwait.‘ Either for logistical 
reasons or because Damascus sought firm financial commitments on 

the part of Riyadh, the bulk of Syrian forces—an armored division 

of some 15,000 troops—did not arrive in Saudi Arabia until early 
November. They took up positions on the Iraqi border and success- 

fully engaged Iraqi troops that crossed into Saudi Arabia during the 
war; after Iraq’s rout in the ground war, they moved into Kuwait 

alongside other allied troops. 

In addition, the Syrian regime vigorously enforced the embargo 

and declined an Iraqi request, presented in person by the oil minister, 
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to reopen the trans-Syrian oil pipeline. Finally, Syria allowed Kurd- 

ish and other Iraqi opposition movements to operate from Damascus 

and to convene a major congress in Beirut that led to the approval 

of a charter calling for the overthrow of the Husayn regime and for 

a pluralistic, democratic Iraq. 
During the crisis, many Syrians disagreed with the government 

line. There were unconfirmed rumors of riots in some towns in the 

east of the country, and leading intellectuals and lawyers published 

communiqués opposing the use of military forces against Iraq. For 

many Syrians, it was unacceptable to participate in a war against 

another Arab country, particularly against Iraq, whose president 

appeared to be the one Arab leader standing up to Israeli intransi- 

gence. Not that Syrians ignored the tyrannical nature of his regime, 

but as many of them put it, he was, at least, an Arab tyrant. Worse, 

in this war Syrians fought alongside Americans who had been casti- 

gated over the years as imperialists and allies of Zionism. 

But as usual, such misgivings did not affect the resolve of the Syr- 

ian regime. On the contrary, President Asad clearly savored the vis- 

its by U.S. envoys to Damascus, among them Secretary of State 

James Baker. These contacts were crowned by the talks between 

President Asad and President Bush in Geneva on 23 November 

1991, which brought a great degree of diplomatic rehabilitation to a 

regime condemned and ostracized as one of the masterminds behind 

international terrorism. During the crisis, contacts were also inten- 

sified with other Arab countries, especially Egypt and Saudi Arabia, 

as well as with Iran, from which Damascus emerged as one of the 

centerpieces of a new regional and Arab order. Such a “new Arab 

order” was explicitly referred to in the Damascus Declaration of 6 

March 1991 in which Syria and Egypt agreed to contribute to the 
defense of Saudi Arabia and the other member states of the Gulf 

Cooperation Council (GCC) in exchange for economic cooperation— 

a euphemism for financial support.5 The mere fact that this declara- 

tion was made in Damascus and not in Cairo points to the success 

of Syrian diplomacy during the crisis; that it largely remained Jettre 

morte does not disprove this assertion. 

Syria’s New Strength 

Thanks to its choices during the crisis, the Syrian regime found its 

post-crisis position strengthened in various ways. Through rap- 
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prochement with the West and the Gulf states, the crisis enabled 
Damascus to remove the remaining obstacles to its domination of 

Lebanon. Participation in the anti-Iraq coalition allowed Damascus 
to evict General ’Awn from his last positions and bring an end to 

the de facto partition of the country. This led to the full implementa- 

tion of the Ta’if agreement of October 1989° and the Syro-Lebanese 

Treaty of Friendship, Cooperation, and Coordination of May 1991,’ 

which formalized Syrian overlordship over the country. By the same 

token, the pacification of Lebanon and its transformation into a 

client state consolidated and even improved Syria’s strategic position 

vis-a-vis Israel as well as other Arab states. 

Thus, the short-term occupation of Kuwait by Iraq resulted in the 

long-term domination of Lebanon by Syria. Ironically, although its 

action was intended to strengthen Iraq, it led to its demise as the 

major Arab power and resulted in the rise of Syria, its chief compet- 

itor for regional influence and hegemony for over two decades.® Not 

only did this further weaken parts of the Syrian opposition, which 

received support from Iraq, but it enabled Damascus to act more 

freely on the regional scene. Syria could now pursue its policies to- 

ward Israel and the Palestinians in a more flexible manner and with- 

out interference from Baghdad. The latter’s permanent attempts to 

outbid Syria in this matter would hardly have helped in convening 
the Madrid conference. Now, however, Baghdad could not exert any 

such pressure to thwart Syrian concessions. To some extent, how- 

ever, Syria may use its new strength to avoid such compromises. 

Damascus, for the time being, succeeded in establishing itself as an 

unavoidable interlocutor for external powers ranging from the United 

States to the USSR (now Russia) whose consent and assent is needed 

for the settlement of the Arab-Israeli conflict.° 
In purely financial terms, the dispatch of troops to Saudi Arabia 

earned the Syrian regime some U.S. $1 billion during the crisis 

alone.!° Compared to an estimated budgetary expenditure of approx- 
imately U.S. $5.52 billion in the exercise of 1990,!! this was a consid- 
erable amount of additional cash. Moreover, during the crisis, the 

Syrian treasury benefitted from the temporary rise of oil prices, 
which over the second half of 1990 reached an average of roughly 

U.S. $26 per barrel, compared to about US $18 per barrel before 
the crisis. Oil revenue increased substantially thanks to the increase 

in exports from some 130,000 barrels per day in 1989 to about 

210,000 barrels per day in 1990; almost half of this was high quality 
light crude.!2 Taking into account the income from refined products, 
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Syrian oil revenue (before deductions for oil companies) rose from 

about U.S. $1.25 billion to U.S. $2.4 billion. Finally, the European 

Community released grants and loans worth U.S. $190 million that 

were frozen in 1986 after a British court concluded that Syria was in- 

volved in the aborted attack against an Israeli passenger plane. Pay- 

ments under the fourth European Community financial protocol 

were frozen by the European parliament in early 1992 because of 

continued human rights violations in Syria, but several member 

states of the European Community continued bilateral aid.! Over 

the same period, Syria suffered the loss of up to U.S. $130 million 

per annum in remittances from nationals working in Kuwait and 

elsewhere in the Gulf, but the victims were individuals and families, 

not the regime. 
The additional income resultant from renting out troops and sell- 

ing more oil during the crisis, in all likelihood, would not continue 

after the defeat of Iraq. Used as capital to yield profits at a later 

stage, however, the monies accrued during the crisis would strengthen 

the regime’s position. One way to achieve this aim was to invest the 

funds in military aircraft, tanks, and other weaponry systems. Such 

use had been rumored since the end of the war, but it is difficult to 

check. Czechoslovakian tanks, as well as Korean and Chinese mis- 

siles, were ordered or actually bought.!4 The response from the 

former USSR, once Syria’s chief supplier, to rumors of recent pur- 

chasing plans remained ambiguous; some sources even affirmed that 

it was negative.!5 Additional military investment would enable Da- 

mascus to fulfill its commitments under the Damascus Declaration 

and, provided its services were in demand, to benefit from further 

financial fallout. Secondly, it would strengthen Syria vis-a-vis Israel 

and hence enable it to protect its territory and economy as well as 

its new position in Lebanon. By the same token, it would enhance 
its bargaining position in the yet unconcluded “peace process” and 

possibly amortize military expenditure through additional material 

gains exceeding the amount initially invested. 

Although some financial pay-offs from the crisis ceased, others 

continued and some may reappear. With its new image as a conser- 

vative power in the region, Syria remains eligible for European and 
other overseas aid. The same applies to Arab aid, even though the 

patterns of its disbursement are more erratic. If the Damascus Decla- 
ration ever results in a more institutionalized defense arrangement, 
the services provided by Syrian troops would again be charged to 

Gulf customers. 
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In addition, the reconstruction of Lebanon is occurring after the 

country’s pacification. As illustrated by various contracts for the re- 

building of downtown Beirut, these efforts afford the Syrian regime 

and those individuals closely associated with it new opportunities to 

siphon off part of the funds flowing into this new protectorate. The 

flows of cash and capital will continue to provide resources for Leb- 
anon, even though they are bound to remain limited because of the 

continued conflict with Israel and the nature of the Pax Siriana. 
Its enhanced position could make Syria more reluctant to abide 

by the rules of a new world order that was shaped without its con- 

tribution. Memories of the regime’s past involvement in terrorist ac- 

tivities, alleged and real, seem to confirm such fears, as much as the 

lingering idea that Israel wants peace and the Arabs do not. 

Apart from the questionable truth of these conceptions, however, 

it must be noted that, historically, Syrian interests converged with 

Western interests. The initial intervention in the Lebanese civil war 

in 1976 attested to that as much as policies vis-a-vis the Palestine 

Liberation Organization, not the least of which was the expulsion of 

Arafat and his troops from Tripoli in Lebanon in 1985. First as 
Minister of Defense and then as President, Hafiz al-Asad also 

stopped fida’yun infiltrations into Israel from Syria. Furthermore, 

he accepted UN Security Council Resolutions 242 and 338, which 

imply the recognition of Israel’s right to exist-as a state, and con- 

tinued to recognize their validity at a time when the Likud govern- 
ment in Jerusalem denied all substance of the resolutions. 

Nor did Syria’s position toward Israel become more inflexible after 
the end of the Gulf War. On the contrary, Damascus repeatedly 
welcomed aspects of U.S. peace plans. During a visit by the Soviet 

Foreign Minister Alexander Bessmertnykh in the spring of 1991, 

Syrian officials and media referred to a “peace conference” without 
insisting that this be an “international peace conference” under UN 
auspices. In his letter to President Bush dated 14 July 1991, Presi- 

dent Asad largely accepted the U.S. proposals for a regional peace 

conference, which indeed came close to direct negotiations with Is- 
rael.!6 Soon after, Damascus accepted an invitation to the Madrid 

conference in autumn 1991 and Foreign Minister Faruq al-Shara”s 

address at the opening session did not prevent the Syrian delegation 
from adopting a constructive attitude once the Likud was voted out 
of office. Far from calling for a Palestinian state, Damascus ulti- 

mately accepted a transitory period of some three to five years, after 

which the Occupied Territories should accede to their final status. 
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Except for the demand that this final status be defined from the 

outset, the proposal resembled the Shamir and Baker plan.'’ Da- 

mascus certainly purchased or attempted to purchase arms from the 

Soviet Union, China, and elsewhere, but so did Israel from the 

United States.!8 

Hence, there was no reason to believe that Syria opposed an 

equitable settlement of the outstanding differences with Israel even 

though, like all political actors, it sought to defend its interests as 

thoroughly as possible. Due to its relatively improved position, Sy- 

ria could challenge Israeli interests in well-defined instances, but al- 

ways within the general acceptance of the rules governing the new 

world order. 

Continuing Weakness 

Asad’s cautious policy in the aftermath of the war seems to be de- 

rived, as always, from a realistic assessment of the resources avail- 

able to his regime. Although reinforced by the outcome of the war, 

the regime’s strength remains limited and in some respects precar- 

ious and vulnerable. 

First, it is worth noting that the recent war did not make Syria as 

strong as Iraq had been prior to the Iran-Iraq War. Syria thus can- 

not reasonably aspire to the role played by Iraq in its golden age. 

The resources available to the Syrian regime are more limited than 

those that were available to the rulers in Baghdad and that would, 

under more fortunate circumstances, be available to them now. Un- 

like Irag, Syria is not a major oil producing country, although its 

production and revenue have increased considerably over the last 

two years. Syria’s entire production of just over 400,000 barrels per 

day in 1990 (to some 550,000 barrels per day in 1992)!° amounted to 

roughly 10 percent of Iraq’s export capacity by the end of 1989.7 

While Syrian revenue from the combined export of crude oil and 

refined products reached about U.S. $2.4 billion in 1990 (including 
temporary price rises, cf. supra), Iraqi revenue in 1989, calculated on 
a price of U.S. $18 per barrel, amounted to US $26.28 billion for 

crude oil alone, thus corresponding to its income from oil in 1980, be- 

fore the war against Iran. With an oil revenue exceeding U.S. $5 

billion per annum since 1974, the Iraqi regime could launch impor- 

tant investment and military programs at a time when Syria still had 
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to spend foreign currency to import crude oil as well as refined pro- 
ducts. In the absence of any major income from other industries, 

Syria was at an obvious disadvantage in accumulating capital. 

This difference was reflected not only in the developmental effort 

but also in the military expenditure and strength of the two coun- 

tries. Though clearly unsustainable in the face of more than U.S. $70 

billion of foreign debt, Iraqi defense expenditures in 1988 amounted 

to an estimated U.S. $12.87 billion while, in the same year, Syria’s 

were budgeted at a maximum of U.S. $1.6 billion.?! Qualitative im- 

plications for Syria were a smaller armed force and the absence of 

any significant military industry or locally developed weaponry sys- 

tems, be they missiles or nuclear devices. 

Generally weaker than Iraq had been, Syria now must accept the 

precarious nature of its new strength. The Damascus Declaration 

may not be implemented, as the oil states prefer military coopera- 

tion with the United States, France, and Great Britain. Moreover, if 

accrued, any additional revenue from troops stationed in the Gulf or 

in protection money from Lebanon could be termed as rent. It would 

not be premised on any significant degree of productive activity and 

thus threatens to reinforce, or at least consolidate, parasitic rentier 

tendencies.22 Such economies based on “circulation” (as is already 

largely the case in Syria) would obviously be highly dependent and 

vulnerable.23 i 

Although financial transfers may continue to keep the regime 

afloat temporarily, the Kuwait crisis quite obviously did not lead to 

any improvement in the country’s economic structure.*4 Despite the 

limited recovery of some manufacturing industries in 1989 and 1990, 

the industrial infrastructure remained in precarious shape. Nor were 
the main agricultural development schemes, for instance, in the Eu- 

phrates Valley, successful.25 Earnings from agriculture were certainly 

more than satisfactory since 1990, largely because of factors beyond 

the regime’s control such as the climate and world market prices for 

cotton. The only recent long-term improvement was the increase in 

oil production and thus in oil revenue. This, however, is neither 
linked to the war nor sufficient to propel Syria into the league of 

major producers such as the Gulf monarchies. 
Some of the chief economic indicators have improved since 1988. 

Syria’s gross domestic product, after a negative growth period in 
1987, improved, although in a rather erratic pattern. Also in 1989, 

the current account balance returned to the black, even jumping to 
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U.S. $717 from U.S. $-164 in 1988. At the same time, the decline of 

foreign exchange reserves was apparently arrested; possibly it was 

even reversed so that slow recovery could occur from the critical 

lows. In 1985 and 1986, the reserves at times did not cover a month . 

of imports. The country’s foreign debt, entirely owed by the state, 

appears to be rather dramatic now that World Bank statistics in- 

clude data supplied by Eastern European countries. Some confusion 

exists as to whether the recent figure of US $16.4 billion for 1990 

includes at least part of Syria’s debt to the former USSR, but even 

then it compares unfavorably with a gross national product of some 

U.S. $24.4 billion in 1990 and U.S. $20.6 billion in 1992. The coun- 

try will have to repay an average of US $1 billion per year until 1998 

with the debt service in 1990 reaching 33 percent of its total exports 

of goods and services.”6 

In a sense, the economic situation is particularly critical because 

Syria can no longer count on the relative leniency that its Soviet 

and East European creditors showed in the past. With the end of 

the cold war, Syria lost its strategic importance for Moscow. In the 

Gorbachev era, even the former Soviet government had increasingly 

diversified its interests; in the Middle East, this ranged from the re- 

flagging of Kuwaiti ships during the Iran-Iraq War to better rela- 

tions with other conservative states such as Jordan and Saudi Arabia. 

The same applied to relations with Egypt and, more recently, Israel. 

Under these conditions, Moscow is in a better position to insist on 

the repayment of its debt and to link itself to future arms supplies. 

For these, however, Syria continues to rely on Moscow, be it only 

for spare parts to repair its largely Soviet-made equipment. Soviet 

reminders and representations in the late 1980s, including the refusal 

to help Syria attain strategic parity with Israel, illustrated how se- 

riously the matter was taken in Moscow.?’ 

Whatever the improvements in terms of growth, current accounts, 

and foreign exchange reserves, one cannot forget the more somber 

developments in Syria’s economy. These constraints limit the regime’s 

political choices and leeway after the war. Already, prior to the Ku- 
wait crisis, the economic performance was certainly insufficient for 

the political ambitions of a regime that sought to establish itself as 

the major Arab power next to Egypt. As the regime identified shor- 
tage of capital as one of the major ills of the Syrian economy, it was 
only logical to devise policies to attract foreign investment and incite 
technological transfers.28 The choice was indeed a necessity, consid- 
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ering the huge amounts needed to repay the foreign debt, a continu- 

ously high birth rate, and the numerous parasitic internal “security” 

and secret police forces with all their material privileges. 

In terms of quality and quantity, the West seemed the obvious 

place to seek the needed financial and technological resources. 

Neither the major oil economies, threatened by Iraq, nor the crum- 

bling Soviet Union were viable alternative sources. Iraq, with a debt 

of at least U.S. $70 billion, was even less of an alternative. Conse- 

quently, in the Kuwait crisis, it was out of the question to challenge 

the West which alone was and is able to cater to these needs. Com- 

bined with the long-standing Syro-Iraqi conflict over regional influ- 

ence and hegemony,” and a realistic assessment of the global political 

warming, sheer economic necessity determined Syrian decisions in 

August 1990. 

Syria, too, had been accused of numerous evils and figured prom- 

inently on the famous U.S. list of sponsors of international terrorism. 

The appearance of a villain (Iraq) even worse than itself was a wel- 

come opportunity to join the just against the unjust. Hence the polit- 

ical basis was laid for the necessary transfer of economic resources. 

Shortly after Desert Storm had calmed, the People’s Assembly passed 

a new investment law, which was signed by President Asad in May 

1991. With its implicit bias in favor of external (foreign as well as ex- 

patriate Syrian) as opposed to domestic capital, Law No. 10 autho- 

rized investors to import equipment and materials tax and duty free, 

to open foreign currency accounts in Syrian banks, which are ex- 

empt from currency regulations, to repatriate imported capital five 

years after the start of the respective project, and to immediately 

transfer profits abroad. Moreover, the companies and their shares 
and profits were largely exempt from tax for up to seven years.3° 

These were significant changes compared to the previous rules which 

restricted the investment of non-Arab foreign capital to a few nar- 
rowly defined areas.?! 

If successful, opening the country to Western capital will certainly 

increase its dependency on the West. Its regional power will take the 

form of a loan with strings attached. But the rulers in Damascus 

find this a more comfortable perspective than languishing in dearth 

and insignificance. 

Whether the attempts to attract capital are successful is as yet un- 

known. Official Syrian figures portray the policy as effective, but on 

closer inspection one realizes that they include numerous projects 
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that would have been set up even without the new law, as well as 

rather obscure enterprises in which the import of private cars stands 

for investment.32 

Future Policies 

Syria’s choices during the Kuwait crisis not only illustrated its read- 

iness to accept the new world order, but also helped it to join this 

order more successfully. The defeat of Iraq enabled Syria to show 

greater flexibility in the conflict with Israel and to participate in the 

peace talks; the alliance with the West also reduced pressure from 

there, indirectly enhanced Syria’s position vis-a-vis Israel, and im- 

proved its chances for capital transfers. 

In any sizeable quantity, however, such transfers were premised 

on more than just siding with the West against Iraq and laying the 

legal basis for foreign investment. They implied further measures to 

inspire confidence. Foremost among these were guarantees against 

external military threat and hence credible and convincing moves to- 

wards a formal arrangement with Israel. This seemed to be the les- 

son of the Egyptian experience in the 1970s, although the latter could 

not be reduced to bilateral détente alone.*? 

It is, of course, not certain whether the Syrian regime seeks to 

open up its economy to external capital to the same degree as did 

Egypt. Any increase in the share of the private sector in the econ- 

omy threatens to reduce the power and position of the regime, which 

rests on the control of the public sector and the military and “secu- 

rity” apparatus. Indeed, the members of the present regime have not 

really attempted to play an important economic role outside of the 

state; they have extracted enormous numbers of commissions and 

bribes from their clients and protégés?4 but, with few exceptions, 

they failed to transform them into any significant capital.3> External 

investors, especially expatriate Syrians, would probably demand var- 

ious guarantees, for example, against military destruction. Syrians 

who detain large amounts of capital outside of the country, by the 

very fact of their nationality, remain more vulnerable to blackmail, 
sequestration, and nationalization. They would hardly transfer funds 

without substantial and concrete concessions from the regime, which 

could include control over certain military units.3¢ 

It may be safer for the Syrian regime to promote the reconstruc- 

tion of Lebanon and to siphon off part of the capital transferred 
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there. Notwithstanding the obstacles already mentioned, there is 

probably a greater readiness among the Lebanese to invest in Leb- 

anon than there is among Syrians to invest in Syria. Despite Syrian 

overlordship, political pressures are likely to be more mediated and 

indirect than in Syria proper, and the private sector’s legal frame- 

work provides quite different business opportunities than those avail- 

able even with the latest laws in Syria. If ever the reemergence of a 

strong private sector on Lebanese soil should imperil the position of 

the Syrian regime, these dangers could be warded off more easily 

due to the continuous formal distinction between the two countries. 

This distinction at present enables the Asad regime to dominate Leb- 

anon and, at the same time, minimizes Lebanese claims to enfran- 

chisement. 
One of the major issues of debate among the ruling circles of Syria 

will certainly be the ways in which the strengthening of private capi- 

tal, be it domestic or external, can be reconciled with the privileges 

and survival of the regime. But as the rulers do not intend to cut 

back on their ambitions, they will make every possible effort to tap 
external resources and integrate themselves into the new world order. 

Their choices in the Kuwait crisis facilitated this policy, but were its 

result rather than its cause. 
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Imagining Egypt in the New Age 

Civil Society and the Leftist Critique 

Raymond William Baker 

| took to the streets on January 16, only twenty- 
four hours after having attended a conference at 
the Cairo Book Fair where | warned against the 
murder of a quarter of a million Arabs. Isn’t that 
what actually happened? 

Yusuf Chahine 

When Egyptian university students erupted in protest by the 

thousands, their opposition to the Egyptian role in the U.S.-led co- 

alition’s war against Iraq did not go unrecorded. Egypt’s great film 

director, Yusuf Chahine, obsessed with images of the coming slaugh- 

ter and angered by official compliance with the U.S. strategy, met 
them—his camera ready—on the campus and in the street. Later, 

Chahine wove dramatic footage of the student demonstrators at Cairo 

University into his arresting documentary, Cairo I/Iuminated by Her 

People. This brief film assessed the consequences of the Gulf War for 
Egyptians and for the Arab world from an independent, leftist per- 

spective. 

Chahine’s powerful articulation of the leftist alternative to official 
policy, still banned from public showings in Cairo, pressed on the 
limits of debate in civil society.! All of Chahine’s best works, feature 

films such as Cairo Station, The Earth, or Alexandria, Again and 

Again?, commented obliquely but perceptively on the dilemmas of 

Egyptian society. Faced with the crisis in the Gulf, Chahine turned 
for the first time to the medium of the documentary to speak his 

truth—the truth of the independent Egyptian Left—about Egypt’s 
role in the Gulf tragedy. 

The government celebrated the outcome of the Gulf War, an- 

nouncing that Egypt’s strengthened partnership with the United 
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States would bring prosperity and an enhanced regional role in the 

U.S. new world order. Chahine’s controversial documentary, Cairo 

Illuminated by Her People, read the Egyptian postwar future differ- 

ently. Although accepting the linkage between domestic and foreign 

policy, he questioned official promises that Egypt would benefit sig- 

nificantly from participation in the international coalition. Chahine 

did so by examining the damaging ways in which the Gulf crisis 

would affect the lives of ordinary young people. The film’s sober vi- 

sion emphasized the continuing weight of domestic problems such as 

massive unemployment, crushing food prices, and the particularly 

devastating housing shortage; he gave no credit to government claims 

that relief would flow from Egypt’s enhanced ties to the United States 

as a result of its docile adherence to the U.S.-led coalition. 

Chahine’s worried vision of Egypt’s future concentrated on the 

obstacles that frustrate and disfigure young lives. Yet, the director 

described the film’s subject as “Cairo as I love it and as I see it.” 

And rightly so: His unvarnished documentary expressed the un- 

founded optimism of those who know and care for Egypt. Chahine’s 

camera embraced and caressed his damaged but beloved subject, 

capturing the magic of Cairo illuminated and unblemished by night 

and the incredible warmth and goodwill of her people by day, only 

as someone who cherished both could. Chahine’s Egypt has great 

problems, but even greater and unexpected possibilities. For Chahine, 

that unfounded promise originated from the restless and dissatisfied 

populace and not from the limited and bankrupt regime that misled 

Ie: 

Critics close to official circles were angered by the film’s sugges- 

tion that the best representatives of a renewed Egypt stood against 

government policy in the Gulf. Chahine’s most controversial scene 

used actual footage of university students demonstrating against the 

Gulf War in the face of official bans. His empathic camera probed 

not only the politics of the student opposition but also the hopeful 

mystery of how these fervent young people mustered the spirit and 

courage to respond to tragedies larger than the burdensome day-to- 

day problems that limited their lives and prospects. 

Articles in the national press attacked Chahine for injecting oppo- 

sition politics into his art. Chahine responded in a series of public 

forums, defending his right to free expression. Skillfully, he turned 

each occasion designed to discredit him into an even more explicit 

critique of official policy and a lesson in democratic expression. “I 

stated my political opinion openly,” said Chahine, “because I believed 
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that at that time we were pursuing a dangerous course that should 

be avoided.” Chahine thought that there was “a conspiracy against 

the Arabs, and I did not think that we should participate in the de- 

struction of an Arab power.” Chahine argued that anyone concerned 

with Egypt’s social problems as he was could not avoid politics and 

foreign policy because “politics controls society and what controls 

politics is foreign policy.” With no hint of apology, the director re- 

marked that “I am a free man; I expressed my opinion freely and I 

will not change it.” Chahine ridiculed the “stupid” charge that his 

film supported Saddam Hussein: “There are dictators less harsh than 

Saddam Hussein and I have no tolerance for them. So how could I 

support Saddam Hussein, the bloody dictator? I stated my opinion 

against the war only.” 

Chahine grounded his opposition to the war in moral outrage over 

the slaughter of Iraqi innocents. The Iraqi president, in Chahine’s 

view, made a terrible mistake. But he asked “of what are a quarter of 

a million Iraqi citizens guilty?” Chahine heaped scorn on U.S. talk 

about smart weapons or clean bombs that killed human beings by 

the tens of thousands: “They died in ten days. It was a horrible 

thing.” Impatient with the position of the West that Iraqis should 

bear responsibility for their fate, having installed and maintained 
Saddam Hussein, Chahine retorted that “in fact, all the rulers in the 

West contributed in bringing Saddam Hussein to power. Who among 

them did not give him weapons and armaments?” 

Chahine made no claims to special political expertise. But as an 

artist he did claim the role of “a professor” who is “responsible for 

educating my students.” To those who sought to limit his freedoms, 

he responded: “What do they want from me as an artist? To be a 

photographer? To say what they are dictating?”? 

For Egyptians, Chahine’s uncompromising vision as director and 

social critic opened the gap between official promises and. more 

probable outcomes. Chahine spoke for civil society in insisting that 

all Egyptians, whatever their political stance, ask: “What precisely 
did the Americans have in mind for the Gulf and the Arab world 
when they announced the beginning of a new world order? What 

role exactly had they reserved for Egypt in their global vision, and 
with what consequences for the Arab future?” He raised all the key 
issues: the link between Egypt’s foreign policy and resolution of its 

dire social and economic problems, democracy, and decision mak- 

ing; the destruction of Iraq and the Arab future; U.S. global hege- 

mony; and the Arab system. And Chahine was not alone. In equally 
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revealing ways, other actors in Egyptian civil society explored the 

same critical terrain. The Gulf War energized political life as groups 

and individuals across the political spectrum debated the wisdom of 

the Mubarak decision to bind Egypt’s future to the U.S. vision of a 

new world order. 

The Gulf War and the New World Order 

If, as Yusuf Chahine asserts, foreign policy shapes politics, then USS. 

foreign policy counts most in giving form to the arena of global 

politics in the post-Cold War era. U.S. President George Bush an- 

nounced a new era of law and collective action to maintain peace on 

a global level. The slogan of a new world order captured a sense 

among the U.S. public of important changes that would come with 

the end of the Cold War. It also spoke to vaguely expressed con- 

cerns: What did the decline of the Soviet Union mean for the United 

States’ place in the world? How would the rise of global economic 

powers such as Japanese and the Germans affect the U.S. position? 

With a peace dividend in hand, could U.S. citizens at last turn to 

their own pressing domestic problems? 

Conceptually, the notion of a new world order harbored at least 

three analytically distinguishable models, all of which responded to 

the changed character of global power relations. The first conception 

envisioned a new world system structured by an enhanced role for 

the UN and international law. The second looked to the several poles 

of the industrialized centers of Europe, Japan, and the United States, 

while the third recognized only the single pole of U.S. power. Presi- 

dent Bush relied on this ambiguity in his efforts to rally support for 

his Gulf policy. On the one hand, he articulated a broad vision of a 

search for a resolution of the Gulf crisis that combined respect for 

the UN and international law and appreciation for the enlarged in- 

ternational role of the European, Japanese, and Arab allies. On the 

other hand, the record showed that as early as October the president 

had in fact decided unilaterally for the war option. From the outset 

his thinking emphasized the unique global power of the United States 

and relegated international law and coalition diplomacy to a distinctly 

minor role. 
The conflict with Iraq received wide recognition as the first major 

international crisis of the post-Cold War era. In the U.S. domestic 
debate over the Gulf crisis, it was perceived that the stakes were par- 
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ticularly high, as the conduct and outcome of the crisis would help 

shape the character of post-Cold War international politics. The con- 

troversy centered on the issue of sanctions versus war, and each op- 
tion carried a quite different conception of what form the new world 
order should take and what the U.S. role should be in it. Those who 
felt that the new world order should allow a greater scope for the 

UN and collective diplomacy favored the sanctions option, while 

those who followed the president in leaning toward the U.S. hege- 

monic model argued for war. 

The most effective critics of official policy, such as Stanley Hoff- 
man of Harvard, attacked the unilateral impulse that lay not too far 

beneath the U.S. appeals to international law and coalition politics. 

Hoffman sketched a complex appraisal of the new power conditions 
of a world order no longer structured by the bipolarity of the super- 

power age. For all the pre-crisis talk of U.S. decline, stimulated by 

the weakened performance of the U.S. economy, the United States 

alone possessed a combination of political, economic, military, and 

demographic weight. Other major powers such as Europe and Japan 

based their claim to a large world role on only one or two of these 

factors. At the same time, the problems of the U.S. economy and 

the unsettling economic challenges from Japan and Europe intro- 

duced uncertainty into any calculation of the U.S. capacity to use its 

cumulative power position in a coherent and constructive way. Be- 

fore the Gulf crisis, Hoffman expressed a profound uneasiness over 
the capacity of the United States, given its economic weakness, to 

direct a world system whose engine was the global economy: “The 

world is like a bus whose driver—the global economy—is not in full 

control of the engine and is himself out of control; in which children— 

the people—are tempted to step on either the brake or the gas pedal; 

and adults—the states—are worried passengers.”3 At the height of 

the crisis, Hoffman argued that the United States might best exercise 

global leadership, not unilaterally as the war option ultimately would 

require, but through a steering group operating in the UN that would 

rely on diplomatic and economic pressures. Hoffman joined those 

critics of official policy who called for punitive sanctions to contain 

and discipline Iraq followed by a grand multilateral diplomatic initia- 

tive that would address the underlying political and economic issues 

of regional security, peace, and development. Global commitments 
tempered along these lines might also reserve for the United States 
the resources it would need to resolve its own pressing economic and 

social problems. 



404. Raymond Baker 

Instead, President Bush conducted diplomacy and war in the Gulf 

with a view to the dominant world position of the United States, 

based on military power, and with only calculated references to the 

UN, international law, and coalition politics. The president opted for 

war in early October, probably making that outcome irreversible by 

ordering the massive military buildup in November. Discussion at 

the highest levels recognized that a sanctions-only option could suc- 

ceed; indeed, General Colin Powell, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 

Staff, stated this position. The president, however, decided against it. 

The most plausible reconstruction of Bush’s thinking comes from 

Bob Woodward, who gave this account to C-Span of the discussion 

among the commanders: 

What Powell said to the president and said to [Brent] Skow- 

croft, the national security adviser, Cheney, his boss, the secre- 

tary of defense, Jim Baker, the secretary of state is—and this is 

in October, midway through the period leading up to the war 

from the invasion of Kuwait—he said: “Look, there are two al- 

ternatives here—war or continuing the economic sanctions, 

and both will achieve the objectives. Economic sanctions may 

take a year or two, but it will work” [Emphasis added]. Bush 

rejected that and said, “No, we’re going to develop the offen- 

sive capability and option,” and eventually decided to go to 

war. So he [Powell] wasn’t opposed to war. He said there is an 

alternative that in his judgment would succeed. The president 

felt the alternative would not succeed or that the political con- 

sequences would be so great internationally and domestically 

that he would not proceed on the sanctions-only option.* 

The president took the lead in defining the stakes of the crisis in 

extreme terms as a threat not only to the Gulf states but to “the 

American way of life.” Shortly after the invasion, he declared that 

“our jobs, our way of life, our own freedom and the freedom of 

friendly countries around the world will suffer if the control of the 

world’s great oil reserves falls into the hands of Saddam Hussein.” 

With this presidential definition of the crisis, Bush signaled that there 

could be no question of handing over responsibility for resolving the 

crisis to the UN, to international law, or even to the European allies.° 

When Secretary of State James Baker first outlined the adminis- 

tration’s course for Congress, he offered a breathtaking vision of the 

U.S. world role: 
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Our strategy is to lead a global alliance, political alliance if you 
will, to isolate Iraq politically, economically, and 

militarily. . . . We remain the one nation that has the neces- 

sary political, military, and economic instruments at our dis- 
posal to catalyze a successful response by the international 

community. Geographically, of course, we stand apart from 

much of the world, separated as we are by the Atlantic and the 

Pacific. But politically, economically, and strategically there are 

no oceans. And in a world without oceans a policy of isola- 

tionism is no policy at all. Only American engagement can 

shape the peaceful world that our people so deeply desire 

[Emphasis added].’ 

The Bush doctrine in action relied on a commitment to unfettered 

and unchallengeable U.S. military power. Pressure by the only su- 

perpower member of the UN would assure its compliance. The allies 

in turn would be relegated to the status of regional guardians of sta- 

bility and protectors of the sea lanes. “This is the comfortable and 

familiar role,” noted British political analyst Martin Walker, “played 

for a generation by Israel in the Middle East, and to a degree by 

Britain in the Atlantic.”8 The president continued to speak through- 

out the crisis as often as possible of the UN Security Council vote 

authorizing the use of force and of the participation of a broad coali- 

tion of European and Arab states in the international force. But 

when the coalition mobilized and the strike came, U.S. military 

power dominated the scene. “It is difficult to think of any other na- 

tion, at any other time in history, that could within six weeks have 
deployed 150,000 army personnel some 3,000 miles from their bases, 

with tanks and guns and warplanes to match, and without denuding 

any of its other outposts around the world.”? 

This display of unrivaled U.S. power and the political will to use 

it was aimed at an audience larger than the peoples and govern- 

ments of the Gulf and the Middle East. Paradoxically, the rapid de- 

cline of the Soviet Union threatened to diminish U.S. global standing. 

Talk of the U.S. decline, prompted essentially by flawed economic 

performance, accelerated as the sudden disappearance of the Soviet 

Union from the superpower club led to an even greater stress on eco- 

nomic prowess. The collapse of the Communist threat that had ce- 

mented the Western alliance removed a central argument for allowing 
the United States to take the lead. The U.S. management of the 
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Gulf crisis engineered an end to this thinking. The Economist re- 

ported the change in stark terms: 

Now, quite suddenly, it is again clear that economic power does 

not always outrank military power, and that the value of mil- 

itary clout did not vanish with the ending of the Cold War. To 

be a great power, economic strength is necessary but not suffi- 

cient, as Japan and Germany have amply demonstrated in re- 

cent months. America has proved—and the world has 

noticed—that it can project its military might abroad to secure 

its (and other people’s) economic and other interests. !° 

The strike against Iraq thus provided general notice of U.S. global 

supremacy while also chastening any other would-be Third World 

challengers. The world saw that, with low U.S. casualties in a high- 

tech conflict, neither destruction on a massive scale nor huge Iraqi 

casualty figures stimulated an anti-war movement of proportions se- 

rious enough to affect presidential decisions. In the new world order 

heralded by President Bush, neither the Soviet Union nor an aroused 

U.S. domestic public could curb U.S. willingness to use its over- 

whelming military power. Overall, as Martin Walker summed up, 

the Gulf crisis perfectly suited U.S. global purpose as defined by 

George Bush: 

Iraq is not the Gothic hordes. It is, instead, the perfect fall guy, 

offering the United States the perfect crisis. Saddam Hussein is 

the perfect villain (though the Bush administration may yet 

pay a heavy price for giving Saddam Hussein such an obvious 

opportunity to appeal to the poor and nonwhite majority of 

the human race). The rich but impotent Gulf states are the per- 

fect protectorates. The Soviet Union, grateful at this belea- 

guered moment to be treated as a strategic equal by Bush, is 

the perfect associate. And Moscow’s complacence has made 

the UN Security Council into the perfect vehicle to legitimate 

American power with the mantle of the international 

community.!! 

Viewed in this way, Iraq appeared less as a threat than an ideal 

demonstration case for the efficacy of U.S. power in Third World in- 

terventions. The U.S. public could be counted on to accept the mil- 

itary strikes provided the human losses were either screened from 

view or the victims sufficiently dehumanized. In the Gulf conflict, 

censorship and smart bombs achieved the masking objective with 
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startling success, while skillful reliance on the prevailing Western 

stereotypes of Arab societies desensitized the public to the human 
tragedies of the war. 

Politics in Arab and other Third World states was routinely dis- 

cussed in terms of anti-U.S. mobs and authoritarian rulers with little 
sense of principled political actors with whom ordinary Americans 

might identify. The “lessons” of the Gulf War were meant to impress 

the irrational and dangerous crowds in the streets on the one hand, 

and the brutal governments that alone could discipline them on the 

other. Experience with Iraq reflected both sides of the coin. Despite 

the Hussein regime’s deplorable human rights record, the United 

States showed little restraint in helping Saddam Hussein to build his 

power base, especially during the Iran-Iraq War. In fact, the brutal- 

ity of the regime proved to be an asset. During the conflict with 

Iran, the Iraqi regime avoided nothing, certainly not the terrible loss 

of young Iraqi and Iranian lives or the slaughter of dissident Kurds 

to secure the objective shared with the United States of preventing 

Iranian domination of the Gulf through the export of the Islamic rev- 

olution. The United States showed little displeasure as the two strong- 

est powers in the Gulf maimed and murdered a multitude of their 

young men. Then, when the Iraqis showed signs of emerging not 

only victorious but capable of rebuilding their power with expanded 

oil revenues, the United States, without a hint of embarrassment, 

discovered the reprehensible character of the Iraqi ruler. The regime’s 

vile record of abusing its power could then justify the deadly U.S. 

strikes in which poor Iraqi conscripts (and uncounted civilians) died 

once again by the thousands. If the U.S. public gave these victims 
any thought at all, they saw only the ugly face of Saddam Hussein. 

In the official U.S. calculus, only the authoritarian state system 

and its ability to maintain order, and not civil society and the values 

it espoused, counted at all. Ironically, domestic critics of the official 

Gulf policy reinforced this assessment. Dismayed by the unsubtle 
displays of mass opinion in political systems with only limited politi- 
cal participation at best, and disappointed in the perceived unwil- 
lingness of Arab intellectuals to challenge state power directly, they 

fell into bleak and exaggerated characterizations of the absence of 

democracy in the Arab world as the fundamental political reality 
and the cause of all its ills. This tendency inadvertently reinforced 
the view that the wounds of the Arab world were primarily self- 
inflicted; that is, the dilemmas of Arab politics were caused more by 

outmoded traditions that failed to provide for basic freedoms and 
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human rights guarantees than by contemporary political forces such 

as Western economic, political, and military interventions or the as- 

sertions of Israeli power. The perceived absence of any role for civil 

society suggested that the only notable political actors in the Arab 

arena were the mob or the authoritarian ruler. Ironically, this view 

provided little guidance or encouragement for those in the West— 

often including these critics themselves—searching for alternatives 

to the present U.S. resort to military interventions as the preferred 

course in resolving conflicts with the Third World. Although the 

Mubarak regime took a clear position in support of the Bush strat- 

egy, that position did not go uncontested in Egypt. 

Official Egypt Reacts: The Government Position 

In the official view, Egypt had backed the winner in the Gulf contest 

by paying attention to issues of both principle and power. President 

Mubarak denounced Saddam Hussein’s deceptive personal pledge 

that no strike would occur against Kuwait while negotiations were 

under way. Unimpressed by the Iraqi claim that the attack came 

only after the breakdown of talks, Mubarak asserted that the crisis 

in the Gulf derived ultimately from the unacceptable aggression of 

one Arab state against another. Pointing to a deep current of sup- 

port within Egypt for the coalition effort and apparently feeling per- 

sonally insulted by Saddam Hussein, the president contrasted his 

own liberalized rule in Egypt to the dictatorial impositions of the 

Iraqi ruler. Moreover, the president explained that Saddam wanted 

“to usurp Egyptian leadership [of the Arab world]” as the return of 

the Arab League (under an Egyptian general secretary) to Cairo and 

then the Cairo Summit at the height of the crisis proved.!? Finally, 

President Mubarak pointed to the immediate economic dividends 

from the partnership with the United States in the form of impor- 

tant debt relief and a new appreciation of Egypt’s foreign aid needs 

on the part of international agencies. At the same time, the president 

expressed the hope that Egyptians and all Arabs would reap the 

benefits of a re-energized U.S. commitment to a resolution of the 

Palestinian question already in evidence by the fall of 1991. 

Debate in Egyptian civil society questioned all of these proposi- 

tions. In particular, the U.S. propensity to rely on military force 

drew harsh criticism and warnings directed at U.S. policy and the 

Egyptian regime’s support for it. The relative openness of Egyptian 
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society allowed these opinions to surface with greater clarity than 

elsewhere. It is important for domestic critics of U.S. policy to note 

that there are active if not ruling political forces in the Arab world 
that should be recognized and supported for the possibilities of co- 

operation they offer to curb unrestrained state power. Despite its 

circumscribed role, a great deal can be learned, and not all of it de- 

pressing, from the response of civil society in Egypt to the Gulf cri- 

sis. Egyptian civil society does not yet speak with its full voice. The 

political liberalization begun in the 1970s has not yet altered the 

fundamental realities of power concentration in a regime grounded 

in and sustained by military and security apparatuses. Foreign pol- 

icy formulation, even on issues that sharply divide the population, 

remain the preserve of the powerful Egyptian presidency. 

Yet, the liberalization of the last two decades has significantly en- 

hanced the prospects of civil society. Although unable to affect policy 

outcomes directly, civil society increasingly assured presentation of 

broad policy alternatives; it could also reflect more accurately the po- 

litical costs and advantages of different policy choices. 

The Mubarak regime, unlike its predecessor, does distinguish be- 

tween criticisms of policy and direct power challenges. Although 

two of the most powerful political forces in the country—Nasserism 

and Islamism—did not yet have full legal representation when the 

coalition attacked Iraq, the multiparty system nevertheless functioned 

in circumscribed ways to focus political opposition to regime poli- 

cies.!3 Professional organizations and university forums provided re- 

spected platforms for alternative views. Most important, the media 
offered some openings for the expression of alternative perspectives. 

This public arena in Egypt saw the imposition of important restric- 
tions, and serious limitations marred the quality of the debate in civil 

institutions and the media.!4 The realities of power and compliant 
constitutional provisions ensured that Egypt’s participation in the 

military strike against Iraq was solely a presidential decision. Neither 

parliament nor the recognized political parties participated in any 

meaningful way in the decision to join the international coalition 
against Iraq. Moreover, any inclination to challenge the presidential 

prerogative encountered not only official resistance and intimidation 

but a variety of inhibitions specific to the Gulf events. Mass senti- 
ment on the underlying issues was initially unclear, as ordinary 

Egyptians reacted with considerable confusion to the events in the 
Gulf. Both the conspicuous and arrogant consumption of the Ku- 

waitis as well as the brutality of the Iraqi regime made an impres- 
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sion on Egyptian society. Intellectuals, to whom the public might 

have looked for clarification, often mirrored rather than clarified 

these contradictory assessments. The mainstream Islamist trend as- 

sociated with the Muslim Brotherhood, in recent years the most 

self-assured in its criticisms of state policy, suffered the consequences 

of a divided response. As a transnational current, the Islamists found 

themselves caught between radical pressures from the Sudanese and 

North African movements and the conservative stances of the Sau- 

dis and the Kuwaitis. Instead of taking the lead in formulating an 

alternative to the government stance, the Islamists in Egypt found 

themselves preoccupied with important divisions within their own 

camp. Finally, important civil institutions concerned with foreign 

policy such as think tanks and university forums assumed a low 

profile, the result, in some cases, of recent brushes with harsh offi- 

cial measures. 

Although it would be unwise to downplay these restrictions on 

the internal Egyptian debate, it would be just as unhelpful to ignore 

the partial clarifications provided by civil society despite these obsta- 

cles. The restrictions and limitations do not tell the whole story. The 

Egyptian political arena split over the Gulf crisis. The parties of the 

right, notably the Wafd and al-Ahrar, lined up with the government, 

while the Islamists and the Left, in a tacit and unforeseen rapproche- 

ment, led the forces opposing the Gulf policy. Divisions occurred 

within all political blocks as a result of the confusions and uncer- 

tainties of the Gulf crisis. In many ways the Islamist current, pulled 

in all directions because of its transnational affiliations, had the most 

difficulty in achieving a unified position. 

In these confusing circumstances, the broad Left current assumed 

greater importance than one might have expected in articulating the 

opposition stance on Egypt’s role in the Gulf.!° Throughout the crisis, 

the Egyptian Left suffered from the legal restrictions and periodic 

repression that denied it a presence in political life commensurate 

with the support it enjoyed in society. The primary political institu- 

tion of the Left remained the National Progressive Unionist Party 

(NPUP), with its frustrating amalgam of leftist currents. The Nas- 

serists, the leftist orientation with the largest potential mass support, 

continued but were handicapped by the denial of any legal status to 

either of the two parties that vied for the Nasserist mantle. In the 

major universities, the Left enjoyed a strong presence, particularly 

evidenced by the student demonstrations against the war and in the 

efforts of the well-received Students’ Committee for the Defense of 

Democracy.!6 The professional organizations also witnessed an ac- 
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tive Left component, although it was the media where the Left had 
its most important base. Al/-Ahaly, the paper of the NPUP, was 

joined by al-Yassar as the forum of a broad and often unaffiliated 

progressive public opinion. In the mainstream, the distinguished 

journal Rose al-Yusuf consistently brought a leftist orientation to its 

largest public audience. Drawing on these considerable resources (and 

leaving aside the subterranean leftist forces such as the various illegal 
communist groupings), the Egyptian Left, operating in civil society, 

succeeded in engaging the official position with a coherent alternative. 

The Left Alternative 

The Left contested every aspect of the official reading of the crisis 

and its consequences: Egypt was a satellite and not a partner of the 

United States; the Iraqi regime made a grave mistake in invading 

Kuwait, but the response should have been an Arab or UN resolu- 

tion and not a Western military intervention. Whatever the flaws of 

Saddam’s regime, the strike against Iraq destroyed an important 

Arab power, weakening the Arab system and strengthening the Is- 

raeli-U.S. hold on the area. The complete U.S. domination of the 

Gulf would only worsen the uneven distribution of Arab resources, 

with Egypt deriving scant economic benefit from its participation in 

the coalition. And in the wake of the war, prospects for a just settle- 

ment to the Palestinian question would fade even further under the 

smoke screen of an endless and unproductive “peace process.” 

The Left’s position opened with a critique of presidential leader- 

ship, attacking President Mubarak’s monopoly on decision making 

and his failure to provide the public with the full facts of the situa- 

tion confronting the nation.!7 Although some critics ceded that Pres- 

ident Mubarak had managed to maneuver with considerable skill in 

an extremely difficult situation, all agreed that real national leader- 

ship would have seized the initiative and shaped circumstances for 
Egypt’s benefit.!8 They reminded the public of Mubarak’s initial op- 

position to an Arab summit on the grounds that it would be divisive 
and destructive, only to then reconsider and convene the Cairo 
Summit. They reported that the president had initially spoken at the 

summit of a call for simultaneous Iraqi and U.S. withdrawal, but 
that crucial phrase was removed from the final communiqué. They 
noted that the president initially argued that Egypt’s role would be 

purely defensive, but he reversed himself dramatically as Egypt as- 
sumed the prominent Arab position in the final assault on Iraq.!° 
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The Left ascribed the president’s radical and confusing shifts in posi- 

tion to U.S. pressure. 

The official language of partnership and friendship, according to 

the Left, masked more than it revealed when applied to the Egyp- 

tian-U.S. relationship. Egypt, in fact, had become a U.S. outpost, a 

regional surrogate whose interests were subordinated in all essentials 

to those of the United States. Moreover, the U.S. regional system 

had a profoundly reactionary character. Egypt, once in the vanguard 

of progressive Arab states and more recently linked economically in 

1989 to Iraq, Jordan, and North Yemen in the Arab Cooperation 

Council (ACC), now found itself allied with the tribal regimes of the 

Gulf.2° The Left seized the opportunity afforded by the Gulf crisis to 

attack the backward and corrupt Gulf states, focusing attention on 

such issues as skewed income distribution and the mistreatment of 

women.?! 

One important U.S. aim in binding Egypt into this system was to 

secure its neutralization, making total Israeli ascendency in the area 

possible. Unimpressed with the argument that the crisis revealed that 

Israel was not as important to the area, the Left contended that the 

Israelis performed a variety of intelligence and other back-room ser- 

vices for the coalition that guaranteed its continued favored position. 

Strains might surface between Washington and Tel Aviv, but the 

underlying relationship would hold. Whatever the complexities of 

the Gulf situation, one fact remained for the Left: Egypt had coop- 

erated fully in the destruction of an Arab power and the deaths of as 

many as a quarter of a million conscripts and citizens in one of the 

great centers of the Arab world. At the same time, Egyptian links to 

the Gulf states provided a cover of legitimacy for their continuing 

monopolization and corrupt waste of precious Arab resources. The 

United States, hiding behind calls for legitimacy and stability, blocked 

all movement toward democracy or reform. 

In the end, the Left judged that Egyptians received much less 

than was expected for these considerable services to U.S. power. The 

first casualty of the about face was, of course, the ACC, which aimed 

to link Egypt, Iraq, North Yemen, and Jordan in a loose economic 

union.22 At the same time, the supposed gains from the strengthened 

Gulf connection went to the Americans first and then the Europeans 

rather than to the Egyptians or the Syrians. Neither the expanded 

Egyptian security role in the Gulf nor the expected Egyptian share 

in Gulf reconstruction materialized. In both instances the United 
States dominated, leaving Egypt little more than crumbs. At the 

same time, the domestic liberalizations that supposedly went with 
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the U.S. external link were as much a facade as a reality; as Hussein 

Abdul Razik put it in al-Yassar, “there is no rational Egyptian who 

can believe that there is democracy in Egypt.”23 The Left saw these 

outcomes as clear evidence that the so-called new world order was, 

to use Mohammed Sid-Ahmed’s characterization, “nothing more 

than a consecration of U.S. global hegemony following the disap- 

pearance of the Soviet pole.” Because the U.S. strategy aimed to 

make “the destiny of the world subject to the will of one country, [it] 

is more blatantly imperialistic than any similar project in the past.”24 

Elaborations: Voices of Civil Society 

Using the resources of civil society, the broad Left current cooper- 

ated with other political and social forces, notably the Islamists, to 
bring this critical assessment of the Gulf crisis before Egyptian and 

Arab publics. This effort greatly enhanced debate and reflection in 

civil society on the meaning of the Gulf War for Egypt. Into this en- 

larged arena stepped respected national figures emerging from the 

Left, but transcending the narrow confines of any particular political 

orientation by speaking directly to and for the entire nation. Coming 

from the universities and research centers, the press, professional as- 

sociations, and previous government service, they provided new in- 

formation and integrating interpretations that gave force and depth 

to the Left’s critique of official policy. The impact of the new post- 

war circumstances on complicated domestic problems such as the na- 

tional debt and privatization were given special attention. Regional 

questions such as the Egyptian security role in the Gulf, the peace 
process, and the future of the Arab system also received probing 

treatment. At the same time, distinguished commentators examined 

the hopes raised by talk of an expanded role for the UN, interna- 
tional law, and international human rights organizations and added 

their assessments to the worldwide discussion of these prospects. 
Thanks to these courageous interventions, critical issues—important 

for Egypt, the region, and the world—received consideration in the 
public spaces of civil society, often in the face of active state dis- 
couragement. 

For Egypt 

Ordinary Egyptians, many of whom had friends or relatives in the 
Gulf, felt that the crisis dealt Egypt a severe blow on a variety of 
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levels. Analysts on the Left could find little consistency or coherence 

in the policy of the Mubarak regime toward Iraq. In the late 1980s, 

the Egyptian regime consolidated relations with Baghdad that re- 
sulted from Egyptian assistance during the Iran-Iraq War. In 1989 

the regime announced Egyptian adherence to the ACC. Although 

giving rhetorical support to this limited Arab union, the Left had 
clear misgivings. Reservations focused on the council’s impact on 

the Palestinian question, the autocratic character of the decision to 
form the council, and the exclusion of such key Arab actors as Su- 
dan and Syria. At this stage, the Left criticized the regime for em- 

bracing the Iraqis too hastily with little regard for the potential 

costs.25 
During the Gulf crisis, the Left found itself ironically attacking 

the opposite excess; the Egyptian government, as the Left saw it, 

moved from a thoughtless embrace of Hussein’s regime to the mind- 

less annihilation of the Iraqis. The Left understood that the majority 

of Egyptians blamed Iraq for the crisis by its invasion of Kuwait. 

Ahmed Abdullah, an independent political analyst who had played 

a leadership role in student politics in the 1970s, explained that the 

Egyptians lost a great deal from the crisis, ranging from their dashed 
hopes for leadership of a stable Arab world to the more immediate 

deprivation of employment opportunities in the Gulf. Abdullah con- 

cluded that “it seems logical for Egyptians to ally with the rest of 

the ‘frightened’ in the Gulf in their support of the U.S. campaign 

and their opposition to the Iraqi regime.” Yet, although Abdullah 

recognized the Iraqi “mistake” and the necessity to check Iraqi power, 

he dissented firmly from the drive to destroy Iraq, criticizing the 

headlines of official papers “that expressed eager anticipation for the 

onset of military operations.” The deep feeling of competition with 

Iraq for leadership of the Arab world was “different from seeing a 

brother killed by someone because he misbehaved.” Warning that 
“any axis standing on the corpse of Iraq must be weak,” Abdullah 

concluded that “the correct stance from the Arab and Egyptian 

perspective was to rectify the mistake of the Iraqi brother without 

resorting to a paid killer.”26 

The Egyptian regime, the Left argued, fell too easily into demon- 

izing Saddam Hussein. Following the U.S. lead, the official press 
characterized the conflict as originating in Saddam Hussein’s exces- 

sive ambition and flawed character. Galal Amin, a distinguished 
university economist, spoke for progressive opinion in Egypt when 
he opined that “it is very improbable that what occurred is simply 
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an expression of the strange ambitions of the one ruler.”2?7 The so- 

phisticated Left, while eschewing the old Marxist dogmatisms, never- 

theless insisted that forces larger than personal ambitions and flawed 

characters moved important historical events like the Gulf War. Such 

forces had a class character in both their international and purely 

Egyptian dimensions. According to Amin, anecdotes about the “end 

of the Left” and the “bankruptcy of leftist thought” in no way dimin- 
ished the importance of class analysis for major political and social 

events.8 

Sober voices of civil society warned that the U.S.-inspired eco- 
nomic restructuring undertaken by the government had a political 

rather than economic logic. The U.S. ideological commitment to the 

market economy meant a reflexive hostility to the public sector and 

to such socialist measures as food subsidies that protected the most 

vulnerable segments of the population.2? The International Monetary 

Fund (IMF) pushed to reduce subsidies, fire public sector employees, 

and decrease funding for social services like education and health. 

The regime used the preoccupation with the Gulf to accommodate 

these demands in order to receive “millions of dollars in cash aid,” 

but at the price of “tight budgetary constraints.”2° The bitter pill was 

presented as more palatable because of the financial gains, notably 
debt relief, that rewarded Egypt’s role in the Gulf. 

The Left challenged these claims, drawing special attention to the 

mishandling of the national debt and exaggerated official claims for 

the impact of debt relief secured in the wake of the crisis. For fifteen 

years, the Left had warned that the mushrooming national debt con- 

stituted a threat to Egyptian national independence as serious as the 

European financial claims against Egypt in the nineteenth century 

that led to the eventual occupation of the country. Galal Amin ex- 

plained that the full scale of the debt had been hidden by the gov- 
ernment, under a barrage of deliberately misleading characterizations, 

such as “the debts are not as huge as some thought they are, that the 

debt services are still at a reasonable level, that Egypt is paying its 

debts on time, that this or that international agency testified to the 

good health of the Egyptian economy, and that what the state gets 

are grants that are not paid back or easy loans that do not burden 

the Egyptian economy.” 
The real extent of the debt crisis surfaced, although indirectly, 

when the government hailed debt relief as a major Egyptian gain 

from participation in the U.S.-led coalition. The official press re- 
ported that the United States forgave U.S. $7.8 billion and the Gulf 
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Arabs an additional U.S. $14.4 billion. President Mubarak stressed 

the importance of this reprieve, giving thanks to the Lord and tell- 

ing Egyptians that he had been unable to sleep worrying about the 

mounting interest payments on the national debt. 

Taking this personal presidential revelation as a point of depar- 

ture, Galal Amin took up the question of the debt in al-Yassar of 

February 1991. Amin reminded readers that the government had 

made assurances for fifteen years that the debt was not beyond 

Egypt’s capacities, and asked why the president should have trouble 

sleeping over an issue of so little importance. Amin calculated the 

total external debt, including late interest charges, at a staggering 

U.S. $55.7 billion. Taking this base figure, the debt relief granted in 

response to the crisis represented an approximate 25 percent reduc- 

tion. While recognizing the obvious gain for Egypt, Amin neverthe- 

less argued that the remaining massive debt still far exceeded Egypt's 

capacity for repayment. The impossible strain on the economy was 

indicated by Egypt’s failure from 1986 to 1989 to meet interest pay- 

ments, with these huge sums then added to the principal each year. 

“If our economic conditions do not see a tangible change,” wrote 

Amin, “we will remain unable to repay our debts even if we are ex- 

empted from one billion dollars annually.” From these harsh facts, 

Amin concluded that ordinary Egyptians would sense no improve- 

ment in their condition from the much heralded debt relief and that 

the national independence would remain threatened for the fore- 

seeable future by this intolerable financial burden.?! 

The perilous condition of the Egyptian economy, and the shift of 

its burden to the poor, was not the only issue in the region with a 

class dimension. Saddam Hussein’s characterization of the conflict 

in the Gulf as a struggle of the rich against the poor had a transpar- 

ently manipulative character. The Egyptian Left cautioned, however, 

that it would be a mistake to conclude that the slogans of redistribu- 

tion and economic justice had no resonance in the Arab world. 

Clearly, the issue was more complex than Saddam’s clumsy rhetoric 

claimed. 

As Galal Amin pointed out, Iraq, with its oil, was hardly a poor 

state, nor had it displayed any great interest in distributing its oil 

wealth to less fortunate Arab peoples. The class dimension of the 

conflict was enacted in less dramatic, but no less important, arenas, 

and it ignored state boundaries. The Left noticed that on entering 

Kuwait, the United States rescued the emirs and princes, yet left 
poor Palestinians, Yemenis, Egyptians, and Asians to their fate. The 
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Iraqi poor, in the guise of conscripts, died by the thousands. And 

the Egyptian balance sheet showed the same class results. When al- 

Ahram published the list of Egyptians who died in the war, Galal 

Amin was not alone in noticing that none came from Cairo or a re- 

gional capital. Egypt’s martyrs, noted Amin, had their origins in the 

remote villages rather than the prosperous suburbs of the capital. 

“Their names,” wrote Amin, “are purely and authentically Egyptian: 

Khamis Allam Hamed, Abdul Azim, and Subhy, while their sisters 

are Om Hashem and al Sayyidda, Samia, and Badria. . . . These 

are the people who cultivate the land in peacetime and die in war- 

time.” For Amin, the truth of the Marxist notion that workers have 

no country was underlined: 

Following the cease-fire, some reporters took pictures of large 

numbers of Iraqis walking in the desert to return to Iraq. They 

were in a desperate state, hungry and tired and many of them 
had lost their shoes. The same reporters took pictures of other 

large numbers of people walking in the reverse direction. Ku- 

waitis and Egyptians going South, after being released. The 

two groups met on the way, the Iraqis going to the North and 

the Egyptians and the Kuwaitis moving south. And pictures 

showed them greeting each other. Why not? None of these 

groups carried any animosity toward the other at any moment. 

They had absolutely no interest in this war.32’ 

Egypt’s policy in the Gulf linked the country with the least progres- 
sive elements in the Arab world, at the cost of the poor and disen- 

franchised. In this outcome, the regime saw strategic advantages in 

the U.S. new world order. Opposition voices from civil society con- 

tested those claims as well. 

For the Region 

The Egyptian regime anticipated an important security role in a new 
partnership with Saudi Arabia and Syria in the post-war Gulf re- 
gion. In addition, Egypt looked forward to economic gains from the 

reconstruction of Kuwait. These gains, it was thought, would more 

than offset the potential gains of the new links that had been forged 

with Iraq during the Iran-Iraq War, culminating with the economic 

ties promised by the ACC. On both accounts the regime suffered 

harsh disappointments. From the outset, the Left warned that Egypt’s 
and Syria’s only leverage with the United States was their capacity 
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to provide an Arab face for the interventionist forces that would 

mobilize support for the UN and promote favorable world public 

opinion. Once used in this way, the Left argued that Egypt and Syria 

would be summarily denied any substantial strategic or financial 

gains. 

The blow came on 19 September 1991, when the United States 

and Kuwait signed a ten-year military cooperation agreement. The 

new arrangement provided for U.S. stockpiling of military supplies, 

authorized visits by U.S. war planes and ships, and regular joint 

military training and exercises.33 Meanwhile, Egypt having with- 

drawn its troops from the Gulf, claimed that while general principles 

for an Egyptian role in the Gulf had been agreed to, the details re- 

quired further negotiations. Egypt, it seemed, had been pushed aside. 

The high point of Egyptian hopes came with the Damascus Decla- 

ration of March 1991. Issued in the wake of the war, the agreement 

provided for 35,000 troops from Egypt and another 30,000 from 

Syria to provide an Arab security guarantee for the Gulf. In ex- 

change, the Gulf states pledged generous economic support in the 

form of a Gulf fund totaling U.S. $15 billion on which the Egyptians 

and Syrians could draw. The deal unraveled almost immediately. 

Within three weeks, the Gulf Arabs, with the tacit support of the 

United States, reneged on the arrangement. The fund was reduced in 

size and was opened to non-Arab states.34 The Kuwaitis further an- 

gered the Egyptians by downplaying the Egyptian role in the fighting 

and indicating an even stronger interest in a U.S. rather than an Arab 

security shield. In response, Egypt withdrew the bulk of its forces, 

while the Kuwaitis struck their deal with the United States. 
Cairo’s disillusionment also extended to its role in the Kuwaiti 

reconstruction. Egyptian hopes for a large role in the Gulf were 

expressed most clearly by Housing and Construction Minister al Ka- 

frawi, who made the case that “we have the experience of having re- 

built our country after the wars of 1956, 1967, and 1973, and we 

reconstructed the [Suez] Canal region in thirty months and returned 

1.5 million people to their homes.”35 The Kuwaitis responded that a 

cold calculus of efficiency, not sentiment, would dictate the contract 

awards. The United States got the lion’s share while the Egyptians 
got only an estimated U.S. $20 million of the billions awarded. 

The Left understood these outcomes as the indirect consequence 

of the U.S. military response to the crisis. The U.S.-led attack demol- 
ished not only Iraq, but also the prospects of a revived and strength- 

ened Arab regional system. Muhammad Sayyid Said, a senior politi- 
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cal analyst of the al-Ahram Center for Political and Strategic Studies, 

described the impact of the Gulf crisis as “an earthquake hitting the 

whole area.” Said explained that the crisis erupted at a time when 

the United States was laying the groundwork for a Pax Americana. 

Furthermore, Said reasoned that the massive scale of technologically 

advanced military power used in the war was aimed at more than 

Iraq. He argued that the terrible destruction of Iraq was “a lesson 

for the entire Third World, warning it not to challenge the Ameri- 

can system.”36 

The massive reconstruction effort in Kuwait and the new security 

system for the Gulf, both marked by U.S. dominance, attested to 

the extreme weakness of the Arab regional system, now completely 

penetrated and dominated by U.S. power. In backing the U.S. mil- 

itary strike, the regime destroyed Egypt’s only prospect to use the 

Gulf crisis for the reconstruction of an Arab regional system in which 

Egypt could play a leadership role on behalf of general Arab inter- 

ests. The U.S. military strike destroyed not only Iraqi power, but 

diplomatic and political prospects for Egypt as well. 

To make this case, the Left had to establish that there was a work- 

able alternative to the complicated role that Egypt played in the 

United States’ use of massive military power. Muhammad Sayyid 

Said, among others, recognized the practical constraints on Egyp- 

tian policy. In the face of Iraqi power, a purely Arab resolution to 

the crisis was probably unavailable. But Said believed that Egypt 

had the opportunity to weigh in on behalf of the various diplomatic 

initiatives, all of which would have used the UN forum instead of 

relying solely on U.S. military power. 

The system could have contributed through pressuring for the 

crystallization of a new power of Western Europe and the 
USSR. The failure to do so gave the U.S. a monopoly position 
in directing the crisis beyond its abilities and international posi- 
tion. This encouraged the U.S. to implement a vehement and 

contradictory stance in conducting the war against Iraq, lead- 
ing to the material and moral destruction of this beloved Arab 
state to “the pre-industrial era,” to use the expression of the 

general secretary of the UN.” 

Instead of backing the diplomatic alternative, Egypt simply followed 

the U.S. line that negotiations could begin only after withdrawal, 

thereby effectively cancelling that option. As Abdullah argued, “never 

in human history had negotiations taken place following the with- 
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drawal of the forces.”38 Egypt failed to effect any workable negotia- 

tions, to find an Arab solution, or to support a broader diplomatic 

effort that would not have led so obviously to the imposition of a 

U.S. solution. After the Cairo summit, Egypt simply fell in line be- 

hind the Americans.’ As a result, Egypt failed to support effectively 

important diplomatic opportunities by the Jordanians, the Yemenis, 

the French, and the Russians. “The word ‘negotiations’ appeared 

very rarely in the Egyptian official press,” noted Ahmed Abdullah. 

When the Islamist political opposition, led by Adel Hussein and Ib- 

rahim Shukry, attempted to mediate, they were condemned and de- 

famed in the government press. Not only did the regime fail to use 

its modest room to maneuver, it blocked the efforts of others and 

thereby helped assure serious damage to the regional Arab system. 

According to the Left, the U.S. resolution also adversely affected 

the Arab system by fostering the uncoupling of the Gulf states from 

the Arab world. The issues of Gulf security and reconstruction are 

important here. The real thinking of the Gulf states, once the rhe- 

toric of an Arab common front was no longer required, emerged 

most clearly from the details of the Gulf Fund dispute that led to the 

Egyptian withdrawal. The fund, created for the purpose of devel- 

opment assistance to the Arab world, saw its capital drop from U.S. 

$15 billion to U.S. $10 billion over a three-year period beginning in 

1991. Important from the Egyptian perspective was the decision to 

open the fund to non-Arab powers, notably the Iranians, and “to 

include the IMF and the World Bank in orienting the fund’s work 

and supervising it, so that the new financing becomes a support for 

the economic programs supervised by both the Bank and the IMF."40 

In addition, the Gulf states built a privatization strategy into the 

fund’s working relations by making grants to private sector projects 

directly rather than to governments. 

These new arrangements, despite their ostensibly economic ratio- 

nale, had clear political implications. The Gulf states could use the 

fund effectively to settle accounts with Arab regime that did not 

fully support their cause in the crisis; at the same time, the private 
contracting system enabled the Gulf regimes to build a network of 

clients within individual Arab states who had benefited directly from 

the Gulf connection. These circles could then be counted on to func- 

tion as interest groups on behalf of the Gulf states. At the same time 

and with obvious relevance to the uncoupling strategy, the Gulf states 

altered their demographic composition by reducing the number of 

visiting Arab workers, thus further diluting their ties to the Arab 

world. 
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Putting these various elements together, the Egyptian Left con- 

cluded that the Gulf states had opted decisively for reliance on U.S. 

military power and close alliance of their economics and societies to 

the West, while securing “the silence of the other Arab States whether 

by selective or distinctive financial support [through the fund], by 

local pressure groups, or even through pressures from the interna- 

tional financial institutions.”4! Furthermore, the Left warned, the 

separation of the Gulf States was not the worst consequence of the 

blow to the Arab system. 

Muhammad Hassanein Haikal, editor of al-Ahram during the 

Nasser years, explained the harsh implication of the extreme weak- 

ness of the Arab system for the Palestinian issue: “I see no real pos- 

sibilities for a settlement. In any settlement there is an exchange. 

Obviously, the Arabs are ready to talk, but they have nothing to 

offer; whereas, the Israelis have everything, but they are not ready to 

offer anything.”42 Haikal argued that the talk of movement on the 

peace process was really a cover for imposing Israeli conditions rather 

than the beginning of real negotiation. “What is the form of this set- 

tlement that is now being discussed?” Haikal asked. He pointed out 

that discussion focused not on the shape of the settlement, but simply 

on the abstract idea of getting a process started. “This is what they 

ask the Arabs to participate in,” continued Haikal; “it is like asking 

them to catch a plane before it takes off without telling them where 

this plane is heading.” Haikal found the argument that the process 
would generate its own dynamics unacceptable because the Arabs 

had so little leverage, and the Israelis had set such harsh conditions, 

for example, dictating the composition of the Palestinian delegation 

and precluding a Palestinian state as an outcome. Muhammad 

Sayyid Said concluded that “contrary to all previous stages in Arab 

history since the end of WWII, it would be incorrect for us to call 

for a quick move to end the Palestinian problem at the current stage 

and before the rehabilitation of the Arab world.” The only outcome 

possible at the present time, according to Said, would be “the ‘solu- 

tion’ proposed by the fanatic right wing in Israel, the U.S., and the 

West. . . to achieve peace and normalize relations without having 
to give back the 1967 Occupied Territories and without granting 

self-determination to the Palestinians and their right to have an in- 

dependent country.”43 
The absence of a genuine settlement resulted from the U.S. con- 

cept that the United States could “impose its will and monopolize 
politics in the Middle East, regardless of international legitimacy,” 

Said commented. The new U.S. assertiveness might create strains 
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with Israel, but these would be over marginal questions, although 

their importance would undoubtedly be magnified to better position 

the United States as a mediator. Nonetheless, the U.S. bias toward 

Israel is unlikely to change as a result of the Gulf conflict because 
“it stems from the heart of the ruling institutions of the United 

States.”44 
When the Israelis advanced their post-Gulf slogan of “peace for 

peace” instead of the principle of “land for peace” embodied in UN 

Resolution 242, the Left saw this hardened position as a direct result 
of the improved Israeli position in the wake of the Gulf War. The 

destruction of a major Arab power and the further weakening of the 

Arab system emboldened the Israelis. Their new language, as Haikal 

understood it, meant “that the Arab states must sign the agreement 

with Israel or they have before them the example of Iraq.” Haikal 

concluded that although he could understand the U.S. incentives for 
desiring to “pacify conditions in the ME,” they had to realize that 

“this must take place in a more just way.”45 

For the World 

In the wake of the disaster following the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait, 

the late Philip Galab, one of the most highly respected of Egypt’s 

leftist journalists, announced a momentous discovery “that could 

change all the diplomatic and political formulas that have prevailed 

for centuries.” Galab reported with mock seriousness that “the U.S. 

together with Great Britain and Israel have discovered something 

called international law, the violation of which should be punished 
either under the banner of the UN or without it.”46 Galab under- 

scored the irony of the U.S. appeal to values that it had, in the case 

of Palestine, consistently violated. 

In a quite different style, Muhammad Hassanein Haikal discussed 

the power dimension of the U.S. claim that the end of the Cold War 
had brought a new and better international order: “I don’t think 

there is a new world order. We had a British system that went on for 

the 18th and 19th centuries and until the mid-20th century. Then we 

Saw a new system with the second world war, it is an American sys- 
tem.” Haikal understood the Gulf crisis as essentially a reassertion of 

this U.S. system against challenges from the Japanese and the Euro-- 

peans. “What happened during the crisis,” Haikal explained, “is that 

the Americans were not happy with some of the changes in the in- 

ternational balance of power and therefore they reemphasized their 
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domination.” Haikal, in fact, saw little immediate prospect in a dis- 

placement of U.S. dominance, although in time it might confront an 

effectively unified Europe or Asia capable of containing its power.*” 

In this widely endorsed view, what was really behind the Gulf 

War was competition among the United States, Europe, and Japan 

that was becoming tougher all the time. Referring to U.S. fears of a 

unified Europe, Amin remarked that because “the U.S. possesses the 

greatest force in the world, it would be very strange if the U.S. did 

not use this force to improve its relative position in the international 
economy and strengthen its negotiating position with Western Eu- 

rope and Japan.”48 
The U.S. postwar initiatives to control the arms flow to the Mid- 

dle East reflected these same underlying realities. Amin Huwaidy, a 

former interior minister from the Nasser years and a specialist on 

military affairs, analyzed the ways in which the Bush initiative would 

buttress U.S. ability to shape regional political outcomes. Huwaidy 

wrote that in the contemporary unipolar world, the United States 

would determine the standards of international legitimacy, changing 

those standards to suit its purposes. For example, the Bush arms 

regulation initiative, approved by the London Conference on Arms 

Exports, banned the building of missiles and nonconventional weap- 

ons while limiting exports of conventional weapons into the Middle 
Eastern region. The initiative made these determinations based on the 

notion that any state does have a legitimate need to defend itself. Yet, 

Huwaidy asked pointedly, “Who determines these threats and who 

would determine the size and the quality of the necessary weapons to 

counter them?” Huwaidy pointed out that the United States clearly 

intended to assume that responsibility within the purview of the new 
world order. He judged that the U.S. control over the arms transfer 

process would be critical because the balance of force in the area 

would dictate the balance of interests. Huwaidy concluded with two 

pointed questions: “How can we achieve stability if the U.S. is con- 

trolling the weapons market and is biased toward Israel? How will 

we deal in the international arms trade if the rules for interaction be- 

came more political than commercial?””? 

Alongside these realist assessments by the broad leftist current, 

however, came an emphasis on the Arab interest in cultivating some 

alternative to this unconstrained U.S. dominance. Muhammad 

Sayyid Said reasoned that the Arabs had essentially two strategies 

available to them. The first, a “revolutionary” option, reasoned that 

the Gulf crisis revealed the Arab system to be so corrupt and de- 
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pendent on the West that the only solution “is to destroy the entire 

Arab system and comprehensively combat the West and achieve Arab 

unity even if this necessitates the usage of military force and even if 

it ends in complete chaos in the whole area.”*° Said rejected this 

argument, arguing that such an outcome would effectively undermine 

any remaining sense of political morality in the Arab world. In Said’s 

view, the only Arab unity worthy of the name must be attained with 

democracy and respect for human rights. He attacked the Iraqi re- 

gime for using the call to unity as a cover for regional ambitions 

while it brutalized its own people. “What is the value of a unity 

which is led by those who dare to kill and slaughter thousands of 

their own people?” asked Said. 

Raising an even more sensitive issue for the Left, Said questioned 

the wisdom and morality of an abstract anti-foreign impulse. “Un- 

doubtedly, we do admit that any patriot should reject the military 

presence in the Gulf if it comes by force and against the will of the 

nation, or even if it is not against their will if the arguments for it 

are not persuasive,” wrote Said. Yet, he pushed harder and asked, 

“Shall we reject foreign intervention because it is foreign on the ba- 

sis that anything foreign is evil and anything Arab is good? These 

arguments would have meant that we would have given Kuwait for- 

ever to Iraq, because there was no Arab force able to evacuate Ku- 

wait, and we all know this fact well.” From this perspective, Said 

returned to the question of the role of international law and the UN 

as an alternative to reliance on U.S. power, arguing that “the pre- 

ferred position is not to reject a foreign presence entirely, but to call 

for a role for the UN, so that Arabs, through that organization, can 

deter Iraq.”5! 

On the international as well as domestic plane, figures at the very 

core of the Egyptian Left, like Mahmud Amin al-Alim and Rifa’at 

al-Said, emphasized democracy in addition to the traditional demand 

for social justice as critical to an Arab revival. Such prominent left- 

ists argued that during and immediately after the crisis, the cause of 

democracy was highlighted alongside the social cause. Later events 

in Algeria, where Islamist forces flourished in a quasi-democratic 
environment, would dampen the enthusiasm of the Left for accelera- 

tion of Egypt’s democratic experiment.*2 But, in al-Said’s words, the 

immediate response to the Gulf War was a rethinking of the demo-. 
cracy issue as meaning that “democracy in the Arab arena is no 

longer concerned simply with having more than one party or with 

human rights, but it is an essential element for the Arab nation.” 
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More concretely, al-Said argued, “If democracy existed in Iraq, it 

wouldn’t have decided to invade Kuwait. . . . If Saudi Arabia had 
democracy, it wouldn’t have decided to invite the Americans in. 

. . . If it existed in Kuwait, the system wouldn’t have fallen apart 

the way it did. . . . And Egypt wouldn’t have been able under a 

democratic system to undertake the emergency measures to provide 

an umbrella for the Americans.”53 
Sayyid Yassine pointed out that although this democratic current 

emerged well before the Gulf War, it was accelerated by it. Yassine 

provided one pointed example of the attempt to make democracy a 

more integral part of the Arab system. In 1984, the Center for Unity 

Studies sponsored a conference on the crisis of democracy in the 

Arab world. No Arab government would agree to host it, so the 

meeting was held in Cyprus. Yassine reported that over a hundred 

Arab intellectuals attended and follow-up practical work was done 

in the human rights field by the Arab Organization for Human 

Rights, which now has branches throughout the Arab world and 

was recognized by the UN. 
The new interest, especially among younger Arab intellectuals, in 

questions of international law and human rights rather than rigid 

ideologies, reflected an openness that characterized the post-Cold 

War age. Yassine commented that a new world was emerging based 

on a new, post-Marxist revisionist critique of modernity in its ratio- 

nalist aspect. Neither capitalism nor socialism fulfilled their promise. 

“So, the door is open before multiple ideas and innovations,” con- 

cluded Yassine. “Post-modernist philosophy opens the door before 

human history without having a final or ready-made solution,” he 

noted, “and this is the essence of the cultural dialogue that occurs 

today in the world.”*4 
In the Gulf conflict and debate, Yassine saw this underlying cul- 

tural contest reflected indirectly. An old world—represented by a 

brutal Iragi invasion and a savage U.S. counterattack—that sought 

to reimpose the old certainties confronted the new possibilities rep- 

resented by the calls for reliance on international law and a revived 

UN. For the moment, military force carried the day. An Iraqi dicta- 

tor opened the door for the forcible reentry of the West into the 
Arab arena, forecasting parallel interventions and disruptions on a 

global scale. In the United States and in the Western world gener- 

ally, a “new racism and ethnocentrism reasserted itself to contest the 

post-modern claim that respects the particularity of every human 

culture.” Yassine argued that this policy debate was the surface reflex 
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of a more profound cultural contest that represented “a very impor- 

tant struggle because it will produce political and economic policies: 

the cultural role will become more important than the political be- 

cause it will determine the other.”55 For the moment, force and the 

old world have had their way. But in civil society in Egypt and 

around the world, the struggle continues. 

Civil Society and the Common Good 

Egyptian intellectuals of national stature, respected throughout the 

Arab world and in the West, raised the issue of civil society’s role in 

decision making as the events in the Gulf made politics once again 

important to all Egyptians. In doing so, they attempted to rally 

Egyptian intellectuals to act more effectively as independent critics 

of government policy. 
In a spirit of self-criticism during and immediately after the crisis, 

the shortcomings in the discharge of this responsibility received great 

emphasis. Galal Amin reminded his readers that “the researcher for 

the truth in Egypt is always one who tries to solve puzzles or decode 

a secret language.” Amin complained that “half the truth is purpose- 

fully hidden from you, while half of what is said is similarly dis- 

torted to mislead people.” One may find the truth in the end, Amin 

concluded, “but for the most part only after it’s already too late.°° 

Amin argued that too many Arab intellectuals simply abandoned 

the quest for reasons that, while perfectly understandable, should be 

somehow resisted. “We live in a very tough world. There is a lack of 

vision, a deterioration of the progressive forces, the absence of a 

clear intellectual alternative, in addition to inflation that humiliates 

man. And the problem is not that of Arab intellectuals only, but the 

intellectuals of the whole world.” With mordant wit, he sketched 

portraits of the various responses to the crisis, linking each “depen- 
dent” response to the “requirements” of one of the five Arab regimes 

that played key parts in the crisis (Kuwait, Iraq, Saudi Arabia, Jor- 
dan, and Egypt). Sarcastically, Amin noted that the ruler of each 

state required quite different qualifications and talents of the intellec- 

tuals who would serve it. Those who would back Saddam Hussein, 

he explained, must display “a high level of progressiveness, or at’ 

least be able to use progressive terminology. It also requires a good 

understanding of the benefits of Arab nationalism and socialism as 

well as the role of the hero in history, regardless of whether there is 
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any chance of achieving Arab unity or socialism. What is important 

is to talk and to receive the different awards of Saddam Hussein 

and his different gifts such as a Mercedes car.”5’ 

In sharp contrast, Shaikh Gaber al Ahmed of Kuwait would need 

intellectuals who could evoke Islam, but in moderate dosage and 

without the least hint of any socialist or Arab nationalist shading. 

The Saudi demands were in some ways more difficult to fulfill, 

Amin added. King Fahd’s intellectuals should be completely fluent 

in Koranic terminology, “particularly knowledgeable about the words 

related to the punishment on the day of atonement and the different 

forms that are taken by the devil in daily life, while able to skirt any 
mention of foreign and domestic policy, Israel, or the situation of the 

mass of Muslims in Saudi Arabia itself.” The intellectual who won 
the favors of Jordanian King Hussein, in contrast, must have the 

skills of an acrobat, and be able to preserve the complex balances 

the regime seeks to maintain. For the Jordanian advocate, “there is 

nothing wrong with Arab nationalism, socialism, and even Israel, 

provided all this talk is academic in nature and remote from current 

affairs and any critique of a specific Arab government.” With just a 

touch of flattery for his Egyptian readers, Amin allowed that “the 

dependency of the Egyptian intellectual was better than other types 

because it did not sanctify the ruler as was the case in Iraq, or ab- 

stain from any real discussion of the subject as in Kuwait, or mouth 

the sad stupidities that were uttered in support of the Saudi regime.” 
Amin explained the contrast: “Hypocrisy Egyptian-style is full of 

light spirit and good cheer, lacking for the other regimes. Both the 

hypocrite and the subject of hypocrisy are not taken seriously in 

Egypt and both of them know that what they are saying is not true. 

They function rather like the singer at weddings who celebrates the 

beauty of the bride while everyone knows that she is very ugly.”°* 

Assessment of the obstacles facing Egyptian intellectuals and ex- 

planations of their flawed performances received considerable and 

often quite blunt treatment. Sayyid Yassine, director of the al-Ahram 

Center for Political and Strategic Studies, registered candidly the dif- 

ficult circumstances under which Arab intellectuals everywhere 

labored, namely repression and temptations to corruption. “The tra- 

ditional critical role of the Arab intellectual,” wrote Yassine, “is ren- 

dered more difficult due to the political repression that limits the 

intellectual freedom of the thinker and through financial temptations 

from the part of certain systems.” Yassine described the “trap” facing 

the government critic “who is either repressed and silenced or emi- 
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grates or struggles in a tyrannical context where human rights are 

violated and he is subjected to financial temptations, skillfully ex- 

ploited by the Arab systems permitting the purchase of many pens.”*? 

During the Gulf crisis, these political obstacles were heightened 

by the profound splits that had already divided informed opinion 

into secularists versus Islamists, reformists versus revolutionaries. At 

the same time, although with different force in the various Arab so- 

cieties, a powerful distorting pressure arose from below in the form 

of mass opinion opposing any foreign intervention in Arab affairs. 

Yassine noted that where the popular trend supporting Iraq acquired 

great strength, some intellectuals feared to analyze the crisis in ways 

that would challenge mass sentiment. Yassine put the matter point- 

edly: “Is the role of the intellectual to follow the popular feelings 

whatever their rationality is, or is it to offer opinions from a critical 

perspective even if it opposed the popular orientations?”® 

When such characterizations are echoed in a Western context, as 

they often are by Arab émigrés to the West, they only reenforce pre- 

vailing stereotypes of Arab politics and Arab intellectuals and thereby 

enhance the Western inclination to ignore actual Arab public opin- 
ion. In local contexts, they function quite differently. Those who 

offer them to Arab readers have risked remaining in an Arab politi- 

cal arena; such assessments then have the character of action arous- 

ing appeals to revive and strengthen the best traditions of public 
inquiry. 

To this end, even the most trenchant local critics back away from 

despair that would depress rather than stimulate the revival and 

strengthening of civil society. Sayyid Yassine remarked that “fairness 

dictates that we register the positions of the Arab intellectuals who 

were not dependent on the authority but expressed their views against 

the authority, especially some of the Egyptian, Moroccan, and Tuni- 

sian intellectuals, most notably those from the opposition parties.”6! 

Galal Amin dropped his satirical tone to account for the fact that 

among Egyptians there was “a larger number of intellectuals who 

did not sell themselves as opposed to those who did.” He conceded 

that “I really believe that some intellectuals were supporting Saddam 

Hussein out of personal convictions but I think they are wrong.” 

Amin noted, however, that even on the Arab scene, it was the cor- 

rupt intellectual who received greatest attention for two reasons: “The 

one who doesn’t sell himself to the media isn’t dealt with by the 

media, and the bad smell is the one that attracts attention.”® 
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Expressing the concerns behind his sarcasm and his hopes for the 

future, Amin remarked: 

The situation of the Arab intellectual is very unfortunate today 

and sorrowful. But that situation is not worse than that of the 

politician or the army officer. And anyway, this sorrow is not 

new. It is old and the wound has been reopened anew by the 

calamity of Kuwait. The disaster of the Gulf led to even infect- 

ing the wound. It is the last straw for our generation of politi- 

cians and intellectuals that was growing old even before the 

disaster of Kuwait, a generation that was weakened in the six- 

ties with the war of 1967 and whose morals were destroyed in 

the seventies with the treasons of Sadat and whose energies 

were exhausted with the inflations and the humiliations in- 

flicted by the United States. Our hope is for a new generation 

that does not forget anything, does not forgive anything, and 

understands everything.© 

Taking advantage of the interest sparked by the Gulf War, Yas- 

sine offered not only the distant vision of a generation of truly inde- 

pendent social critics, but also a practical scenario, workable within 

existing political realities, of immediate steps Egyptian intellectuals 

could take to strengthen their positions vis-a-vis the state and the 

masses. To this end, Yassine prudently clarified that the target was 

not the state. He argued that “our struggle is not against the regime; 

from our nationalist perspective, we don’t want to weaken the state 

as a state because this would benefit foreign forces.” But Yassine 

added that “we want a strong state but not an authoritarian state; 

we want a modern state capable of fulfilling the basic needs of the 

people.” 

Yassine rounded out his analysis with a call to Arab intellectuals— 

indeed, to intellectuals everywhere—to rethink global problems in 

the light of the changed circumstances illuminated by the Gulf War 

and, most important, to develop a new language that directly and 

effectively addresses broad publics and strengthens civil society and 

the humane values on which it rests. Yassine argued that the role of 

the intellectual was not marginal because the intellectual “tries in the 

midst of all these difficult circumstances of economic temptations 

and political repression, to undertake the role of independent critic.” 

Yassine urged that intellectuals in the Arab world and beyond re- 

think global problems in ways free from the old rigidities of the past 
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and open to an uncertain future; he urged them to fulfill their re- 

sponsibilities by risking involvements “in practical tasks that contrib- 

ute to the revival of civil society” in their states and in the world.® 
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Notes 

1. In contemporary political terms, civil society is usually taken to mean 

all those institutions, associations, and groupings of citizens situated be- 

tween the formal structures of the state and the private or familial sphere of 
action. In Egypt, however, civil society connotes something more specifi- 
cally political, namely, the broad realm of political action that seeks to limit 

or check arbitrary executive power. 

2. Chahine’s film and his public comments were reported widely in the 

Egyptian press. The most complete statement of his views, from which 

these quotations are drawn, comes from an interview with Dr. Abdul Mo- 
n’eim Sa’ad, “The Knight of the Cinema Opens Fire on Everyone: A Heated 

Dialogue with Yusuf Chahine Who Has Become an International Figure” 

The Cinema and People (13 September 1991): 16-19. Important critical 
statements by other artists and writers also appeared in the opposition press. 

Representative is “Intellectuals, Writers, and Artists Express their Shock at 

the American Aggression and their Disapproval of Egyptian Media Cover- 

age,” al-Ahaly (23 January 1991). 

3. Cited on p. 793 of Martin Walker, “The U.S. and the Persian Gulf 

Crisis,” World Policy Journal (Fall 1990): 791-99. 

4. Woodward made these comments in a C-Span interview for the 
“Booknotes” program. 

5. On other occasions, President Bush reached for higher moral ground: 
“Some people never get the word. The war is not about oil. The fight is 
about naked aggressions that will not stand” (Julius Jacobson, “The Gulf - 
Crisis: Villains and Victims,” New Politics, Winter 1991: 5-19). 

6. The official attitude has been, “the American way of life is thought to 
be at stake” (Edward Said, “Arabesque,” New Statesman & Society, 24 
August 1990). 
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7. Cited on p. 791 of Walker, “The U.S. and the Persian Gulf Crisis.” 

8. Ibid., 798. 
9. Ibid., 794. 
10. “On Top of the World?” The Economist (9 March 1991) 15-16. 

11. Walker, “The U.S. and the Persian Gulf Crisis,” 795. 

12. al Ahram (28 September 1990). 

13. A Nasserist party was recognized by the regime only in the postwar 

period. 
14. But, as Ahmed Abdullah points out, “until now there has not been 

any large scale persecution for the supporters of Iraq in Egypt (with the ex- 

ception of ending general Tal’at Musallam’s contract with the Ahram Cen- 

ter for Political and Strategic Studies because of his apparent support for 

Iraq).” Ahmed Abdullah, Trilogies, The Second Gulf War: A Perspective 

from the Point of View of the Generation that Will Pay the Price! (Cairo: 

Dar Al’Arabiya lil Tiba’a wa al Nashr wa al Tawzi, 1991): 21. 

15. For a brief discussion of the dissension within the National Progres- 

sive Unionist Party (NPUP), see “The Leaders of the NPUP Reject the 

Party’s Position on the Gulf Crisis,” a/-Akbar (10 September 1990). The ar- 

ticle focuses on the resignation of Amr Muhieddine from the party and its 

central committee, while also reporting on the reaction to the party posi- 

tion on the Gulf of three other party leaders. 

16. See al-Sha’ab (5 March 1991), for a report of a meeting with the 
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Turkey, the Gulf Crisis, and the New World Order 

Tozun Bahcheli 

Following Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait on 2 August 1990, Turkey played 

an important role in the U.S.-led coalition. It did so by shutting the 

twin pipeline that transported half of Iraq’s oil exports from Kirkuk 

to the port of Yumurtalik on Turkey’s Mediterranean coast. The 

subsequent Saudi cut-off of the Iraqi pipeline that stretched to Yanbu 

on the Red Sea and the prevention of Iraqi oil exports through the 

Gulf by the navies of the coalition members thus denied Baghdad 

the ability to export petroleum. 

Although Turkish troops did not engage the Iraqi military, Tur- 

key nonetheless served the coalition in two important ways. First, it 

massed an estimated 100,000 troops along its 240-kilometer border 

with Iraq, thus forcing the Iraqis to commit an equivalent force. 

This deployment caused Iraq concern as it feared that the coalition 

forces would initiate a second front in the north. Second, the Turks 

allowed the United States to use bases (principally the Incirlik air 

base in southeastern Turkey) to bomb targets in northern Iraq dur- 

ing the Gulf War. 
In view of the traditional reticence of Turkey to be involved in 

disputes between states in the region, many observers were surprised 

by the Turkish government’s unequivocal commitment to the US.- 

led coalition against Iraq. In Turkey, the government was vigorously 

criticized by the opposition parties and most newspapers for its risky 

commitments that could embroil Turkey in a war with Iraq. A major- 

ity of Turkish people also opposed their government's Gulf policy. 

Ultimately, though, given the outcome of Operation Desert Storm, 

Turkish President Turgut Ozal could boast that Turkey had emerged 

from the war on the winning side. 

435 
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Ozal’s role 

The architect of Turkey’s Gulf policy was President Ozal, who acted 

in tandem with the Bush administration from the beginning of the 
crisis to help defeat Iraq. Ozal’s determination and stewardship of 

Turkey’s Gulf policy was remarkable in many respects. Since the in- 

troduction of multiparty democracy in Turkey in 1950, the role of 

Turkish presidents was essentially ceremonial; real executive power 

was exercised by the prime minister and his cabinet. Before being 

elected to the presidency by the unicameral Turkish parliament, Ozal 

had served as prime minister for five years. During the election of 

1987, his Motherland Party received 32 percent of the national vote 

but was able to capture a majority of seats in parliament. In the lo- 

cal election held in March 1989, Ozal’s party received only 22 per- 

cent of the vote. Eight months later, when his standing in the polls 

fell to a new low, Ozal used his party’s parliamentary majority to get 

elected to the presidency. Also, Ozal handpicked Yildirim Akbulut, 

a lackluster and compliant politician, to succeed him as party leader 

and prime minister. In this way Ozal succeeded in appropriating 

many of the powers of the prime minister’s office. The opposition 

parties bitterly criticized Ozal’s maneuver to get elected to the seven- 

year presidency and his administration of the country from the pres- 
idential palace. 

None of this controversy diminished Ozal’s determination to con- 
trol the government and to take charge personally of Turkey’s re- 

sponse to the Gulf crisis. During the first week of the crisis, when 

Turkey was pressured to shut off the oil pipelines, the announce- 

ment that the pipelines were being closed was made by Ozal without 

Foreign Minister Ali Bozer’s prior knowledge.! Bozer’s feathers were 

further ruffled when Ozal omitted him from the substantive talks 

with President George Bush and his aides in Washington in late 

September 1990. Bozer subsequently resigned on 18 October 1990. 

Barely a week later, Defense Minister Safa Giray, a senior member 

of the cabinet, also resigned, although his departure reportedly “came 

less as a result of disputes over departmental policy than as part of 

the continuing battle between the liberals and religious conservatives 

within the party.”2 

There were fears of more damaging political fallout when Turkey’s 

chief of its armed forces, Necip Torumtay, resigned. It was widely 

reported that in addition to his displeasure with Ozal over a personal 
snub,’ Torumtay’s resignation was related to the military chiefs’ anx- 
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iety over the possibility that Ozal’s Gulf policy might involve the 
Turkish military in a war with Iraq. The military brass had good 

reason to be concerned, particularly with the missiles and unconven- 
tional weaponry in the Iraqi arsenal; in contrast, the Turkish mili- 

tary was outfitted with Korean War-vintage arms. Still, Ozal promptly 

appointed a new military chief; he brushed aside his critics at home, 

and stayed the course. During the months leading to and after the 

outbreak of the war, he was regularly interviewed on U.S. and Euro- 

pean television, and he used those opportunities to underline Tur- 

key’s support for the international coalition against Iraq. This did 

not just enhance his international profile but, to some extent, helped 

publicize the linchpin role that Turkey played in the strategy to force 

Iraq to give up Kuwait. 

However much the style of the Turkish president and the risks of 

his Gulf policy bothered some Turks, it could not be said that Ozal 

acted in a political vacuum. The rationale for his actions was widely 
shared by some foreign policy bureaucrats, military leaders, and even 

some of the politicians who criticized his brazen handling of the 

crisis. 
The Gulf crisis came about at a time when many of Turkey’s 

policymakers were lamenting the diminution of the strategic utility 
of their country to the Western alliance because the confrontation 

between the superpowers was substantially diminishing. For the pre- 

vious forty years, Turkey’s strategic value to the West had been based 

on the perceived threat of the Soviet Union. As the cold war ended, 

Turkish policymakers were just beginning to absorb the implications 

of the epochal changes in the international environment and to reflect 
on how best to protect Turkey’s influence in a rapidly changing 

world. 
Against this background, Ozal saw the crisis as an opportunity for 

Turkey to garner both short- and long-term diplomatic and military 

advantages. “More importantly, the very nature of Turkey’s short- 

term relationships with the United States and the European Com- 

munity was suddenly opened up to longer-term evaluation.”4 Ozal 

hoped to improve Turkey’s case for membership in the European 

Community and to strengthen the perception of Turkey as an asset 

in the Middle East for both the Americans and Europeans. 

Because of its implementation of UN sanctions against Iraq, Tur- 

key’s economic losses were substantial. According to one estimate, 

Turkey “lost up to $7 billion in revenue from exports, pipeline fees, 
tourism, and contracts.”5 Although the Turks were disappointed with 
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the level of support which they received, the effect of the crisis on 

their economy was not as severe as initially feared. The United States 

provided U.S. $82 million in emergency funds for a start, and made 

a commitment to increase the annual military assistance from U.S. 

$515 million in 1990 to U.S. $700 million in 1992. In addition, the 

Bush administration doubled Turkey’s textile quota. The Japanese 

also assisted with U.S. $300 million, and an equal sum was pledged 

by the Kuwaiti government in exile. Additional aid was provided by 

the European Community, while the Saudis offered U.S. $1 billion 

in oil. Nonetheless, in spite of this compensation, the aid received 

covered only an estimated third of Turkey’s losses.° 

Turkey’s Stake in the Crisis and Relations with Iraq 

Turkey’s alacrity in joining others to confront Iraq appeared to some 

as extraordinary. After all, quite apart from the general proclivity of 

the Turks to stay out of their neighbors’ affairs, Turkey’s relations 

with Iraq were not marred by deep-seated animosities. Moreover, in 

recent years, Turkey had emerged as one of Iraq’s main trading 

partners. What then were the motivations guiding Turkey’s Gulf 

policy? 

To begin, the Turks saw Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait, as did the vast 
majority of states, as a blatant case of aggression by one country 

against another sovereign state. In taking an unequivocal position on 

Kuwait, Turkey demonstrated its commitment to the protection of 

the existing state system in the Middle East. If Iraq were allowed to 

have its way, what future claims would other states face on legiti- 
macy and borders? 

Beyond these considerations, Turkey was agitated by the potential 

shift in the balance of power posed by Iraq’s action. If Iraq incor- 

porated oil-rich Kuwait, it would become a stronger power and be in 
a much better position to dominate other states in the region. Presi- 

dent Saddam Hussein’s track record worried the Turks. Turkey re- 

mained neutral during the course of the Iran-Iraq War, and made 

some attempts to help negotiate an end to it, but along with other 

governments, Ankara was convinced that Saddam Hussein’s precipi- 

tation of the war was motivated by a desire to dominate the region. 

It suited Turkey’s purposes that neither Iraq nor Iran won the 

eight-year war. The Islamic Republic of Iran had aggravated Turkey 

because of its periodic intervention in domestic Turkish politics on 
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the side of the Islamist groups. On several occasions, Ayatollah Kho- 
meini and other senior members of the Iranian government had 

offended the mainstream Turkish leaders by criticizing the secular- 

ism of the Turkish state. 
Although Turkey’s relations with Iraq in the 1980s indicated con- 

siderable pragmatic cooperation, and there were fewer irritants, new 

stresses had appeared. Turkish leaders worried about the enhance- 

ment of Iraq’s weapons capabilities, as did the rest of Iraq’s neigh- 

bors. As one writer stated, “Turkey has been alarmed at the stock- 

piling, use and increasing threat of use of nonconventional weapons 

by Iraq.”? In particular, Iraq’s development of long-range missiles 

capable of hitting targets in Turkey made the Turks uneasy. This did 

not mean that the Turks expected the Iraqis to make war on their 

country. There were no territorial disputes between the two coun- 

tries, and none of their disagreements had made war a credible con- 

tingency. Nevertheless, Iraq and Syria (which Turkey also suspected 

of aspirations of regional hegemony) were threats to Turkey. Turkish 

leaders were concerned that an assertive Iraq, growing stronger by 

the year, might confront Turkey more aggressively in the future. 

Of the bilateral issues that appeared on the diplomatic agenda of 

Turkey and Iraq, the most important was water. Since Turkey had 

embarked on the mammoth Southeast Anatolia Project (known in 

Turkey by its acronym GAP) during the 1980s, relations between 

Turkey and Iraq (as well with the other affected riparian state, Sy- 

ria) had soured. The GAP project, which cost Turkey an estimated 

U.S. $21 billion, involved the construction of twenty-two dams on 

the Euphrates and Tigris rivers (both originating in eastern Turkey) 

that will bring water to the semi-arid southeastern part of the coun- 

try and increase Turkey’s electricity generation by 50 percent. The 

Euphrates flows from Turkey into Syria and then to Iraq, whereas 

the Tigris flows directly from Turkey into Iraq. When the project is 
complete, it will irrigate at least 1.88 million acres and will eventu- 
ally double the nation’s agricultural output. 

While Turkish spokesmen trumpeted the great promise of GAP, 

the Syrians and Iraqis, beginning in the 1980s, increasingly voiced 

their concerns regarding the sharp reduction in the amounts of water 

they would receive, and the adverse economic implications for their 
countries as Turkey moved ahead with the project. On 13 January 

1990, Iraq and Syria realized their vulnerability when Turkey diverted 

the waters of the Euphrates for an entire month to fill the giant Ata- 
tiirk Dam, the centerpiece of the project. Although Turkey warned 
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Baghdad and Damascus of its plans, both the Iraqi and Syrian gov- 

ernments protested the damage done to their economies. “Indeed, 

the dramatic drop in the flow of the river caused a great outcry in 

the entire Arab world. By the time the normal flow was restored, 

the water issue was cited as a possible future cause of war.”8 Syria 

and Iraq lobbied effectively to deny the project credits from the Is- 

lamic Development Bank, and the Iraqi government was instrumen- 

tal in the Arab League’s censure of Turkey for its diversion of the 

Euphrates. 

In an interview granted to a Turkish journalist in early May 1990, 

Iraqi Vice President Taha Yasin Ramadan identified water as the 

most troublesome issue between his country and Turkey and stated 

that the future of Iraqi-Turkish relations was predicated on the mutu- 

ally agreed upon sharing of the Euphrates waters.? Clearly, Turkey’s 

GAP project was a reminder to Iraq of its reliance on Turkey’s good 

will. 

According to a scholar well-versed in Iraqi-Turkish relations, 

Baghdad felt growing unease and irritation over its increased depen- 

dence on Turkey during the 1980s when Iraq was engaged in its ex- 

hausting war with Iran.!° When Iran forced Iraq to close its Gulf 

ports in the early stages of the Iran-Iraq War, Turkey became an 

important transshipment route for Iraq. “Turkey’s location made it 
the obvious and cheapest route for Iraqi imports from Europe. More- 

over, the land link between Turkey and Europe meant that imports 

could travel by road as well as by sea.”!! 

The war with Iran also forced Baghdad to rely more heavily on 

Turkey for exporting its petroleum. When Syria shut off Iraq’s oil 

pipeline in April 1982 to punish the Baghdad regime for engaging in 

war with Iran, the Iraqi government responded by expanding the ca- 

pacity of the Iraqi-Turkish pipeline (which opened in 1977), and 

constructed a second line which began operations in 1987. Both Iraq 

and Turkey benefitted economically from this interdependence, but 

as the subsequent closure of the pipelines following Iraq’s invasion 

of Kuwait illustrated, Turkey gained strategic leverage over Iraq that 

it did not previously have. 

It is true that Iraqi and Turkish governments share a common in- 

terest on the Kurdish issue, and have periodically collaborated to 

contain the threat of Kurdish nationalist groups. It is estimated that 

twelve million Kurds live in Turkey,!2 concentrated in the southeast- 

ern and eastern areas of the country bordering Syria, Iraq, and Iran: 

They comprise between 15 and 20 percent of the total population. By 
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comparison, the Kurds’ share of Iraq’s total population may be as 

high as 20 to 25 percent.!3 Both states view Kurdish national aspira- 

tions as a threat to their territorial integrity and have been frustrated 

by their inability to deal with the issue effectively. 

In Turkey, the most pressing challenge has been posed by the 

Kurdistan Workers Party (PKK), a Marxist-oriented Kurdish organ- 

ization dedicated to creating a Kurdish state on Turkey’s southeast- 

ern border. The insurgency that the PKK initiated in 1984 has 

claimed the lives of more than 4,500 people. The Turkish govern- 

ment was hampered in dealing with the PKK’s hit-and-run opera- 

tions, particularly because Kurdish fighters often operated from neigh- 

boring Syria as well as from Iraq. 

When the Baghdad regime was preoccupied with its war against 

Iran, Iraqi Kurds were able to exercise control in much of Iraqi 

Kurdistan, save for the major cities and other strategically important 

areas. Ankara complained that Kurdish guerrilla fighters operating 

on Iraqi soil were waging hit-and-run attacks on Turkey, and the 

government pressed Baghdad to give Turkey rights of pursuit. Given 

its own interest in averting separate Kurdish national entities on its 

own soil or next door, Iraq complied. An agreement was reached in 

1984 to enable Turkish personnel to pursue PKK fighters across the 

border with Iraq. 
Even the potential convergence of Turkish-Iraqi interest on the 

Kurdish issue did not prevent the two countries from getting upset 

with one another. When Iraq launched its infamous attack on the 

Kurds by using chemical weapons after its cease-fire with Iran in 

August 1988, tens of thousands of Iraqi Kurds sought refuge across 

the border in Turkey. Turkey felt obliged to grant many of them 

sanctuary, which angered the Baghdad regime. “The Iraqis felt that 

Turkey had trifled with its security in an attempt to curry favor with 

the United States and the EC, and to garner votes for Turgut Ozal 

among Turkish Kurds. Having ‘infuriated’ their neighbors by this 

policy, the Turks then experienced a ‘cooling’ in bilateral relations.”!4 

During the two years between the end of Iraq’s war with Iran and 

its invasion of Kuwait, other issues ruffled Turkish-Iraqi relations. 

In 1989, when the “hot pursuit” accord expired, the Iraqis refused to 

extend it unless the water issue was resolved to their satisfaction. 
The Turks in turn upset the Iraqi government by impounding and 
returning to Britain parts of the Iraqi “supergun.” They also turned 

down Iraq’s request that Turkey increase the amount of the Euphra- 
tes water it would release from 550 square meters per second to 750 
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square meters per second.!5 Both governments also quibbled over 

Iraq’s failure to pay for the credits that Turkey extended to its neigh- 

bor for its purchase of Turkish goods. By 1990, Iraq owed Turkey 

U.S. $2 billion. It took a series of tough negotiations to reach agree- 

ment on rescheduling the U.S. $1.4 billion that Iraq was unable to 

repay in 1989. In early May 1990, Turkish Prime Minister Akbulut 

visited Baghdad to help smooth the strained bilateral relations, but 

his talks with the Iraqi leadership failed to reduce the growing mis- 

trust between the two neighbors; some Turkish newspapers com- 

plained of the cool treatment that Iraqi leaders had given to the 

Turkish premier.!¢ 

The New Order after the Gulf War and Turkey’s Role 

When the Gulf War ended, Turks were relieved that their country 

was spared any direct involvement or damage. Ozal boasted that 

“siding with the winner was always advantageous.”!7 Ozal was cer- 

tainly vindicated by the results of the Gulf crisis. Without commit- 

ting any troops to combat or suffering any retaliation from Iraq, 

Turkey increased its stock among the Western capitals and even 

among its neighbors. If Ozal’s detractors at home had their way, 

Turkey would have emerged from the crisis on the sidelines, scram- 

bling to be heard. 

The defeat of Iraq benefited Turkey in that Iraq, its powerful and 

potentially troublesome neighbor, will deal with the Turks from a po- 

sition of weakness for some time. Hussein reportedly gave some as- 

sistance to the PKK to spite Ankara,!8 but the urgency of its domes- 

tic needs and continued external vulnerabilities should keep the Iraqi 

regime preoccupied. Besides, the Iraqis need the Turks to export 

their oil. In regard to the water issue, the Turks will use their newly 

achieved clout and press ahead with the completion of the GAP pro- 

ject without having to worry as much about Iraq’s (or Syria’s) hin- 

drance. During a visit to Turkey in March 1991, Iraq’s Tariq Aziz 

declared his country’s readiness to let bygones be bygones.!® 

In spite of their economic losses in the Gulf crisis, the Turks capi- 
talized on their role by gaining substantial amounts of modern hard- 

ware, which their armed forces badly needed. According to one re- 

port, Turkey received U.S. $8 billion worth of arms “available as a 
result of disarmament on the Central European stage. These included 

1,000 tanks, 700 armored personnel carriers, and a range of mis- 

siles.”20 
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Notwithstanding its enhanced military capabilities, Turkey was 

most unlikely to become directly involved in the new security ar- 

rangements in the Gulf area.2! There was a period during the early 

months of the crisis when it appeared possible that Turkish troops 

would join a deterrent Gulf force (alongside those of conservative 

Arab states like Saudi Arabia and Egypt) once Iraq was forced out 
of Kuwait. Apparently there was disappointment in Ankara that 

Turkey had not been invited to the meeting of member states of the 

Gulf Cooperation Council, Syria, and Egypt to discuss Gulf security 

in March 1991. Syrian and Egyptian leaders were even more disillu- 

sioned that the “Declaration of Damascus” (6 March 1991) was un- 

fulfilled, and that Gulf states preferred U.S. military commitments. It 
was unrealistic, then, to expect a direct Turkish role in Gulf security. 

In any case, Ankara became increasingly preoccupied with the 

volatile new politics in the neighboring Balkans and the Caucasus 

where Turkish involvement was solicited by some of the parties en- 
gaged in conflict. Many Turks have expressed an affinity for Bos- 

nian Muslim Slavs and have displayed a strong interest in their tragic 

predicament. Over two million Bosnians have settled in Turkey over 

the past several decades, and this helped buttress Turkish interest in 

Bosnia. The besieged government of Bosnia-Herzegovina repeatedly 

sought Ankara’s help to stem the advance of the militarily superior 

Serbian nationalist forces. 

Turkey’s leaders resisted any recourse that would result in the uni- 

lateral deployment of the Turkish military. Ankara joined others in 
providing substantial humanitarian assistance and was in the fore- 
front of the diplomatic efforts to secure Western military interven- 

tion in the new Balkan state. 
Turkey’s assistance has also been solicited by Albania and Mace- 

donia, both of which feared Serbian and, to a lesser extent, Greek 

designs. If the Serbian forces extended their military campaign from 

Bosnia and Croatia into the formerly autonomous province of 

Kosovo, where the Albanians constituted 90 percent of the popula- 

tion, Albania would be unable to resist direct involvement. Such an 

escalation would put additional pressures on Turkey to extend its level 

of involvement from economic and diplomatic to military. Turkish 
leaders do not relish such a scenario, but at the same time, pressure 

from the Balkan Muslim peoples to help, and the desire to be a par- 
ticipant in the restructuring of the Balkans, will make Turkish in- 
volvement unavoidable. 

The ongoing conflict between Armenia and Azerbaijan over Na- 
gorno-Karabagh threatened to draw Turkey into the troubled affairs 
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of yet another region on its borders. Of the newly independent Turkic 

states that were part of the former Soviet Union, Azerbaijan was the 

nearest and had forged the closest relations with Turkey. Turkish 

leaders strenuously avoided any direct involvement in the fighting be- 

tween Armenian and Azeri forces and joined Russia, Iran, and the 

United States in encouraging a pacific settlement of their disputes. 

Ankara was well aware that an overt alliance with Azerbaijan against 

Armenia could cause serious damage to its international standing and 

influence. 

Although conflicts beyond its immediate borders invited interest 

and involvement, Turkey was also increasingly challenged by a Kurd- 

ish nationalist insurgency at home. From the Turkish point of view, 

one of the unwelcome (and unexpected) consequences of the Gulf 

War was the new international attention claimed by the Kurds of 

Iraq. Turkey’s refusal to accept large numbers of desperate Kurdish 

refugees in the aftermath of their failed rebellion against the Hussein 

regime was widely criticized in some European capitals and drew at- 

tention to the Turkish Kurds as well. Turkish leaders believed that 

the acceptance of hundreds of thousands of Kurds on Turkish soil 

would exacerbate their own Kurdish problem. To deal with the ref- 

ugee problem, Ozal proposed creating safe havens for the Kurds in 

northern Iraq. The idea was subsequently accepted and acted upon 

by the British and U.S. governments. 

Clearly, the Turks are intensely interested in the fortunes of the 

Kurdish national movement in Iraq because of its effects on Turkish 

Kurds. In an important policy shift, Ankara opened a dialogue with 

Iraqi Kurdish groups; Jelal Talabani, leader of the Patriotic Union 

of Kurdistan (PUK) and Masoud Barzani, head of the Kurdish 

Democratic Party (KDP) regularly visited Ankara for discussions 

with Turkish officials. These leaders consider Turkey’s good will and 

cooperation indispensable for maintaining Kurdish autonomy in 
northern Iraq in the allies’ security zone above the thirty-sixth par- 

allel. It is primarily through Turkey that the Kurds of Iraq receive 
substantial supplies of food and medicine, as well as some fuel. 

For their part, Turkish leaders enlisted the help of Iraqi Kurdish 

leaders in pushing the PKK fighters from northern Iraq where they 

had launched attacks across the border in Turkey. Ankara expressed 

its opposition to the declaration of a federated Kurdish state in north- 
ern Iraq during October 1992, however, and stated its opposition to 

the partition of Iraqi territory. Clearly, the Turks were concerned 

that a Kurdish state across its borders in northern Iraq would en- 
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courage Kurdish nationalists in Turkey who aspired to autonomy or 

independence in the southeast. 

In a remarkable reversal of policy, Turkish authorities removed 

the decades-old ban on speaking and publishing in Kurdish. It is 
widely expected that Turkish Kurds will soon enjoy other cultural 

rights, and that the Kurdish language will be part of their educa- 

tional institutions and the media. There is, however, no indication 

that these measures will stem the tide of Kurdish separatism. 

Indeed, there is a growing sense of gloom among many Turks 

that the Kurdish issue will increasingly burden the Turkish state, 

and that a long, drawn-out struggle between the Turkish authorities 
and Kurdish nationalist groups is inevitable. Fighting between Turk- 
ish forces and the Kurdish PKK during the first eight months of 1992 
alone claimed nearly 1,500 lives. Turkey also faces the prospect of 
problematic relations with Europe for the harsh measures it applied 
against some Kurdish communities in the southeast, as it sought to 
win a military victory against the PKK. 

Ironically, the desire to contain Kurdish nationalism probably 

prompted many Turkish officials to begin normalizing relations with 

the Baghdad regime.2? For Turkey, the economic benefits of re- 

newed trade with Iraq, as well as the resumption of Iraqi oil exports 
through the Kirkuk-Yumurtalik pipeline, would be considerable. It 

is not conceivable, however, that Turkey will resume normal rela- 

tions with the Hussein regime as long as the UN sanctions against 
Iraq continue. 

As a result of the close collaboration between the United States 

and Turkey during the Gulf crisis, Turkish President Ozal hoped 

that in the new world order proclaimed by President Bush, Ankara 

and Washington would usher in a broadened strategic relationship, 

with Turkey assuming a more prominent regional status in Weshine- 

ton’s global calculations. 

These heady expectations failed to materialize. Many Turks criti- 

cized the Western powers’ nonintervention policy toward Bosnia. 

Moreover, various political groups on the left as well as the right 

suspected ulterior motives in the U.S. policy of protection for the 

Kurds of northern Iraq. These groups believed that Washington 

wanted Iraq and Turkey to be partitioned. Most Turkish govern- 

ment officials do not share this view as it applies to Turkey, but are 
wary about further collaboration with the United States against Iraq. 
Thus, in July 1992, Ankara refused to allow the U.S.-led anti-Iraq 
coalition access to airbases for prospective raids against Baghdad. 
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Furthermore, Turkish support for Operation Provide Comfort has 

weakened considerably. 

Clearly, Ankara and Washington do not see eye to eye on some 

issues, but it is still true that there is a considerable convergence of 

interests between the two countries. Turkey remains a stable, pro- 

Western state in an unstable region. The United States is promoting 

Turkey, with its secularism and parliamentary democracy, as a role 

model for the newly independent Turkic states in Central Asia. More- 

over, the United States and Europe expect Turkey to play a pivotal 

and stabilizing role in the precarious Balkans and the Caucasus. For 

their part, the Turkish leaders still assign the highest priority to 

maintaining close ties with the West, even as the prospect of Turkish 

entry into the European Community becomes more uncertain. While 

many Turks believe that their country has incurred more costs than 

derived benefits for its role during the Gulf crisis, the Demirel gov- 

ernment, which assumed office after the Gulf War, is essentially fol- 

lowing the same path as his predecessor. This is a vindication of 

Ozal’s political vision. 
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The Middle East in the New World Order 

Political Trends 

Louis J. Cantori 

Political trends in the Middle East in the aftermath of the Gulf War 
can be viewed from the three levels of analysis perspectives of the 

international system, the regional or subordinate system, and the do- 

mestic system. The recent dramatic global changes in the interna- 

tional system profoundly impacted the Middle Eastern regional sys- 

tem and significantly affected its politics. 

The Changing International System 

The end of the cold war in 1989 prepared the way for a U:S.- 

dominant unipolar international system in the 1990s. The political 
dissolution of the USSR reinforced that outcome. Concomitant with 
this, U.S. foreign policy needed to readjust from one attuned to the 

global activities and ambitions of the Soviet Union to one with new 
definitions of security and political interests. ! 

The international system’s long-term future is likely to be one of 

regionally based multipolarity, such as Germany in Europe, China 

and Japan in East Asia, and Russia in Eurasia. Such great powers’ 

interests are likely to compete in third regions, for example, Russia 

and the United States in the Middle East and China and Japan in 
Southeast Asia. Thus the current unipolarity of the international 
system represents a likely transitional phase from bipolarity to a pos- 

sible regionally based multipolarity. 

451 



452 Louis J. Cantori 

The Middle Eastern Subordinate System 

Not surprisingly, a transitional unipolarity in the international sys- 

tem has impacted on the Middle Eastern international subordinate 

system, suggesting a similar state of transition there as well. The 

Middle Eastern regional system was unique in its relation to the in- 

ternational system for the historical intensity of superpower involve- 

ment and for the less-dependent nature of that involvement. The 

high level of local conflicts, such as the Palestinian question, Leba- 

non and the Gulf, combined with geopolitical and energy resource 

factors, always incurred intense superpower involvement. Seldom, 

however, were the superpowers able to determine Middle Eastern 

foreign policy (for example, the relative policy independence of Syria 

vis-a-vis the USSR and Israel vis-a-vis the United States). Such an 

intrusive system imposed by external great powers on regional actors 

might be characteristic of most regional systems world-wide, but the 

Middle East previously had eluded this oppressive type of relation- 

ship.2 The end of superpower bipolarity in the international system 

resulted in the potential for greater superpower influence. In the ab- 

sence of a regional actor to play one power off against the other, the 

single superpower has become more important. 

Trends in the Intrusive System 

The unipolar character of this intrusive system could have a stabiliz- 

ing affect if U.S. policy remains active in the region, and if that pol- 

icy is perceived as pursuing an equitable solution to the Palestinian 

problem or other mutually identifiable problems. In other words, the 

U.S. effort to parlay the military success of the allied coalition of the 

Gulf War into a diplomatic one is a contingent issue. If U.S. policy 

fails to be equitable, then U.S. paramountcy will decline, and the 

system will likely return to the more parochial interests of the re- 

gion’s states even while the United States remains regionally engaged 

in security and economic assistance, especially to Israel and Egypt. 
Unipolar intrusion is thus a conditional status. 

More specifically, U.S. foreign policy in the Middle East previously 

centered on denying the region to the USSR, guaranteeing access to 

its oil, preserving the security of Israel, and accessing the crossroads. 

of sea and air lanes that intersect the area. With the decline of the 
Russian threat to the area, the most salient issue now is oil, although 
the security of Israel remains an important concern. During the cold 
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war Israel was viewed as not only a responsibility but a strategic 

asset. After the cold war, this was no longer the case, as illustrated 

in the Gulf War. Although Israel came under missile attack, it was 

important that it remain a noncombatant so as not to sabotage the 

coalition of Arab states aligned with the United States. The lines of 

sea and air communication were an important assurance as part of 

close U.S.-Egyptian ties. The emphasis on oil in U.S. policy resulted 

in the protection of the Gulf region with military security rather 

than the development of significant political diplomatic terms for the 

area. Nonetheless, the stability of the Middle East is of primary im- 

portance, and post-Gulf War U.S. policy did identify some goals: a 

security regime in that subregion, arms control, the Palestinian ques- 

tion, and economic development.3 

The Palestinian problem seems to be the Gordian knot that should 

be cut to achieve regional stability, assurance of the security of Is- 

rael, a solution to arms proliferation, and possible economic redis- 

tribution in the region. Hence a peace settlement should be a priority 

in contemporary U.S. policy. 

Middle East and Gulf Interdependencies 

There was always a tendency on the part of U.S. policy to separate 

the politics of the Gulf from those of the Middle East as a whole. II- 

lustrative of this has been the Gulf-centric nature of U.S. policy. It 

is the oil of the Gulf and the security of friendly states that have 

been the focal point of U.S. policy.4 

Although the United States assumed that the Gulf acted indepen- 

dently of the Middle East, there are, in fact, five factors that deny 
this premise. The first (often overlooked) concerns the regional for- 

eign policy ambitions of Gulf and non-Gulf Arab states and the 

emergence of a regional multipolar, potentially Egyptian, hegemonic 
system. In the case of the Gulf states, the continuing afterglow of the 
Gulf War should not obscure the fact that Saudi and other Gulf 

leadership depend for their legitimacy on supporting the Palestinian 

movement as an Arab cause and regaining Jerusalem as an Islamic 

cause. Toward this end, money flows outward in large amounts from 

Saudi Arabia to Islamic groups throughout the Arab and Islamic 

world. More important is the Egyptian assumption of its natural 

hegemonic leadership role in the Arab world including the Gulf. In 
the latter case, its credible military role in Desert Storm held the 

promise of a regional collective security role in the Gulf, which thus 



454 Louis J. Cantori 

far has been denied in favor of the United States. The broader point 

is that presently there is a dynamic at work in the Middle East re- 

volving around the emergence of a multi-polar regional international 

system in which Egypt, Syria, and Saudi Arabia are current actors, 

but in which Iran and eventually Iraq will be significant players. 

A second regional factor is that the Gulf states are dependent 

upon accepted principles of political legitimacy, which they share 
with the region as a whole. Two interconnected sub-issues tie in with 

political legitimacy. One of these is the unresolved nature of the Pal- 
estinian issue. Prior to August 1990, the Gulf states dealt with this 

issue largely through rhetoric and large-scale financial support of the 

Palestinian Liberation Organization (PLO). A second issue is that 

hundreds of thousands of Palestinians were welcomed for their ad- 
vanced skills as employees in private and public sectors in the Gulf. 

When the PLO embraced Saddam Hussein, these lines were severed 

with an as yet unknown potential for instability. The Palestinians 

were subsequently expelled from the Gulf along with highly skilled 
Jordanian workers. In the short run, opposition sentiment in the 
Gulf states has accepted these actions, but they could contribute to 

the weakening of legitimacy in the long run. 

In addition to the political aspects of the legitimacy issue and its 

potential for Gulf state instability, there has been a third related fac- 

tor of economic transfers to the nonpetroleum-producing countries in 

the form of remittances by Jordanians and Palestinians. The sudden 

severing of these transfers in the aftermath of the Gulf War is having 

a devastating effect on the economies of Jordan and the Occupied 

Territories, increasing the prospects for instability there as well. 

The broader regional perspective affects the Gulf in a fourth way: 

U.S. power projections and the need to maintain good relations with 

key Middle Eastern states in order to gain air and sea passageways 

in case of a major buildup. Egypt is probably the single most impor- 

tant Middle Eastern country in this regard. Its large size and geopo- 

litical locations in northeastern geographical Africa and the eastern 

Mediterranean make it a strategic air passageway, and its control of 

the Suez Canal assures its importance in terms of a sea passageway. 

A fifth factor relates to military forward presence and preposition- 
ing. In reference to the former, the politics of the Middle East tends 
to preclude this option. The memory of colonialism and the strength 
of nationalism preclude all except the most nominal forward pres- 

ence, such as the pre-Gulf War sea plane headquarters of the U.S. 
Navy in Bahrain. In the ebullience of the immediate post-Gulf War 
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Middle East there was talk of such a forward presence, but this re- 

ceded even while rumors persisted of a covert U.S. troop presence in 

the eastern province of Saudi Arabia. In the past, overt pre-position- 

ing as a presumably less provocative policy than forward presence 

proved impossible in the Middle East. One example is the much dis- 

cussed Ras Bannas military base in Southern Egypt in the 1980s. 
The only overt pre-positioning possible until now was in Israel, but 

the use of such material in a regional conflict would have a political 

liability resembling that of possible Israeli participation in Desert 

Storm. Covert pre-positioning in Turkey and, to a more limited de- 

gree, Egypt is politically more feasible. The recently concluded bilat- 

eral agreements with Kuwait, Bahrain, and Oman and similar agree- 

ments with other Gulf states are noteworthy for their public character 

and carry potential destabilizing baggage.°® 

Related to the foregoing is the substitution for a kind of forward 

presence and peaceful engagement by periodic deployments and joint 

maneuvers. Egypt again is instructive in this regard. In general, peri- 

odic deployments of U.S. forces in Egypt occurred that were techni- 

cally outside of Egyptian authority, as battalion-sized units assigned 

as UN truce supervisory units in the Sinai. In addition, the joint 

maneuvers of Operation Bright Star were carried out in near secrecy 

with the help of the internal Egyptian press, out of respect for Egyp- 

tian domestic political sensibilities. Gulf leadership, although not 

bothered by the issue of a free press as was Egypt, may still feel po- 

litically vulnerable.? Kuwait has permitted large-scale joint maneu- 

vers, such as those that occurred in the summer of 1992. 

U.S. Foreign Policy, U.S. Security Assistance, and Arms Control 

U.S. foreign policy in the Middle East has expressed itself through 

diplomacy and security measures. The Gulf War dramatically illus- 

trated the latter, while the continuing peace process illustrates the 

former. Access to Gulf oil and the relation of this access to oil pric- 

ing gives this sub-area of the Middle East its importance in U.S. in- 

ternational security policy. Forward presence and military preposi- 

tioning were indicative of this security policy. 
Security assistance in terms of military assistance and sales are 

also related to international security policy. In fact, one is tempted to 
characterize security assistance as the “magic wand” of U.S. interna- 
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tional security policy. It is supposed to substitute for the decline in 

the U.S. defense budget as a way of increasing regional military 

capability and gaining goodwill. Clearly implied is that security as- 

sistance will increase military capabilities on a nearly cost free basis 

and lessen the need for U.S. force commitments. From this point of 

view security assistance is nowhere in more dramatic evidence than 

in the Middle East where, since the end of Desert Storm, billions of 

dollars of sales were authorized and approved. 

There are two dimensions to such security assistance that might 

be commented on. The first is the tension between the advocacy of 

the alleged benefits of security assistance to U.S. policy and the ad- 

vocacy of arms control. One policy objective appears to contradict 

the other.? 

A second dimension of security assistance is the lack of evidence 

to support its alleged benefit of increasing military capability. For 

political reasons, security assistance in the Middle East had a major 

impact in Israel and Egypt. The resulting enormous military capa- 

bility of Israel benefitted U.S. policy because Israel became militarily 

self-reliant. The potential benefit of Israel’s military capability as a 

military ally was nullified by Israel’s political liabilities, as recently 

seen in its mandated nonperformance in Desert Storm. 

Egypt illustrated a second feature of military capabilities via secu- 

rity assistance. It alone among the Arab countries possessed the pop- 

ulation and power to benefit from such assistance and was unique 

among Arab non-Gulf states in being politically eligible for such as- 

sistance. Security assistance to the Gulf states was politically impor- 

tant in terms of presumed goodwill toward the United States and of 

marginal military importance because of small populations and low 

power capabilities. Again, this was illustrated by the relative military 

unimportance of the Gulf Cooporation Council (GCC) forces in 

Desert Storm. Egypt thus was the single state that truly benefited 

and will likely continue to benefit from security assistance. But the 

full benefit of this to U.S. policy was denied by Egypt’s apparent ex- 

clusion from the regional security regime in the Gulf. 

A Regional Security Regime for the Gulf 

Attention to an indigenous and mutual regional collective security 

appears to be a missing link between the U.S. national security in- 

terests and security assistance as a means of increasing military capa- 
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bility. The present policy of large amounts of security assistance and 

U.S. force commitments suggests a degree of redundancy. The former 

seems to deny the necessity for the latter. This failure to address the 

possibilities of regional security arrangements rather than U.S. force 

guarantees further illustrates that the United States is not supporting 

regional self-reliance. 

At an Arab summit meeting in Syria in March 1991, a “Damascus 

Declaration” was issued that called for Syria and Egypt to assume 

security responsibilities in the Gulf.!° Since that date, however, this 
indigenous Arab approach was quietly dropped in favor of a promi- 

nent U.S. role in Gulf security, which in turn was supplemented by 

a Saudi decision to double its force levels and become more self- 
reliant.!! The reason for the apparent abandonment of a Syrian and 

Egyptian role in the Gulf probably reflects a long-standing Saudi 

Arabian fear of Egyptian hegemony. It is better to have a U.S. com- 

mitment that might in practice be slipped back “over the horizon” 
than an Egyptian commitment with its attendant political ascendancy 

and attendant threatening republican nonmonarchical principles. !? 

Subordinate System Relations 

There are broad changes at work within the regional system. The 

most general change is that Islamism was added to its basic Arabism. 

Islam, the more universalizing phenomenon, reduced the alienation 

of two of its peripheral states, Turkey and Iran. In the case of Turkey, 
increasing domestic religious sentiment made the country receptive to 
Islamic cultural influences and caused Turkish policy to increasingly 

think of itself as a broker between the Middle East and the West. 
This was reinforced by a Turkish realization that its opportunity for 
European Community membership was probably waning. This sen- 

timent also acted as a constraint on Turkish policy in the recent Gulf 

War.!3 
The case of Iran was more profound. Whether in Lebanon in the 

front ranks against Israel or in the Gulf where Islamic solidarity was 

used to ameliorate Arab Gulf state fears even while its Shiism acted 
in the opposite direction, Iran had now joined the core grouping of 

Middle East states.!4 In the core, the international Islamic Confer- 

ence Organization (consisting of all Islamic states in the world) fa- 

cilitated Egypt’s reentry into the Arab state system, and Saudi sub- 

ventions to Islamic organizations in other countries abound. Most 
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important, the Israeli occupation of the holy places of Jerusalem 

animated Islamic sentiment in all Middle Eastern states and groups 

on the Palestinian question. 

The Gulf War, and the special Arab coalition developed to pursue 

it, continues to have diplomatic bounce even though the bounce may 

be declining in energy, and old alignments may be reemerging as 

new ones arise. Among the old alignments are Saudi reservations 

about Egyptian and Syrian ambitions, which have subsequently de- 

nied those states an important security force role in the Gulf. In ad- 

dition, Egypt and Saudi Arabia joined Syria in reestablishing diplo- 

matic ties with Iran. Iran as an important Gulf War benefactor is 

catered to in order to constrain its potential for Gulf hegemony. Leb- 

anon reemerged and was stabilized by its restoration as a Syrian 

sphere of influence; this resulted in the resolution of the conflict in 

Lebanon, with the exception of the Israeli occupation of the southern 

part of the country.!5 

A major paradox is that even while the leadership of the PLO 

and Intifada were in disarray, the Palestinian problem was energized 

by the U.S. diplomatic initiative that attempted to expand upon the 

singularity of a military victory in expelling Iraq from Kuwait in the 

Gulf War. But Iraq still retains a significant conventional fighting 
force and Saddam Hussein remains in power. There is a potential 
U.S. domestic political question of exactly what the war achieved.!¢ 

Therefore, the “linkage” question of the Palestinians that was denied 

by the United States during the war is being addressed: to stabilize 

the region for security reasons, to enlarge for U.S. domestic political 

reasons the claims of success in the Gulf War, and to assuage the 

United States’ wartime Arab allies. Thus, the new alignments, espe- 

cially of Syrian, Egyptian, and intra-Arab cooperation, are sustained 

by the problematic peace initiative. 

In light of the foregoing, Iraq’s defeat failed to revise regional in- 
ternational relationships and therefore could not impose its will on 
the Gulf and Palestinian questions. With two exceptions, the U.S.- 
led allied victory returned Middle Eastern relationships to their pre- 

Gulf War position. The exceptions are Israel and Iran; they are the 
winners in the Gulf War in that their common adversary, Iraq, has 
been vanquished at little cost to themselves. But while they may be 
beneficiaries, the inertia of Israel’s settlement policy remains a desta- 

bilizing factor, however, and Iran’s Gulf policy is enigmatic. Equally 
destabilizing could be the ascendancy of more radical regimes in key 

Arab countries and their possible acquisition of the missile guidance 
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systems and “smart” weapons technology that are present in the in- 

ternational arms market.!7 

Regional Issues 

The Pre-Gulf War Background 

The pre-August 1990 period held both diplomatic hope and some 

accomplishment toward resolving the three major conflicts of the 

Gulf region. Therefore, significant disappointment was felt on the 

eve of the war. Among the three major conflicts, the Palestinian 

question was the most complex (the others being Lebanon and the 

Iran-Iraq War). The 1982 Israeli invasion of Lebanon weakened but 
did not eliminate the PLO. As settlement of the Occupied Territo- 

ries increased in the late 1980s, the Palestinian “internals” (those in- 

side the Occupied Territories) took control of their fate and in De- 

cember 1987 launched the Intifada. Their initiative coincided with 
the efforts of Egypt to play the Palestinian hand to gain reentry into 
the Arab state system (after its exclusion in the wake of the 1979 

peace treaty with Israel).!8 The intersection of these two develop- 
ments resulted in the November 1988 declaration by the PLO “ex- 

ternals” (those outside the Occupied Territories) of their acceptance 

of UN Resolutions 242 and 338. This signified the PLO’s recogni- 
tion of Israel and its willingness to sit down with Israel and nego- 

tiate land for peace. Israel was reluctant to abandon its policy of 

annexing the Occupied Territories and, in spite of diligent U.S. ef- 

forts to pursue a peace process, by the spring of 1990, the effort 
proved fruitless. This was followed by Israeli repression during which 

over 800 Palestinians were killed, a hardline Israeli government was 

elected, and U.S. talks with the PLO broke off on 20 June, as a re- 

sult of an abortive Palestinian beach front raid in Israel. All of these 
events caused the spirits of Palestinians both inside and outside of 

Israel to be at a low ebb by the summer of 1990.!9 Saddam Hussein’s 

rhetoric of justice for the Palestinians and the reality of his missile 

attacks upon Israel therefore received understandable but ill-consid- 
ered support from “internals” and “externals” alike. 

The Lebanese conflict began with the civil war of 1975 and ended 

when Syria intervened in 1976, only to be reopened by the Israeli in- 
vasion of June 1982. The pathology of the militia wars and Western 
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hostage-taking ensued. Numerous attempts to cease hostilities failed 

until a meeting of the still surviving members of the 1972 parlia- 

ment was convened in Taif, Saudi Arabia in October 1989. The 

members agreed to constitutional reforms that reduced the Christian 

role in government and reformed the system. Even with Syrian, UN, 

and U.S. support, this reform had to await the downfall of General 

Michael ’Awn, a Marionite military commander who had been em- 

battled in Beirut since March 1989. His military defeat by Syrian 

forces did not occur until October 1990, well into the Gulf crisis.”° 

Similar to the foregoing cases, but more dramatic, the situation in 

the Gulf brought relief at the end of the Iran-Iraq War in 1988 but a 

new crisis that began in July 1990. Without doing much more than 

taking passing note of an event that resulted in more than 1,000,000 

dead on both sides, it is important to observe that the 1980 to 1988 

war devastated the Iraqi economy and brought Iraq’s long-standing 

grievances with Kuwait into focus. These grievances consisted of the 

Kuwaiti extraction of Iraqi oil, Kuwaiti insistence on the immediate 

repayment of war-time loans used to defend Kuwait against Iran, 

and Iraq’s historical territorial claims on Kuwait. 

In summation, by August 1990 the Palestinian question was de- 

flated and the moderate internal leadership discouraged while 

HAMAS, an organization of Muslim militants in Gaza, gained in 

popularity. Lebanon arrived at a conflict resolving formula in the 
Taif agreement, but hundreds were still dying in the effort by General 
*Awn to hold out, and Iraq was on a course set for war. In short, 

regional tensions were ready to erupt by the time Iraq invaded 

Kuwait. 

The Iraqi Invasion and the Allied Coalition 

Frantic efforts to avert the war were pursued in the days before 2 

August by the Jordanians, the Saudis, and the Egyptians. The latter 

became incensed in the process because it was clear that Iraq was 

determined to achieve its objectives by the threat or actual use of 
force, and possibly to rival Egypt for regional leadership. These ef- 

forts at an Arab solution to the crisis thus came to nothing. Contrib- 

uting to this was a shared Saudi and Egyptian sense that Iraq had 

betrayed them in its assurance that it would not go to war. This 

may also have been aggravated by the diplomatic abrasiveness of 

Kuwait.2! The conflict thus became irreconcilable, inviting the intru- 

sion of the United States as the Western state most vitally concerned 
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about the invasion in terms of the threat posed to Saudi Arabia and 
the security of 65 percent of the world’s oil reserves in the Gulf. It 

was the directness of the threat to Saudi Arabia and the GCC states 

that energized Saudi Arabia. Egypt, on the other hand, was moti- 

vated by its rivalry with Iraq for regional hegemony and a sense of 

betrayal by Iraq in the pre-invasion diplomacy.?2 U.S. diplomacy 
therefore had fertile ground on which to construct a successful Arab 

and international coalition. 

Trends in the Structure of International Relations 

The structure of Middle Eastern international relations has progressed 

through three discernible phases in the past three decades. In the 

1960s, these relations centered on the content and leadership of Arab 

nationalism and socialism, aptly termed the “Arab cold war.”23 The 

1970s saw this ideological rivalry replaced by a concrete need to re- 

cover the territory lost to the Israelis in the 1967 war. Thus Egypt 

and Syria planned the 1972 war with this objective in mind. The Si- 

nai I and II agreements subsequently sought and achieved this. The 

crowning event was the 1979 Egyptian-Israeli peace treaty. Although 

Egypt succeeded in regaining Sinai, this success was countermanded 

when the country was ostracized by the Arab state system, the mem- 

bers of which protested the failure to arrive at a settlement for the 
Palestinians. 

The marginalization of Egypt coincided with the territorial expan- 

sionism of Israel in its invasion of Lebanon, its settlement policy in 

the Occupied Territories, and the Iran-Iraq War of 1980 to 1988. At 
the end of the decade, Egypt reentered the Arab state system to pro- 

vide a counterweight to Iran in the Gulf.?4 Israel still retained terri- 

tory in southern Lebanon and its settlements not only continued to 

increase, but tens of thousands of Soviet Jews began to arrive. These 

conflicts in Lebanon and the Gulf diffused the Arab state system in 

that to a significant extent they were either surrogate conflicts or, in 

the case of the Gulf, geographically distinct conflicts. Egypt backed 

the Syrian presence in Lebanon as did most Arab states, but neither 

Egypt, because of its treaty with Israel, nor the other Arab states di- 
rectly intervened in Lebanon. As a result, regional subordinate in- 
ternational relations were significantly intruded upon by the United 

States and the Soviet Union. Thus, this diffusion of interests and in- 

volvements of the members of the Arab state system in the 1980s 

coincided with the greater intensity of intrusive powers, that is, the 
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U.S. intervention in Lebanon and the Soviet support of Syria and 

Iraq. 

The Iraqi invasion of Kuwait created a crystallization of diplomatic 

positions that ended the earlier diffusion of such relationships. The 

intrusive power penetration was now of a unipolar variety—the 

United States. Its leadership created an international alliance (legiti- 

mated by UN resolutions), the Arab members of which consisted of 

Egypt, Syria, Saudi Arabia, and Morocco. While the Arab League 

supported the alliance, nearly half of the Arab League members in- 

voked pan-Arabism to condemn both the invasion and the U.S.-led 

reaction to it. The shared characteristics of these rejectionist states 

were that they were undergoing domestic upheavals due to revenue 

shortfalls resulting from oil price declines, economic austerity pro- 

grams dictated by International Monetary Fund (IMF) insistence 

upon reforms, Islamic revivalism, and tentative steps toward demo- 

cratic participation.25 These states emerged as a potential revisionist 

faction seeking a greater expression of Arabism and possible Islam- 

ism and promoting a redistribution of regional wealth and justice for 

the Palestinians. As Iran pursues its regional foreign policy of justice 

for the Palestinians, it may have a leadership role in the emergence 

of this Middle Eastern revisionist alliance. Central to this emerging 

status quo versus revisionist polarization in the Middle East is the 

Palestinian question. If the United States is successful in obtaining 

peace on this issue, the emergence of the two blocs may not occur. 

If the effort fails, however, Syria may join Iran in a revisionist stance 

and contribute to the future destabilization of the Middle East. 

The Domestic Politics of the Post-Gulf War Middle East 

The Gulf War exacerbated an emerging problem of domestic instabil- 

ity caused by an economic downturn in certain key Middle Eastern 

states. The underlying reasons for the downturn concerned economic 

problems resulting from the oil glut of the late 1980s and were ag- 

gravated by the coincidence of IMF insistence upon reforms in 

Morocco, Algeria, Tunisia, and Jordan. These reforms were intended 

to cause movement toward a market economy. Political disturbances 

had occurred prior to the war, but Saddam Hussein’s pan-Arab, 
anti-imperialist rhetoric found a resonance among economically des- 

perate populations. As a defensive reaction to the basic unrest, a 
“democratic bargain” was struck by these regimes to allow greater 

political participation.26 This bargain generally succeeded in that all 
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the leaderships were able to retain power. The policy consequence, 

however, was that Jordan supported Iraq, Morocco withdrew its 
military commitment to the allied alliance, and Algeria, Tunisia, and 

Yemen opposed the allied counterinvasion.?’ The regionwide Islamic 

revival was also in vehement opposition to U.S. involvement and, at 

the same time, tended to be equivocal in its support of Saddam 
Hussein because of his pronounced secularism. 

The post-1990 configuration of Middle Eastern relations and do- 
mestic politics was thus shaped by events that occurred before the 

August 1990 invasion. The Arab members of the allied coalition, 

principally Saudi Arabia, Egypt, and Syria, were not faced with 

pressing domestic issues at the time of the invasion, although in vary- 

ing degrees all three were coping with the economic fallout from 

declining oil prices. Saudi Arabia had its own vast resources to turn 
to. Egypt’s hard currency earnings from its own oil earnings, Suez 

Canal dues, tourist income, worker remittances, and foreign economic 

assistance buffered its economy. Syria, although marginally worse 

off, would receive (with Egypt) monetary payments from Saudi Ara- 

bia and Kuwait for committing to the alliance.28 None of the three 

states were imperiled by the significant domestic unrest that charac- 

terized the opponents to U.S. policy. 
The Palestinian reaction to the invasion of Kuwait was set by 

Arafat’s statement of support for Saddam Hussein. The underlying 
reasons were complex. The bases for this support were four-fold. 

First, by August 1990, the PLO’s November 1988 endorsement of a 

two-state solution to the crisis and the implied acceptance of the 

state of Israel seemed to die as the U.S. peace initiative was turned 

down by the Israelis. Second, this suggested that, at least momentar- 

ily, the sacrifices of the Intifada were not bearing diplomatic fruit in 

spite of the heavy human toll. Third, the moderate secular West 

Bank leadership thought that Saddam Hussein’s appeal to Arab na- 

tionalism and justice for the Palestinians was, perhaps, an antidote 

to the pressure exerted by the more radical Muslim group HAMAS.” 

Fourth, from Arafat’s point of view, the PLO was under attack by 

Syria, and Iraq was an alternative Arab state that might narrow the 
Arab military gap vis-a-vis Israel. The Scud missile attacks on Israel 

seemed to justify this expectation. The fact that the PLO endorsed 

the illegal military occupation of another people was appreciated by 

some within the movement as perhaps hypocritical while others saw 
it merely as appropriate action for Iraq to regain territory to which it 
had historical claims.*° 

The states that sought an Arab solution to the crisis were neither 
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economically nor politically stable. Jordan was an acute illustration 

of this. Its economy had been in decline in the 1980s, and its efforts 

to meet the credit requirements of the IMF resulted in a startling re- 

volt by the very Bedouins who were the backbone of the regime. 

This revolt shocked the regime into parliamentary elections that re- 

sulted in one-third of the representatives coming from the Muslim 

Brotherhood.3! Jordan had a more direct connection to the crisis as 

it had benefitted economically during the Iran-Iraq War by using 

the port of Aqaba to ship Iraqi war matériel to Baghdad. The inva- 

sion thus found Jordan caught between its domestic complexities, 

including its large Palestinian population, and its economic ties to 

Iraq. Simply to survive, King Husayn had to bob and weave and, in 

the process, incurred the enmity of the members of the allied al- 

liance. He survived and demonstrated his diplomatic agility in play- 

ing an important interlocutor role in the post-Gulf War, U.S.-initiated 

peace process. 
The Moroccan monarchy, similarly and over a longer period of 

time, felt the aftershock of mandated monetary fund reforms. In 

June 1981 in Casablanca, and in other major cities in January 1984, 

hundreds of demonstrators were killed by the security forces. For 

years, Morocco had a parliamentary system that presented a demo- 

cratic facade while the reality was one of repression and manipula- 

tion of individuals, parties, and elections. With the relative absence 

of a democratic parliamentary safety valve and a rising Islamic ten- 

dency, the demonstration of 300,000 in the capital of Rabat in Feb- 

ruary 1991 defeated the token Moroccan military commitment to 

the allied coalition in the Gulf War. 

The stories of Algeria and Tunisia were no less dramatic. In Alge- 

ria, the most recent pattern of economically motivated disturbances 

began in April 1985. Islamic militant clashes followed in October of 

that year. Student demonstrations in several cities occurred in No- 

vember 1986. The greatest and most intense rioting, resulting in hun- 

dreds of fatalities, took place in January 1988 in several cities, fol- 

lowed by further disturbances in October. The regime responded with 

a vigorous democratic reform program that resulted in local and pro- 

vincial elections in June 1990 in which the Islamists won control of 

thirty-two of the forty-eight provinces compared to only fourteen for 

the National Liberation Front (FLN), the government party. Simi- 

larly, free elections initially were promised for June 1991, but in May, 
widespread rioting broke out in protest against allegations of gov- 
ernment plans to rig the elections. As was the case in Jordan and 
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Morocco, the mobilized disgruntled masses responded positively to 

Saddam Hussein’s challenge to the political status quo, and the gov- 

ernment, in turn, denounced the presence of Western forces in Saudi 

Arabia. 

Much the same pattern of events occurred in Tunisia as well. In 

December 1983, riots began in the south of the country regarding the 

monetary fund’s mandated removal of government price subsidies on 

flour and spread in early January 1984 to Tunis and other cities, with 

nearly 200 persons killed. In November 1987, the aged President 

Habib Bourquiba was replaced in a popular coup by Zine el-Abidine 

Ben Ali, who promised more democratic elections. The elections of 

April 1989 were significantly democratic, but the Islamic al-Nahda 

(Renaissance) Party was not allowed to compete in the parliamentary 
elections. Running as independents, the party received almost 15 per- 

cent of the votes cast and up to one-third in three major cities, in- 

cluding Tunis. By utilizing a party-list electoral system, the govern- 

ment’s Constitutional Democratic Rally won all 141 parliamentary 

seats. The government, having succeeded electorally, began to repress 

the al-Nahda Party. In the fall of 1990, hundreds were arrested and 

in May 1991, an Islamic conspiracy was announced. In the midst of 

this internal tumult, Tunisia found it expedient to do the popular 
thing and positively responded to Saddam Hussein’s challenge to the 

status quo while publicly opposing the military role of the West.32 
The Republic of Yemen’s opposition to the Western presence dif- 

fered somewhat. It, too, was poor, but perhaps more important 

was the nationalist euphoria that accompanied the unification of the 
People’s Democratic Republic of (South) Yemen and the (North) 

Yemen Arab Republic in May 1990.33 Neither the South nor the 

North had any fondness for Saudi Arabia (this dated back to the 

latter’s support of the Yemeni monarchy in the 1962 revolution). 

Undoubtedly, a reinforcing factor to this was the anti-imperialist po- 

sition of the Yemen Socialist Party and the emergence of an Islamic 

tendency. 

Conclusion 

In conclusion, there are a number of points that can be made about 

the pronounced character of the intrusive system and the U.S. lead- 

ership role in the region, the redefinition and characteristics of the 
subordinate system of regional relations, and future political trends. 
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Unipolarity and the Intrusive System 

Unipolarity in the international system combined with a lack of in- 

dependent political power or alliance relationships in the subordinate 

system has resulted in short-term domination by the United States as 

a single superpower. The U.S. became a unipolar intrusive power 

first in the Gulf and subsequently in the entire region. The mounting 

intensity of this intrusive role (and the primacy of oil as a concern in 

the subarea of the Gulf) has caused the United States to direct its 

policy to stabilizing the entire region, hence the consistency of the 

pursuit of the peace process from one U.S. administration to another. 

Redefining the Middle Eastern Subordinate System 

Whereas in the pre-1980 era, Turkey and Iran could be placed with 

Israel in an alienated Middle Eastern subordinate system periphery, 

this is no longer the case. Arabism has remained important, but the 

Islamic revival has resulted in greater participation by Turkey and 

Iran in the Middle Eastern subordinate system, such as Turkish co- 

operation in the Gulf War and Iranian policy through Hizbollah in 

Lebanon. 

Related to the foregoing, Israel in the alienated periphery is no 

longer a strategic asset to the United States in the aftermath of the 

cold war. The United States has sought political stability in the region 

while Israel, until the Rabin Labor government came to power, had 

sought destabilizing objectives of territorial annexation; thus Israel 

was a provocation and a security burden. Whether the de-acceleration 

of the settlement process in the context of an ongoing peace process 

will alter this characterization remains to be seen. 

It is striking that in the aftermath of the Gulf War North Africa 

appears to be more involved with Middle Eastern international rela- 
tions and issues. The regional issues of economic redistribution and 

the Islamic revival are being internalized in each North African state 

and are creating the political instability that the appeal of Saddam 

Hussein’s leadership illuminated. 

The Middle Eastern subordinate system now is better defined and 

more consolidated. The U.S. leadership role expanded the invasion 
of one Arab country by another into a regionwide crisis. The mal- 

distribution of national wealth in the region emerged as a regional 

issue and formed part of a new, incipient pan-Arabism. This re- 

emergent cultural factor was reinforced and expanded by Islamism, 



The Middle East in the New World Order 467 

causing Turkey and Iran to become involved in the affairs of the re- 

gion in a new and vigorous way. 

Although a new balance of power system has yet to emerge in the 

Middle East, one thing is clear. The unipolarity of the international 

system has a similar transition structure in the Middle East in the 

form of U.S.-supported Egyptian hegemony. The reality, however, 

of military force strengths equal to or greater than Egypt in Syria and 

Iraq suggests the potential for multipolarity. 

In the medium long term the oil wealth of Iraq and Iran will give 

these states the ability to challenge the status quo in the Gulf and to 

support movements and states elsewhere in the region. This could 

become the basis for alliance relations that could challenge U.S. uni- 

polarity and its client states of Egypt and Israel. 

Political Trends 

Arms limitation in the region is nearly impossible as long as Israel 
remains committed to an Israeli settler population in the Occupied 

Territories and the Palestinian issue is unresolved. Israel’s nuclear 
capability promotes the poor man’s alternative of chemical and bio- 

logical weapons of mass destruction while improved “off the shelf” 

ballistic guidance and warhead technologies constantly advance. 

A stable Gulf security regime remains elusive due to Saudi Arabian 

antipathy toward an Arab force presence and to domestic religious 

sentiment that is hostile to the foreign presence of the United States. 

The U-S. role as the guarantor of Gulf stability maintains a high 
profile, with the attendant risks of domestic GCC instability and in- 
ternational incidents, for example, Iraqi radar lock-ons, retaliations, 

and so on.34 This is part of a generally high political Gulf profile es- 
pecially when the United States is involved in military force reduc- 
tions. 

It is true, however, that as far as the level of conflict in the region 

is concerned, the Lebanese domestic issue is being resolved, the Gulf 

is temporarily secure, and the Palestinian issue is being addressed in 
the U.S.-initiated peace effort. 

The two major beneficiaries of the war were Iran and Israel. Iraq 
was eliminated as a serious security threat to both, and they are now 
free to continue their military buildup. Iran can now increase its in- 

fluence in the Gulf and its ties with the West and Japan. Depending 
on the outcome of the most recent peace process, Israel may be able 

to consolidate its hold upon South Lebanon, the Golan Heights, 
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Jerusalem, and the Occupied Territories and in general press a hard 

position in the peace process. Even under a new more moderate La- 

bor government, it will not be able to disengage without a difficult 

to achieve comprehensive settlement. 

The Arab/ Islamist opposition grouping to the war, however, sug- 

gests that the “have-not” economic sentiment could create a radical 

bloc with Iran as this country has already rejected the peace process. 

Syria, with its continued ties to Iran, could become a “swing” radi- 

cal leader if it is disappointed in the present peace process. 

Domestic political factors of economic impoverishment and Islam- 

ism are creating “democratic bargaining” strategies of elite survival 

in a number of Arab states. This domestic phenomenon lies behind 

the significant opposition to the U.S. role in the Gulf and leadership 

neutrality in the present peace efforts. Should these efforts fail, it 

will further radicalize domestic politics and contribute to the insta- 

bility of the region. 

For reasons amply documented in the foregoing, the United States 

emerged in post-Gulf War Middle East as preeminent and should 

retain this prominence. Russia, however, although temporarily in 

eclipse, has long-term Middle Eastern geopolitical interests that are 

likely to reemerge. Key among these is the region as a market for 

weapons sales and the complexities of Middle Eastern Islamism for 

the stability of the Central Asian republics. 

The post-Gulf War political trends in the region are, therefore, 

best understood as transitory ones in which the unipolarity of the in- 

ternational system is mirrored in the status of Egypt and Israel as 

U.S. client states. Islamism, however, has begun to be linked to the 

injustices of economic inequality and of the Palestinian situation. 

The potential is one of regime instability and the emergence of con- 

flictual multipolarity in an “expanded” regional system that now in- 

cludes Iran, Turkey, and North Africa. 
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Islam, Democracy, and the Arab Future 

Contested Islam in the Gulf Crisis 

Raymond William Baker 

There is no God but God, 
George Bush is the Enemy of God 

Islamist Student Slogan at Cairo University 

On 6 August 1990, after reviewing U-S. satellite intelligence of the 

Iraqi military buildup on the Saudi border, King Fahd, “Guardian 

of Islam’s Holy Places,” formally invited the United States to deploy 

troops in Saudi Arabia. Islamic scholars from Saudi Arabia, Ku- 

wait, and other Muslim countries supporting the decision explained 

the Saudi policy by analogy with the Prophet Muhammad’s reliance 

on an unbeliever for assistance in a time of dire threat. A consensus 

of Arab states had already judged Iraq’s invasion and subsequent 

annexation of Kuwait to be unlawful. But Fahd’s decision to bring 

the United States full force into the Gulf sharply divided Arab gov- 
ernments and peoples, making the Gulf crisis the most significant 

political question for Arabs in the 1990s. 
On the state level, Fahd’s decision not unexpectedly prompted the 

threatened oil-rich Gulf states to join Iraq’s traditional strategic rivals, 

Syria and Egypt, in backing the U.S. intervention, while poorer Arab 

states tended to side with Iraq or to declare their neutrality. The 

surprise came when ordinary Muslims by the hundreds of thousands 

sided with Iraq. They did so under Islamist banners, not always in 

accord with the policy of their governments. 

Whatever its other consequences, the Gulf crisis energized Islamic 

forces in the entire region.! At the same time, the spectacle of Arab 

pitted against Arab and Muslim against Muslim raised the most 

basic questions about the health of the Arab-Muslim order in the 

Middle East. Intellectuals judged that the “sickness” of the Arab 
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order resulted from a lack of democratic regimes. Some considered 

the relevant examples to be the authoritarian and corrupt Gulf mon- 

archies whose insensitive greed generated the underlying conditions 

of inequality that produced the crisis, while others focused on the 

brutal dictatorship of Saddam Hussein, whose flagrant aggression 

made war inevitable. Thus, the invasion of a vulnerable but extraor- 

dinarily wealthy Gulf sheikhdom by one of the region’s best armed 

tyrannies ironically succeeded in placing the issue of Islam and the 

political order—more specifically Islam and democracy—on the 

agenda for debate throughout the Arab world. 

By examining the role Islam played in the various responses of 

the Arab world to the Iraqi invasion and Western intervention, this 

chapter illustrates that, contrary to the reductionist interpretation 

given by the West, Islam functioned in complicated and nuanced 

ways that could not be fairly generalized as either predictably irra- 

tional or undemocratic. This examination first sketches the different 

understandings and uses of Islam produced in the various geographic, 

political, and social conditions throughout the Arab world, and then 

explains how the standard Western interpretation of Islam obscures 

these complexities. In particular, Western readings for the most part 

overlooked self-consciously rational and democratic interpretations 

of the Gulf crisis expressed in Islamic terms, such as the one offered 

by the centrist and independent Islamists in Egypt. 

The Islamist Tableau from Yemen to Morocco 

The Islamist character of the framework within which questions 
about the meaning of the war were raised represented a break with 

the past. Previous Middle Eastern wars in 1956, 1967, and 1973 saw 

nothing like the spontaneous rallying around Islamist symbols. Fur- 

thermore, Iraq, in its conflict with Saudi Arabia, seemed an improb- 
able object of Muslim sympathies. The Iraqi Ba’athist regime had 

a strictly secularist national program with only transparently manip- 

ulative gestures in the Islamist direction.2 During the war with Iran, 

Saddam Hussein announced his claim of descent from the Prophet 
Mohammed and other similar religious themes to counter the ap- 

peal of the Iranian revolution, while at the same time continuing 
the vigorous repression of even the hint of an Iraqi Islamist move- 

ment.3 

In contrast to this shifting pattern, the Saudis had consistently 
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presented their state as a model of Islamic rule, at the same time 

generously supporting Islamist movements and causes beyond their 

borders. In early September, the Saudis sponsored a meeting in 

Mecca of the World Muslim League, an offshoot of the Organization 
of the Islamic Conference based in Jeddah. The conference concluded 

with a statement by the assembled Muslim dignitaries reaffirming the 

Saudi decision to resort to non-Muslim forces as conforming to 

Muslim law, provided the non-Muslims departed as soon as the pre- 

cipitating danger subsided.4 Despite such efforts, Muslims in impres- 

sive numbers turned their backs to the Saudis and the Kuwaitis (with 

their dependence on the United States) in favor of Iraq and what 

they saw as resistance to foreign intervention aimed at asserting 

Western hegemony over the Arab Muslim world.5 

From Yemen to Morocco, support for the Iraqi cause was strong- 

est among the poorer segments of the population. Islam, whether on 

the streets or in elected parliaments, provided the most powerful vo- 

cabulary to express this mass opposition to U.S. intervention in the 

Gulf. Publics in Jordan and the West Bank rallied immediately to 

the Iraqi side and were soon followed by large-scale, pro-Iraq dem- 

onstrators in Yemen, Lebanon, Algeria, Libya, Tunisia, and the 

Sudan.°® 

In Jordan, once considered among the most pro-American of Arab 

states, a wave of anti-U.S. sentiment seized the population. The 

Muslim Brotherhood, holding almost half the seats in parliament, 

threw its important political resources behind the massive wave de- 

spite the Brotherhood’s opposition to the invasion of Kuwait and 

their reservations about Saddam Hussein’s anti-Islamist stands. When 
thousands assembled in Amman’s Roman amphitheater or marched 

on the U.S. and Kuwaiti embassies, Islamist chants filled the air. 

Friday prayers became occasions for officially sanctioned but clearly 

spontaneous efforts to rally sustained mass support for Iraq. Acti- 

vists based in mosques joined the efforts of unions and charitable or- 
ganizations to break the embargo against the Iraqis by shipping 
food.’ 

On the West Bank, Palestinians, sympathetic to the Islamic Resis- 

tance Movement (HAMAS) financed largely from Kuwaiti sources, 

initially took a strong pro-Kuwaiti line. But public opinion, includ- 

ing Palestinians who identified with HAMAS, became wildly pro- 

Iraqi.’ Pressured from below, the HAMAS joined the more militant 
of the nationalist groups like the Popular Front for the Liberation of 

Palestine (PFLP) and the Popular Liberation Front (PLF) in urging 
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active resistance to U.S. troops in the Gulf. The HAMAS activists 

expressed widespread fears that the United States would establish a 

permanent military presence in Saudi Arabia and the Gulf, in effect 

occupying the lands most sacred to Islam. 

The Islamist-dominated military junta in the Sudan announced 

strong support for Iraq, with Hassan al-Turabi leading the National 

Islamic Front (NIF) in a particularly militant stand against the West. 

The official position of Yemen attempted to preserve some semblance 

of balance in its reaction by initially criticizing the Iraqi invasion 

while also expressing sympathy for the Iraqi claims against Kuwait 

and calling for negotiation. But on the mass level, pro-Iraqi senti- 

ments overwhelmed all else, not surprising given the strong influ- 

ence of Sudanese-style militant Islamism in Yemen.? 

Meanwhile, North Africa, regardless of the old divisions between 

so-called moderate and radical states, was angered at the Western in- 

tervention. All governments of the area, whatever their initial reac- 

tions to the crisis, had no choice but to respond to the wave of out- 

rage at the U.S.-led intervention in the Gulf. President Mu’ammar 

Qadaffy, who had no love for the royalist Gulf regimes, seized the 

initiative and personally led Libyan mass demonstrations through the 

streets of Tripoli against the Western presence in the Gulf. 

Other North African regimes responded to the mass wave with 

less enthusiasm and as thousands took to the streets under Islamist 

banners, the worried governments tried to contain the powerful polit- 

ical emotions unleashed. Under the leadership of Shaikh Abbas 

Madani, Algeria’s largest opposition party, the Islamic Salvation 

Front (FIS), demanded that the government take the lead in organiz- 

ing volunteer squads to fight in Iraq. Madani traveled to Baghdad 

where he declared that “any aggression against Iraq will be con- 

fronted by Muslims everywhere.”!° Alarmed, the Algerian regime re- 

sponded by enlisting its reservists, increasing security around Western 

embassies and, in a particularly revealing gesture, around govern- 

ment buildings as well. Al-Nahda (Renaissance), the major Islamist 

party in Tunisia, assumed a more restrained stance, although its ex- 

iled leader, Rashid al-Ghannushi, also journeyed to Baghdad in a 

show of support. The Tunisian government limited its response to 

suspending regular television programming and replacing it with 

calming news reports and solemn music. King Hassan of Morocco 

faced stern demands from the Islamist opposition to bring home the 

1,500 troops he had committed to the coalition in the Gulf; he re- 

sponded by closing schools and banning all street rallies. Whatever 
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their earlier difference in attitudes toward Iraq, all the governments 

of the Maghreb were eventually forced to issue official statements at 
least vaguely sympathetic to Baghdad. 

Even the Arab countries that joined the coalition such as Mo- 

rocco, Syria, and Egypt witnessed demonstrations of pro-Iraqi sen- 

timent, again usually under Islamic banners. King Hassan of Mo- 

rocco threatened martial law to contain the demonstrators, while not 

even the repressive Syrian regime could completely silence voices 

raised to protest the official policy.!! To dampen opposition in Egypt’s 

cities, the Egyptian government delayed the opening of the national 

universities. But once the students were allowed to return, anti-war 

rallies of up to 30,000 students became an almost daily occurrence 

on Egyptian campuses throughout the country. The regime’s subse- 

quent crackdown left at least one dead and many injured. Although 

student activists represented a broad spectrum of political opinion, 
slogans and pamphlets of Islamist inspiration dominated, indicating 

that important leadership came from the Islamist societies that regu- 

larly won the student union elections at all the national universities 
since the mid-1970s. 

No observer could fail to notice the dominant Islamic dimension 
of the political reactions to the Gulf crisis. Yet its precise meaning 

when acted out on such a broad stage remained open to question. !2 

Faced with diverse and confusing indicators that political life in the 

Arab world bears the powerful stamp of religion, how are we to 

make sense of Islam, politics, and the Arab world? 

Muslim “Rage” and the New World Order 

Many Western observers in government, the media, and the univer- 
sities relied on a durable but ultimately misleading answer to these 

complex issues: They judged the origins and motives of this latest Is- 

lamist wave as a predictable expression of a profound cultural anti- 
pathy between Islam and the West. And given the deep historical 

roots of Muslim antagonism, they doubted that policy and politics 

in any form could do much to mollify it.!3 According to this influen- 

tial view, anger at the West originated in bitter Muslim resentment 

at Western civilization because it had eclipsed Islamism.!4 The United 
States was an object of Muslim hatred as the triumphant representa- 

tive of an aggressive, modern civilization whose virtues (Western lib- 
eralism and democracy) and successes (the material prosperity gen- 

erated by market economies) unintentionally exposed Islam’s own 
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inability to respond creatively to historical change. Because of its Is- 

lamic foundations, the Arab world was judged immune, for the most 

part, to the interest in democracy stimulated worldwide by the col- 

lapse of communism. Moreover, despite the surface appearance of 

immediate political and policy causes, the animosity toward the West 

arose from these deep historical causes that predated and will endure 

long after the disappearance of concrete issues such as U.S. military 

interventionism or support for Israel. Therefore, U.S. policymakers 

should pursue U.S. interests in the area calmly and decisively, pay- 

ing mind only to the Islamic sensibilities of allied Muslim govern- 

ments, with as little attention as U.S. security interests will allow to 

the disturbed reactions of hostile governments and mass oppositions. 

The U.S. public encountered the Muslim “rage” and the profound 

“uneasiness” of Muslim societies expressed in the complex prose of 

academic specialists, summarized in the urgent prescriptions of pol- 

icy analysts, and taken for granted as the common sense of harried 

journalists covering fast-breaking news.!> It should be noted that 

this understanding of Islam and politics played directly into the Bush 

strategic vision and the reliance on military means to enforce it. 

George Bush’s new world order and the Middle East’s special place 

in it assumed that the United States is entitled, by virtue of its ex- 

emplary history of political and market freedoms, to a preeminent 

global role with unchallenged control of global resources. In the wake 

of the U.S. triumph in the Cold War, the most serious challenges to 

U.S. primacy came from the industrialized centers in Europe and Ja- 

pan. The Gulf War, whatever its local causes, provided an occasion 

for the assertion of U.S. military power to contain the economic 

threats from the Europeans and the Japanese. The display of U.S. 

military power to defend unfettered access to Gulf oil drove home 

the point that the United States alone was the ultimate protector of 

the well-being of all industrialized centers. With the decline of the 

Soviet Union and the chastening of the competing Japanese and 

European industrial centers, a variety of so-called terrorist Third 

World nations and movements emerged as the only remaining dan- 

gers to the U.S. global position. The necessary curtailment or elimi- 

nation of these dangerous and irrational individuals, movements, and 

states required military action.!6 Support for democratization had 

only a circumscribed role in U.S. regional policy, limited to cosmetic 

improvements in the systems of closely allied states. The drive be- 

hind support for Kuwait today, as for Iraq in the past, is regional sta- 

bility, not democracy. Threats were defined in terms of the capacity 
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to disturb the balance that served U.S. interests. On the regional 

level, the Gulf War defined Iraq as a terrorist state only to the de- 

gree that the growth of Iraqi power threatened U.S. hegemony in 

the Gulf. For an Arab state such as Egypt, alliance with the United 

States required commitment to the neutralization of Iraq in the re- 

gion and the containment of the fundamentalists at home. 

In the context of this strategic vision and the broad understanding 

of Islam on which its proponents could draw, two alternative but ul- 

timately related definitions of Islam were generated in media and 

policy discussions of the Gulf crisis. The first, seeking to make sense 

of Islamist opposition, saw Islam as an essentially anti-modern, anti- 

Western belief system, easily swayed toward terrorist purposes. This 

dominant definition reflected the primary strategic concern that sees 

Islam as a destabilizing force that challenged the U.S. position. This 

conception impels the use of force to contain or destroy the Islamic 

threat when it is directed against U.S. interests or, less frequently, to 

exploit it when directed against a perceived enemy. 
A second, ancillary definition treated Islam as a benign cultural 

sensibility. This subordinate conception served the strategic purpose 

of accommodation with Muslim regimes, notably that of the Saudis, 

that backed the United States and played a role critical to the suc- 

cess of its Gulf policy. This view argued for tolerance of cultural dif- 

ferences on issues such as consumption of alcohol, the status of 

women, and antipathy to democracy, provided that such allowances 

did not hamper the underlying purposes of the strategic cooperation. 

Despite their contrasting policy implications, both definitions of 

Islam share certain characteristics. Each casts Islam as a unified and 
unchanging cultural complex, whether judged positively or negatively, 

whose essential character was set more than a millennium ago. In 

this way, each casts Islam as a force standing outside and in most 
ways against history and politics as Westerners understand them. 

Thus, Western analysts could simultaneously hail the triumph of 

democracy as the benchmark of our age, while still judging the Arab 

world to be congenitally hostile to the liberal ideal.!7 To compre- 

hend an Islam viewed in this way requires a grasp of an unchanging 

core of precepts and psychological dispositions—outside of history 
and resistant to change—that, despite surface variations, remain es- 
sentially the same. 

Media coverage of the Gulf War relied overwhelmingly on this 
understanding of Islam that left it suspended in a historical and po- 
litical vacuum. Islamist opposition was, for the most part, reported 
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as “irrational” and “dangerous” manifestations of political extrem- 

ism, or was ignored altogether. The Islamic dimensions of the politi- 

cal life of allied states such as Egypt or Saudi Arabia were treated 

generally as a public relations challenge to which Westerners should 

be sensitized. Security analysts, psychology experts, and public rela- 

tions specialists—often innocent of any direct experience of Arab 

political life, not to mention history, culture, languages or religions 

of the area—helped to give an appearance of depth to these ahistor- 

ical and apolitical conceptions. 

Given the early presidential commitment to the war option and 

the power of the U.S. president to shape the national agenda on for- 

eign policy issues, media reliance on retired generals and former na- 

tional security advisers as their major resources to explore the war 

option in exquisite detail had a certain logic. The operative questions 

of debate set in these terms pertained to differences of opinion over 

the existing balance of military resources, the likely costs of the fight- 

ing, the most suitable timing for a strike, and the reliability of coali- 

tion partners. Islam figured in, if at all, only as part of the vaguely 

acknowledged political context for the coming conflict.!8 

Although the national security experts defined the poles as bal- 

anced in the so-called debate of the Gulf crisis, they did not com- 

pletely monopolize the public arena. The president’s insistent focus 

on the aberrant personality of Saddam Hussein guaranteed a place 

for psychological profiles of leadership. The psychological experts 

narrowed discussion to the question of the rationality of key actors 

and the sources of their appeal: Is Saddam Hussein crazy, as the 

president repeatedly alleged, or a calculating and shrewd, if brutal, 

dictator? Could we negotiate with Saddam Hussein and the crowds - 

who rallied to him? Are punitive sanctions really an option against 

an irrational leader of angry crowds of Muslims whose boundless 

anti-Western rage targets the West as a whole and not particular pol- 

icies or actions? When the “talking head” is a clinical psychologist 

with little or no training in the history and politics of the Muslim 

world, complex political questions dissolved into personalities and 

historical conflicts into failed opportunities for rational dialogue.!” 

An even more drastic psychological reductionism characterized the 

approach of the public relations experts who were charged with 

smoothing the rough edges of the unavoidable contacts with the 

United States’ Muslim allies. In a manipulative version of cultural 

relativism, the Defense Department addressed the problem of Mus- 

lim sensibilities by distributing material to the troops in Saudi Ara- 
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bia, telling them that they “must appreciate the religious, cultural 

and political sensitivities surrounding our presence.” In practice, this 

meant assuming the worst about the Saudi hosts and other Arab al- 

lies in admonishing the U.S. troops to avoid discussing with Arabs 

such subjects as “the Jewish lobby,” “U.S. strategic cooperation with 

Israel,” “women’s rights,” “censorship,” and “moral standards.” In 

addition, the Pentagon advised against wearing “crucifixes or Stars 

of David.”20 These guidelines were, of course, perfectly consonant 

with the larger commitment to overlook the human rights shortcom- 

ings of a regime such as Syria and the disinterest of the Kuwaiti rul- 
ers in anything like democratic reform. The only principle underlying 

the cooperation with the Arabs would be stability in the Gulf, by 

which the Bush administration meant conditions that allowed un- 
impeded Western access to the oil reserves of the Gulf at acceptable 

market rates. 

Although they implicitly claim general applicability, the definitions 

and prescriptions of the strategic, psychological, and public relations 

experts provided little help in making sense of Islam in contexts 

other than that of the dominant U.S. strategic vision and for pur- 

poses other than those of furthering U.S. interests. In particular, 

these perspectives on Islam obscured the debate and the varied polit- 

ical contexts in which it occurred around the issue of Islam and the 

prospects for democracy in the Arab world. 

Muslims: Interpreting Islam 

The task of clarifying the partisan struggles over the Gulf crisis in 

specific Arab countries without any special reference to U.S. stra- 

tegic aims was only obstructed by the ahistorical and apolitical con- 

ceptions that were at the heart of the dominant Western reading of 

Islam. Knowledge of actual political struggles over the interpretation 

of Islam, as opposed to the much grander cultural clashes between 

Islam and the West, would entail local rather than general knowl- 

edge. The understanding gained would be explanatory on the histor- 

ical rather than theoretical plane and would be entangled in the 

purposes of the actors rather than our own. 

Much less will be lost than might be feared by this lowering of 

sights. After all, rare are the states and even rarer the individuals 

who respond to the world around them in terms of the grand cul- 

tural motives regularly attributed to Islamist activists. Deep histori- 
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cal experiences do leave their trace on us. Yet, the meanings of these 

markings remain open-ended and ambiguous. No simple formulas, 

somehow above the maddening complexities of particular histories 

and politics, can capture them. The transparency such formulas 

promise should be caution enough: How many of us would dare 

speak with certainty of the motives and the aspirations of those with 

whom we share our most intimate lives, let alone distant strangers 

who inhabit different political worlds? When the subjects of our stud- 

ies regain their histories and their politics, ambiguities about Islam 

collapse into human struggles, into human lives lived on the chang- 

ing and indeterminate political surface. The issues, policies, and ac- 

tions that surround the efforts of Muslim political actors to fix the 

meaning of Islam do matter and their importance does vary with 

time and place. 

A sense of the actual politics of interpreting Islam emerges more 

clearly when we approach our subjects with the open-ended ques- 

tions we have heard them ask of their own experience: How can Is- 

lam as a spiritual and political force in our lives help us grasp the 

meaning of the Gulf War? Who should express these meanings of 

Islam and how? The importance of these local questions emerges 

with special force when the crisis in the Gulf unexpectedly and ur- 

gently placed democracy on the political agenda of the Arab world. 

How Does Islam Help Us Grasp the Meaning of the Gulf War? 

Millions of ordinary Arabs, from the Gulf to North Africa, gave ur- 

gency to this question as they took to the streets, chanting Islamist 

slogans. But the universal appeal to Islam provided perhaps the only | 

common thread in the Arab response. Regardless of whose side they 

took, people everywhere invoked Islam as their inspiration and guide. 

Jordanians and Palestinians spoke of Islamic commitments as they 

signed up to fight alongside their Iraqi brethren. Egyptians did the 

same as they volunteered to help save Kuwait and defend Saudi Ara- 

bia and the Holy Places. The Muslim Brotherhood of Kuwait ral- 

lied to the royalist Kuwaiti regime, invoking Islamic values in support 

of the coalition, while the Muslim Brotherhood in Jordan appealed 

to those same values to support the liberalizing Jordanian king in 

his defiant criticism of the international intervention.?! Impatient 

Algerian Islamist radicals turned more and more to the streets, while 

Islamist moderates in Egypt cautioned that electoral victories would 

prove more lasting. Islam found a place on both sides of the battle 
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lines and the political street, but only as the object of intense politi- 

cal contest. 

Confronted with Islamic justifications for contradictory actions and 
positions, Muslim intellectuals and activists entered into the struggle 

over how to interpret Islam’s purposes in the terrible events unfold- 

ing in the Gulf. Islamist self-understandings, far from unified, com- 

peted with rival interpretations of the role Islam should play. The 

West, of course, had its own well-known view. 

Western policymakers, journalists, and analysts had surprisingly 

little trouble in accounting for the contradictions in Islam’s role. As 

we saw, the available definitions of Islam easily accommodated the 

“irrational and violent” reactions of the oppositions and the “benign 

if not particularly sensible” religious sensitivities of the Muslim al- 

lies. In both cases, analysts recognized a unitary and unchanging Is- 

lam that was demonstrating its essential irrelevance to the modern 

world, either by fueling anti-Western outbursts or by needlessly com- 

plicating the serious business of coalition-building. Strategic questions 

about how and when to deploy superior Western power, either to 

rescue allies or destroy enemies, made any further interest in the pol- 

itics of the Islamist reaction to the Western role or its implications 

for democratic development a distinctly minor matter. 

Arab public opinion, especially in those areas such as the Ma- 

ghreb, Lebanon, and Egypt, where a measure of press freedom exists, 

treated the question of Islam in a manner strikingly different from the 

West. Islam was almost universally recognized as a powerful political 

resource that had, in the last decades of the twentieth century, be- 
come the most important ideological force in the area, eclipsing its 

nationalist and socialist rivals in its hold on the masses. All factions, 

it was assumed, would maneuver to gain access to this incomparable 

political resource. Thus, Arab analysts tended to treat the question of 

Islam as an important arena of political struggles. More than one 

commentator warned that the process of engaging Islam in this way 

risked damaging the faith.2? 
A second broad explanation of Islam’s political role, favored by 

the left, emerged from this internal Arab debate. Arab leftists, face 

to face with a powerful rival, encountered political Islam as an im- 
mediate historical phenomenon. The left appreciated the tactical flex- 

ibility of Islamist groups, although they naturally viewed the politics 

surrounding Islam as an exercise in opportunism. The left drew a 

sharp distinction between political Islam, manipulated by a variety 

of unscrupulous political groupings, and the genuine Islamic faith of 
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the Arab peoples. What real content could Islam have as a political 

ideology, the left asked, if it could accommodate itself so easily to 

both camps in the military contest? Why should the masses trust the 

language of political Islam when it could mount arguments both to 

defend and condemn the Iraqi invasion or the Saudi decision to in- 

vite Western intervention? 

Clearly, there is no single Islamist position or response to the theo- 

retical question of Islam’s relevance to political life in general or to 

specific policy issues such as the Gulf War. Each of the factions in 

the multifaceted Islamist current had its own “nuanced” and “inter- 

ested” view. The character of the course chosen resulted less from 

the “dogmatic givens” of the faith than from the tactics and strate- 

gies adopted in a given time and place to achieve the ends that 

groups set for themselves. 

The relationship of a given group to the political authority and 

the character of the general rules of the political game that prevailed 

in that system usually constituted the key elements of the local cir- 

cumstances that shaped Islamist political action. But these impor- 

tant generalizations, based on observed empirical regularities, were 

the only ones possible. The definition of Islam’s role is always con- 

tested and shaped in highly charged, contemporary political environ- 

ments; to grasp it, attention must be paid to prevailing patterns of 

power and the strategies adopted by Islamist groupings to achieve 

their concrete political purposes within these constraints. 

In Jordan, for example, the Muslim Brotherhood rallied to the 

king’s pro-Iraqi tilt out of fear that the kingdom itself was in jeop- 

ardy, or that a weakened King Hussein might be replaced by his 

brother Prince Hassan, whose stronger Arab nationalist orientation 

the Brotherhood feared. In contrast to this defensive logic of the Jor- 

danians, Turabi’s National Islamic Front in the Sudan seized the 

opportunity presented by Sudanese anger at the West to push the 

Islamist-inclined junta and accelerate Islamization, including “the ex- 

tension of Islamic law to the southern parts of the country.”?3 In each 

case, the definition of the Islamist political project responded to limits 

and opportunities as they appeared to specific Islamist actors. 

In Egypt, the contest over Islam’s meaning to the events in the 

Gulf was enacted in a sophisticated civil society. Its openness made 

it easier to track these formative political circumstances. For the last 

decade, a broad and diverse Islamist current thrived in the liberal- 

ized Egyptian political arena. Naturally, given Egypt’s pivotal role as 

a major Arab player, all factions in the rich spectrum of Islamist 
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opinion registered their views on the Gulf crisis. But they did so in a 

fluid and changing political context that precluded reading any ge- 

neric Islamist response from some fixed dogmatic text as Western 

analysts frequently attempted to do. There were surprises on the 

Gulf issue in the Egyptian context that were in no way predictable: 

the tactical rapprochement between the Islamists and the left arrayed 

against the regime and the parties of the right, important splits in 

the Islamist Alliance of the Brotherhood and the Labor Party, and a 

wrenching debate over the implications of events in Algeria for the 

place of democracy in Islamist thinking and action. 

The Islamists could play such an active role in the Egyptian de- 

bate because President Husny Mubarak had continued the demo- 

cratization set in motion by his predecessor, Anwar Sadat. From the 

outset, the Mubarak regime registered a more refined appreciation 

of the differences between criticism and direct challenges to state 

power.24 During the 1980s and early 1990s, the broad Islamist cur- 

rent benefited from these developments and won an ever larger pres- 

ence in public life. 

The early record of the Muslim Brotherhood in Egypt showed 

that it could play according to democratic rules. As early as 1941, its 

members decided to enter elections whenever the opportunity arose. 

Hasan al-Banna, the movement’s founder, used the threat to run for 

office as a lever to press the government into social reforms advo- 

cated by the Brotherhood. In 1945, al-Banna and five other promi- 

nent movement figures did run for parliament, although none won 

office in the government-rigged election. After 1952, Nasserist au- 

thoritarianism interrupted these experiments in democratic political 

participation, and they could not be resumed until the Sadat liberal- 

ization of the 1970s. 
In the 1970s, Sadat returned the Muslim Brotherhood to public 

life as a counterweight to the Nasserists and the left. The Brother- 

hood opted for a strategy of working within the Sadat system, even 

cooperating with the regime to contain the more radical Islamist 

elements.25 The Mubarak era then opened the way for a return to 

electoral politics, although in circumscribed form because the official 

party—the National Democratic Party (NDP)—continued to domi- 

nate the political field. Before the Gulf crisis, the regime recognized 

eight opposition parties including the three major ones, Wafd, the 

National Progressive Unionist Party (NPUP), and the Islamist-in- 

clined Labor Party. The remainder included smaller groupings such 

as the Liberal Party. Two major political forces, however, the Nasser- 
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ists and the Muslim Brothers, were still denied official representation. 

The Nasserists gained legal recognition only in the post-war period. 

The Muslim Brotherhood remained a political force by affiliating 

with existing parties. In the 1984 parliamentary election, they allied 

with the Wafd to win twelve seats. Then in 1987, the Brotherhood 

formed a coalition with the Labor Party that was later joined by the 

Liberal party to form the Muslim Alliance.”6 This Alliance increased 

the Brotherhood’s parliamentary strength to thirty-two seats.?7 

Today the Islamists play a prominent role in Egyptian politics, 

economics, and cultural life. They enter elections, run companies 

and financial institutions, publish books and newspapers, and open 

schools. They also play a key role in the respected institutions of 

civil society including faculty clubs and student unions, syndicates 

such as those of the engineers and the doctors, and a wide variety of 

volunteer philanthropic organizations. 

Responding to this growing Islamist sentiment, the ruling NDP 

published an electoral platform assuring Egypt's Islamic identity and 

affirming adherence to the implementation of Islamic law as the 

main source of legislation. The NDP commitment to “rebuild so- 

ciety according to Islamic teachings” yielded such measures as the 

enhanced role of religious studies in the public school curriculum, 

more media time devoted to Islamic programs, and the publication 

of an official Islamic weekly, al-Lewa al-Islami. 

During the Gulf crisis, the regime extended government-controlled 

platforms to sympathetic Islamist figures such as the mufti, Shaikh 

Muhammad Sayyid Tantawy, and officially favored Islamist notables 

such as the popular Shaikh Metwally Sha’rawy. Their statements 

were aimed at consolidating mass support for the official position. 

The Mufti issued a religious ruling declaring that “the invasion of 

Kuwait [was] illegitimate from a religious point of view.”?8 The most 

effective defense of government policy, however, came from Shaikh 

Sha’rawy. On the central issue of foreign intervention near the holy 
places, Sha’rawy cited two examples of the Prophet’s reliance on 

nonbelievers for assistance and even weapons when the community 

of Muslims faced dangers it could not meet unaided. In Sha’rawy’s 

view, Muslims should have resolved the conflict themselves without 

resort to outsiders, but their inability to do so in the face of the Iraqi 
aggression legitimated Egypt’s policy. Sha’rawy argued that the holy 

places were holy because of religious law, and if the law as the 

Prophet understood it found nothing illegitimate in resorting to un- 
believers, then clearly there was no cause for concern. “If their inter- 
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ests coincide with ours,” asked Sha’rawy, “where is the harm?” 

Sha’rawy acknowledged that the Iraqis also invoked Islam to justify 

their course. In rejecting the justice of that appeal, Sha’rawy com- 

plained that one symptom of the moral decline of the contemporary 

age was precisely this fact that “everyone who makes untruthful 

claims refers to Islam today, but we must be aware of this.”?° 

The major parties of the right, the Wafd and al-Ahrar, sided with 

the regime and official Islam. Wafdist leader Fuad Serrag Eddine’s 

denunciation of Iraq exceeded even government rhetoric with the 

charge that the Iraqi “aggression affirms what Israel says about the 

Arab’s aggressive intentions.” The official Wafdist statement de- 

manded “the unconditional and immediate withdrawal of all Iraqi 

forces from Kuwait.”30 

What could not easily be foreseen in the Egyptian reaction to the 

war was the tactical agreement of the left and the Islamist current. 

Despite years of competition and hostility, these two important polit- 

ical forces drew together to oppose the Western presence in the Gulf. 

The Egyptian Communist Party denounced all foreign intervention 

and condemned the regime for its active participation in the coali- 

tion effort. The leftist NPUP adopted a similar position and em- 

phasized the necessity of an Arab resolution of the conflict. The 

NPUP statement also called for “the creation of a democratic Arab 

institutional order to guarantee that Arab wealth would be used for 

Arab development and not for exercising control over other Arabs.” 

The Labor Party and the Muslim Brotherhood, in separate state- 

ments, adopted virtually the same stance. Naturally, nuanced differ- 

ences defined their respective positions: The left emphasized the eco- 

nomic issue and the Islamists stressed the Western intrusion on the 

Holy Places of Islam. But the two groups strongly opposed reliance 

on the West and preferred an Arab and Islamic alternative resolu- 

tion to the crisis. | 

The debate in Egypt over the meaning of Islam for the crisis in 

the Gulf provided a particularly illuminating case of the extremely 

fluid politics of interpreting Islam. Although traces of the struggles 

were clearer in Egypt, the general point that emerged from the Egyp- 

tian case held throughout the Arab world. No prior certainties about 

Islam’s meaning for the political life of Arabs could be sustained in 

the face of often highly volatile contests to fix its meaning for par- 

ticular events and causes. Throughout the Arab world, those mean- 

ings emerged painfully and unpredictably during the course of com- 

plex contests over power, ideas, and values in no preordained mix. 
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In this, as in other matters, the political lives of Arabs displayed no 

more rigidity or predetermination than our own. Like us, they were 

open to local contingencies as well as global pressures; they were 

shaped and misshaped by acts of collective human creativity that do 

not lend themselves to sure prior prediction; they are understood 

best according to the logic of actual political struggles. 

Who should Express the Meaning of Islam 
for Political Life and How? 

For those who accept the contrary view that Islam plays its role in 

the political life of Arabs as the repository of fixed meanings and 

automatic emotions, the question of who speaks for Islam has only 

slight importance. Cultural forces, and not mere political actors 

pressing for their particular agendas, emerge when cultures clash— 

Islam versus the West. In this case, a core political conflict was ob- 

scured in the Arab world. The shift from cultural imperatives to 

human political subjects enmeshed in tactical and strategic struggles 

raises the issues of intentionality and knowledgeability. For what 

kind of world, enlivened by what kind of values, do Islamist actors 

struggle? How do they understand the forces that press on them to 

actualize or thwart their goals? In broadest terms, the battle lines are 

drawn between the officially recognized Muslim scholars or ‘ulama 

and independent Muslim intellectuals and scholars who contest the 

right of the scholars to pronounce on the truth of Islam. 

Established political authorities have had a relatively easy time in 

exerting their power over the networks of religious scholars. Schools, 

universities, and mosques can be managed by controlling the ap- 

pointments of shaikhs and apportioning budgets, including salaries. 

Independent intellectuals who manage to persuade others that they 

have the right to interpret Islam by virtue of their learning, Islamist 

institutional base, or personal charisma, are another matter. 

In Egypt a broad spectrum of official and independent Islamist 

opinion made its way into the debate in civil society over the Gulf 

policy. The turning point in Egyptian policy came with the Cairo 

Summit of 10 August, hastily called by President Mubarak, osten- 

sibly to reach an Arab solution to the crisis. The representatives of 

twelve Arab states agreed to send troops to help defend Saudi Arabia 

in case of an Iraqi attack; this outcome meant the endorsement by 
the majority of the assembled Arab states of the intervention by the 

U.S.-led international coalition. 
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Islamists in Egypt, whatever their position on the spectrum of Is- 

lamist opinion, reacted strongly to Egypt’s pivotal role in legitimat- 

ing the Western presence in the Gulf. Their response revealed a great 

deal about their particular visions of Islam’s meaning for the crisis, 

signaling as well their complex relationships to the government and 

to each other. The Mufti anchored one end of the Islamist spectrum 

securely in the government camp and obtained, as we have seen, 

supporting statements from prominent pro-government Islamist fig- 

ures such as Shaikh Sha’rawy. Other prominent independent Mus- 

lim intellectuals, such as Ahmed Baghat and Khaled Muhammad 

Khaled, also found an easy outlet in the mainstream press for their 

convictions in favor of official policy.3! Islamist elements identified 

with the liberal right relied on a/-Nur, the Islamist newspaper of the 

al-Ahrar Party, to express support for the government.* 

With the suspension during the crisis of the Saudi-financed Mus- 

lim Brotherhood publications, the Brotherhood, on the other hand, 

used its important platforms in the professional syndicates and state- 

ments in both the government and opposition press to explain its 

more ambivalent reaction to crisis. Torn between condemnation of 

the invasion and wariness of the Western role, the Brotherhood nec- 

essarily equivocated, distancing itself from both the official stance 

and the extreme pro-Iraqi views. Brotherhood antipathy to the pres- 

ence of Western troops in the Gulf provided the basis for cooperation 

with the Egyptian left and allowed them to use the leftist publica- 

tions. Islamist figures identified with the Islamic left issued statements 

in leftist papers such as al-Yassar and al-Ahaly, emphasizing their 

shared objections to the Western presence and downplaying their res- 

ervations about the Iraqi invasion.*? 

The equivocation of the Brotherhood created the opportunity dur- 

ing the crisis for the emergence of a new political party with an Is- 

lamist orientation more radical than the Muslim Brotherhood. The 

Labor party leadership of Ibrahim Shukry and Adel Hussein an- 

chored the oppositional end of the Islamist spectrum. Throughout 

the crisis, al-Sha’ab gave voice to the most virulent opposition, Is- 

lamist and otherwise, to Egypt’s participation in the U.S.-led interna- 

tional coalition arrayed against Iraq. 

The lack of subtlety of the extreme positions and the intense pas- 

sions that often moved the regime’s most ardent defenders and harsh- 

est critics inevitably preempted attention within Egypt and abroad. 

Attention to the full range of institutionally based positions expressed 

in Islamist terms provided an important corrective to this distorted 
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perception of the character of public debate. Civil society in Egypt 

does sustain a center, and the moderates, including the Islamist mod- 

erates, do play a more important political role than the focus on the 

extremes of the government and its most vocal (or violent) oppo- 

nents would suggest. 

As a spokesman for the moderates, Fahmy Huwaidy, a prominent 

Islamist of the center, coordinated preparation of a “Statement to 

the Nation.”3+ Huwaidy and the distinguished panel of independent 

Islamists, “preoccupied with the issues of Islam but not members of 

any organization, group or agency working under the name of Is- 

lam” intervened in the national debate to provide Egyptians with 

“another Islamic view.” In his introduction to the statement, Huwaidy 

explained the dismay of the moderates that Iraq’s calculated appeal 

to Islamic jihad had evoked a positive response from some Islamic 

forces throughout the Arab world, thereby “putting themselves in 

the same camp as the criminal.” The moderates objected that “those 

who fiercely rejected the foreign intervention should be aware that 

we face two crimes: the first is the invasion and the second is the 

foreign intervention, and that the latter was a mere result of the 

former.” 

The writers of the “Statement to the Nation” argued that if the 

crime of the occupation of Kuwait and the overthrow of its regime 

by force was a great evil that should be vigorously confronted, the 

resistance should consist of an Arab and Islamic nature. Aware of 

the practical absence of such an alternative, the writers reasoned 

that “if the Arabs and Muslims cannot carry out this task, then we 

insist that it must be carried out internationally under the umbrella 

of the UN, and not under the flag of any specific Eastern or Western 

Country.” The importance of the statement for Arab affairs emerged 

clearly with the characterization of “Arab leaders [who] stood para- 

lyzed and amazed, content with merely issuing statements and ex- 

changing accusations in a way that indicates a deep rooted incapabil- 

ity and decline in the Arab lands” at a time when “Arabs faced the 

advent of a new century in which the challenges will be the most 

dangerous ever faced by the Arab nation, threatening even its survi- 

val in view of a New World Order that implies Western hegemony.” 
The signatories concluded with a diagnosis of the causes of Arab 
decline that focused bluntly and provocatively on the absence of 

democratic freedoms, protection of human rights, and political par- 
ticipation to remedy the situation “in most countries where the indi- 
vidual ruler is surrounded by an idolatrous sanctity that destroys any 



Islam, Democracy, and the Arab Future 491 

sense of dignity and respect and intensifies all values of tyranny and 

bigotry.” 

Two important assumptions were made by the powerful statement 

of Egypt’s moderate Islamists. First, they assume that the perils fac- 

ing Egyptians are part of a general crisis facing Arabs and other 

Muslims. They recognize the immediate cause of the crisis to be the 

criminal act of a dictatorial Arab regime that the Arab Muslim sys- 

tem was unable to contain. Yet, on a more fundamental level they 

also signal that the Arab weakness and disunity revealed by the crisis 

is particularly dangerous because of the larger threat of the assertion 

of unconstrained Western hegemony in the so-called new world or- 

der. Second, the moderates argue that the remedy for the ills of the 

Arab and Muslim world is democratization, which is understood to 

entail respect for human rights and political participation that will 

lead to the rapid “eradication of social, economic and political injus- 

tice.” Each of these components of the democratic vision are de- 

scribed as “fundamental to our Muslim and Arab culture.” Through- 

out the crisis, the moderates responded to those in the Arab world 

who sought to turn discussion from these necessities of internal, dem- 

ocratic reform by defining the Gulf issue simply as an Arab-Western 

confrontation. 

Islam, Democracy, and the Arab Future 

Ironically, the aggression ordered by the Iraqi dictator that precipi- 

tated the Gulf crisis also placed the issue of the relationship of de- 

mocracy and Islam on the Arab agenda. The Egyptian moderate 

Islamists who had been lonely pioneers in the rethinking of the de- 

mocracy issue from an Islamist perspective now found themselves at 

the very center of an area-wide debate. The importance of this de- 

bate over democracy in Islamist circles as part of the Gulf crisis be- 

lied the traditional Western assumption of Islam’s inherent and auto- 

matic antipathy to the democratic idea. The partisan contests, in 

which democratization figures as an issue for Islamists, speak against 

any of the facile assumptions, expressed more recently, about what 

democratization would mean for the relationship of the world of Is- 

lam and the West. Advocates of democracy, such as the Algerian Is- 

lamists, often were the most bitter opponents of the U.S. policy in 

the Gulf. In Egypt, the most biting critics attacked the regime’s close 

cooperation with the United States. Their attacks coincided with 
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those of militants elsewhere in the Arab world. They were able to 

draw on these transnational linkages and publicize their views pre- 

cisely because of the regime’s commitment to a limited democratiza- 

tion. Discussions of the compatibility of Islam and democracy oc- 

curred as part and parcel of political struggles over the strategies 

that would best advance the Islamist project in particular circum- 

stances. Recent experience, especially in Algeria and Egypt, illus- 

trated that for all the ambiguities that accompany open-ended polit- 

ical struggles everywhere, it is clear that dogmatic givens of the faith 

will not automatically determine the outcome against the democratic 

possibility, as is so often assumed in the West. The records in those 

two countries and elsewhere in the Arab world show that in a vari- 

ety of different national settings, Islamist groups accommodated to 

liberalized political environments with considerable success, although 

not always with results that Western governments and publics wel- 

comed. 

The Islamist wave in the Arab world won its greatest recent suc- 

cesses when authoritarian, military regimes moved toward liberaliza- 

tion, and important groups of Islamists opted to work within the 

system. Governments that undertook at least some liberalization saw 

Islamist political movements move rapidly into the mainstream of 

political life via the democratic route, contesting elections and win- 

ning cabinet positions.* 

Bloody anti-government riots in Algeria resulted in a move to po- 

litical pluralism by one of the most authoritarian of Arab regimes. 

In 1988, large-scale riots occurred protesting austerity measures or- 

dered by President Chadli Benjedid. The army cracked down harshly 

and hundreds were killed. Chadli responded unexpectedly with a 

program to turn Algeria into a multiparty democracy. Toleration of 

opposition parties saw a proliferation of Islamic groupings and the 

eventual emergence of the Islamic Salvation Front (FIS) led by 

Shaikh Madani. The Front gained recognition as North Africa’s first 

legal Islamic party and one of the strongest opposition parties in Al- 

geria; it won a stunning 54 percent of the vote in the June 1990 mu- 

nicipal elections. Tense relations with the government did not prevent 

the FIS from entering and doing extremely well in legislative elec- 

tions held in December 1991. The Islamists took 188 of the 430 par- 
liamentary seats in the first round. They needed to pick up only 
twenty-eight seats in the second round of voting in January 1992 to 

win a majority in Parliament. Despite widespread fears among the 

secular elite (reinforced by the French), Chadli appeared confident 
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that he could work with the FIS. The army disagreed and the mil- 

itary coup in January 1992 forced Chadli to resign, canceled the sec- 

ond round, and thereby blocked the Islamists—for the moment.*° 

Although not as dramatic, Jordan’s experience was also notable. 

Riots over food prices in the spring of 1989 precipitated a call for 

the first parliamentary elections in twenty-two years. The Muslim 

Brotherhood and Islamic independents won a combination of thirty- 

four of the eighty parliamentary seats and registered even more im- 

pressive gains in subsequent municipal elections. 

Developments in Tunisia were more checkered from the Islamist 

perspective. The seizure of power from Habib Bourguiba in 1987 by 

Zine al-Abidine Ben Ali came with a promise of democratization. 

The previously banned Islamic Tendency Movement re-emerged as 

the al-Nahda Party (Renaissance) and under Rashid al-Ghannushi’s 

leadership applied for legal status. The government responded with 

a ban and a hardline policy that included imprisonment of al-Nahda 

leaders and closure of the party paper. Despite the repression, inde- 

pendents won an unprecedented thirty-four contests in the June 1990 

local elections. 
These state-level political gains made travel and communication 

easier for activists and movement leaders. As a result, transnational 

links among important Islamist groupings improved. Today, Islamist 

political actions often have their most important meaning in con- 

texts that reach beyond national boundaries. Certain key political 

events can only be understood when the constraints and opportuni- 

ties of the larger Islamist arena are considered. 

Certainly, one unanticipated and ironic consequence of the democ- 

ratization trend was to facilitate the popular expression of anger and 

then revulsion at the Western intervention in the Gulf and the sub- 

sequent massive scale of death and destruction in Iraq wrought by 

the U.S. bombing. In Egypt, the loudest and most effective voice ex- 

pressing the anti-Western position was that of Adel Hussein, the edi- 

tor in chief of al-Sha’ab, the Islamist-inclined Labor Party paper. 

The amplification of Hussein’s voice, threatening to drown out the 

more moderate positions, owed a great deal not only to the relative 

openness of the Egyptian arena, but also to his ability to forge im- 

portant transnational linkages. 

At first glance, it would seem that its impressive organizational 

and electoral strength should have guaranteed the Muslim Brother- 

hood the leadership position in the Islamist reaction. Yet, in one of 

the more surprising developments as the crisis unfolded, the Labor 
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Party’s Islamist faction, associated with Adel Hussein and distinct 

from the Brotherhood, eclipsed such Brotherhood figures as Hudaiby 

as spokesman for the Islamist trend. During the course of the crisis, 

Adel Hussein emerged as the most active, vocal, and effective critic 

of government policy from an Islamist perspective. Together with 

Shukry, Hussein argued that Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait was not un- 

provoked. Although not directly supporting the invasion, the pair 

did argue that resolution of the Gulf crisis was an Islamic affair that 

should be handled within an Islamic framework and without West- 

ern intervention. Reacting to such arguments, government support- 

ers labeled al-Sha’ab “an Iraqi publication in Egypt.”?’ 

Clearly, Adel Hussein’s powerful public presence owed a great deal 

to the impressive and unrivaled institutional resources he controlled 

in the purely Egyptian context. As a major figure, along with Labor 

leader Ibrahim Shukry, Adel Hussein had the advantages of legal 

recognition and legitimacy and symbolized the distinctive Islamist 

orientation of the Labor Party. These connections meant that Hus- 

sein could count on support in key syndicates, student unions, and 

faculty clubs where support for the Muslim Brotherhood was consis- 

tently strong. From the critical bases, Adel Hussein easily projected 

himself as a major player in the domestic debate over the war. 

But these Egyptian factors tell only part of the story. To compre- 

hend Hussein’s role and the reactions of others to him, one must 

also take into account the context of the Islamist ummamiyya, or 

transnational Islamist community in which Hussein became an im- 

portant political actor. Naturally, the divisions over the Gulf War 

were felt in the larger Islamist community. The Muslim Brotherhood, 

for example, was pulled in a number of contradictory directions by 

its various national branches. In Jordan, the Brotherhood cooper- 

ated smoothly with King Hussein in his strong opposition to the in- 

tervention and not so tacit support for Iraq. As noted, the Egyptian 

Brotherhood took a more equivocal position, criticizing both the 

Iraqi invasion and the foreign intervention. The pro-Saudi wing of 

the Brotherhood, which dominated the Islamic weekly a/-Nur, leaned 

heavily against the pro-Iraqi stance of the Labor party, regularly 

publishing denunciations of Saddam Hussein.* For the Kuwaiti 

Brotherhood, however, even the clear tilt of this segment of the 

Brotherhood was not enough, and serious tensions developed be-. 

tween the Egyptian and Kuwaiti wings of the movement, eventually 

producing an open break.*? 

The splits and the resulting equivocations of the Muslim Brother- 
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hood left the Islamist field open to rival leadership. In addition to the 

question of the Islamist stance on the Gulf War, events in Algeria 

and intense debate over the issue of the strategy for the Islamists in 

Algeria, where the most important Islamist breakthrough occurred, 

provided a second and related issue for the leadership struggle. Turabi 

of the Sudan, in particular, became a forceful spokesman for the 

powerful mass anger at the Western intervention and assault on Iraq 

that found particular resonance in North Africa where Madani of 

Algeria and, to a lesser extent, Ghannushi of Tunisia responded to 

Turabi’s calls for militant action. Madani and Ghannushi also ad- 

vanced claims to speak for Islamists outside their respective national 

borders. But Turabi took the lead during the crisis in expressing the 

need to coordinate Islamist reactions on a transnational plane, im- 

plicitly criticizing the Muslim Brotherhood for its failure to do so. 

Adel Hussein of Egypt cooperated with the transnational company 

of Turabi, Madani, and Ghannushi and, as a result, he clashed with 

his allies in the Egyptian Muslim Brotherhood who adopted a more 

moderate stance on both the Gulf War and on the tactics appropriate 

in the Algerian arena. The most important indicator of Adel Hus- 

sein’s bid for a distinctive leadership role in the transnational arena 

came with the failed Islamist mediation attempt that occurred before 

the launching of the ground war. Although one might have expected 

the Muslim Brotherhood leadership to represent Egypt in the Islam- 

ists delegation that attempted to mediate the ‘conflict, Adel Hussein 

and Ibrahim Shukry appeared instead. Thus, not only did Hussein 

take the most vociferous stand within Egypt against the government, 

he also spoke for Egyptian Islamists in the transnational environment 

on both the Gulf and the promising developments in Algeria.*° In 

this context Adel Hussein emerged not simply as an Egyptian Islam- 

ist, but rather as an advocate of a certain transnational faction and 

perspective, the militant view associated with al-Turabi. The political 

fallout for Adel Hussein from these developments included dissent 

within the Labor party, strains with the Brotherhood in the Islamic 

Alliance, and a brush with government repression.*! 

Not all members of the Labor Party agreed with the militant stand 

adopted by Shukry and Hussein. When the reports of atrocities in 

occupied Kuwait reached Cairo, rank and file members, and even 

some activists, left the party to speak out publicly against the leader- 

ship’s stand.‘ The close identification of Hussein with the militant 

Turabi wing of the transnational Islamist current also embarrassed 

the Brotherhood, which had no choice but to respond to moderating 
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pressures that the Hussein-Shukry leadership wing could ignore. 

Having prospered by acting carefully within the liberalized Egyptian 

political system, the Brotherhood was not inclined to push its oppo- 

sition beyond a certain limit. This same experience encouraged the 

organization to urge the Algerian Islamists to work with rather than 

against the liberalizing military regime. In addition, the Egyptians 

could not be completely unresponsive to the stance of the Kuwaiti 

wing of the Brotherhood. Although the Brotherhood clearly lined 

up with the opposition, a gap opened for all to see between it and 

the militant editorial positions taken in a/-Sha‘ab. The Brotherhood’s 

caution proved warranted; once the ground war was underway, the 

government tried to rein in Hussein and Shukry by blocking dem- 

onstrations, arresting leadership cadres, and interfering with the pub- 

lication of al-Sha‘ab.# 

With the crushing defeat of Iraq in February, the political impact 

of the crisis on the Islamic Alliance took a new turn. The old social- 

ist wing of the party that had left when the coalition with the Broth- 

erhood was formed attempted a comeback, aimed at ousting the 

Brotherhood or moderating the increasingly shrill Islamist tone that 

Hussein had given al-Sha’ab. In addition, some Islamist elements 

previously associated with Hussein also announced their disagree- 

ment with the militant line that Hussein had taken. At the same 

time, rumors circulated that the Muslim Brothers were bolting from 

the Alliance entirely. At the time of writing, the Islamic Alliance 

appears to have survived all these immensely complicated strains.4 

Conclusion 

The struggle over Islam that took place against the backdrop of the 

Gulf War is a powerful reminder that the meaning of Islam, in the 

context of events of our time, involves a complex and contested pro- 

cess of interpretation. In determining how their faith speaks to the 

events that shape their lives, Muslims respond to a political logic 

that is at once local and transnational, national, and international. 

Islamic political expressions and entanglements reverberate, some- 

times in quite controlled ways, as parts of the deliberate political 

strategies of individuals and groups in an interconnected though not. 

unified world. Islam should be recognized as a powerful force in his- 

tory, but one whose meaning eludes any singular, explanatory for- 

mula derived from the dogma of the inherited faith. As a force in 
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human life, Islam is undergoing profound and unanticipated changes 

as Muslims struggle to determine the meaning of their faith for their 

own times and places. Specific human communities can hope to 

shape these changes through contested processes of interpretation 

and attendant political struggles in these multiple worlds of Islam. 

These struggles remain open-ended and indeterminate, however, as 

the contest over the democratic idea shows. The events surrounding 

the Gulf crisis made it clear that the political future of Muslims is 

no more automatic nor predictable than our own. 
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Islam at War and Communism in Retreat 

What Is the Connection? 

Ali A. Mazrui 

In the last quarter of the twentieth century, the three most momen- 

tous events in the Muslim world were the 1979 Islamic revolution in 

Iran, the crusade in Afghanistan after the Soviet invasion of 1979, 

and the 1990-1991 Gulf crisis. Each of these had major global and 

historic repercussions. 

In 1973, when the monarchy was overthrown in Afghanistan and 

was succeeded by a leftist regime, few people realized the global 

consequences. The stage was set for two decisive processes in world 

history that went far beyond the borders of Afghanistan. One was 

the disroyalization of Islam, of which the fall of the Afghan mon- 

archy was only a minor illustration; the other was the de-Leninization 
of Marxism that soon engulfed much of Eastern Europe and pro- 

foundly affected the Soviet Union. Afghanistan played a surprisingly 
important role globally in the events that led to this latter process. 

Islam: Royalist and Republican 

The distinction between royalist Islam (based on hereditary leader- 

ship) and republican Islam (based on leadership chosen by an elec- 

toral college) dates back to the earliest days of the religion. Royalist 

Islam was consolidated with the advent of the Umayyad Dynasty 

(A.D. 661-750) headquartered in Damascus. It was later succeeded 

by the Abbasid Dynasty (A.D. 750-1258) based in Baghdad. 

In doctrine, there was a quasi-hereditary factor in Shiite Islam. _ 

According to a well-known tradition, the Prophet Muhammad said 

on his deathbed, “I am leaving with you [the Muslim community] 
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the two weights onto which if you hold fast, you shall never go as- 

tray: the Book of God and my family, the people of my household. 

They shall never be separated until they come to me at the spring.”! 

Although the hereditary principle of the Prophet’s family is not 

the same as the royal principle of a sultanate, the issue of hereditary 

versus nonhereditary Muslim leadership had been debated from the 

earliest days of the faith. In doctrine, Shi’ite Islam was closer to the 

hereditary principle, but in the twentieth century, it was still possible 

for a revolutionary theocratic republic in Iran to be the defiant suc- 

cessor to a hereditary secular monarchy. Contradictions continue to 

be part of the dynamics of Muslim history. 

By the twentieth century, royalist Islam acquired certain unique 

characteristics both doctrinally and politically. Under Muslim mon- 

archies in the twentieth century, Islam tended to be ritually pious as 

well as socially and politically conservative. This configuration of 

piety and conservatism included Afghanistan under a monarchy as 

well as the Arab royal houses in the Near East. 

The political conservatism of royalist Islam gave it a pro-Western 

orientation. Most Muslim kings in the second half of the twentieth 

century were great political friends of the West. This pro-Western tilt 

was strengthened by a royal distrust of communism. Saudi Arabia 

did not establish diplomatic relations with the Soviet Union until the 

eve of its disintegration in 1990. Communism was feared by Muslim 

kings because of its anti-royalist tendency as well as its atheistic 

posture. 
By extension, royalist Islam distrusted socialism—democratic, athe- 

istic, or otherwise. Left-wing domestic opinion in monarchical Mus- 

lim countries was regarded as potentially subversive and anti-royalist. 

When royalist Islam was strengthened by oil wealth in the last third 

of the twentieth century, the feudal conservatism of royalty combined 

with the bourgeois conservatism of capitalist wealth. The pro-Western 

orientation of Muslim kings now found additional economic foun- 

dations. 

Whereas royalist Islam in the second half of the twentieth century 

was invariably conservative, republican Islam could be either con- 

servative or militant. Republican Islam could also become politically 

radical, and at times regarded Western culture as a threat to Islamic 

values. When radicalized, republican Islam could be strongly anti- 

imperialist and profoundly suspicious of the West. At times, inspired 

by revolutionary nostalgia, republican Islam wished to recreate the 
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glorious Islam of yesteryears. Motivated by these desires, it could be 

a profoundly frustrated force and, therefore, prone to political anger 

and cultural indignation. 

Libya is illustrative of the preceding scenario. King Idris was a 

royalist conservative Muslim; he was pious and very pro-Western. In 

1969, he was overthrown by the radically republican Muslim, 

Mu‘ammar Qaddafy. Libya then rapidly moved toward political rad- 

icalism and anti-imperialism with a militant distrust of the West. 

Twenty years earlier, King Farouk of Egypt had been a decadent, 

pro-Western monarch of a Muslim society. In 1952, Farouk was de- 

posed by the Free Officers of the Egyptian revolution led by Gamal 

Abdel Nasser. After some hesitation, Nasser moved toward repub- 

licanism at home and radicalism in his relations with the West. He 

saw Egypt as the center of three concentric circles—the Arab, the 

Muslim, and the African worlds. Nasser was more radical than 

either his predecessors in modern Egypt or his successors, Sadat and 

Mubarak. 

The shah of Iran also opted for pro-Western secularism in a Mus- 

lim society. In the 1950s he had been challenged by Prime Minister 

Muhammad Moussadegq, a secular Iranian republican. Partly because 

of U.S. Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) actions, Moussadeq was 

ousted, and the shah was restored to his throne. But the shah lived 

to be overthrown on another day and was succeeded by a radical Is- 

lamic republic defined by Ayatollah Khoumeini. 

King Feisal of Iraq was a pro-Western young Hashemite monarch. 

He got a little too close to the West and was destroyed in the revo- 

lution of 1958 in Baghdad. The assassinated monarch was succeeded 

by one revolutionary republican regime after another, culminating in 

Saddam Hussein’s. 
The other Hashemite monarch was King Hussein of Jordan. Like 

most Muslim monarchs, Hussein was a loyal friend of the West. 

Hussein’s allegiance to his Western friends extended over more than 

a quarter of a century. The first half of the 1990s may see Hussein 

destroyed by a combination of the Gulf crisis and the insensitivity of 

his Western friends. He could be succeeded by radical republicanism, 

either Islamic, Arab nationalist, or Palestinian in nature, although 

Israel may temporarily interrupt the process by military intervention. 

It is one of the ironies of history that most Muslim monarchs. 

have been close friends of the United States—the abode of the first 
successful and permanent anti-royalist revolution in Western history. 

The English in the Cromwellian era staged the first anti-royalist revo- 
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lution, but it did not last. The monarchy was restored in England in 

1660. The 1789 French revolution was more destructive of the old 

order than the American revolution, but France temporarily restored 

its emperors in the nineteenth century. Only the United States was 

consistent in its internal republican arrangements from 1776 onward. 

Yet, in the twentieth century, the United States has been a su- 

preme friend of foreign kings including Islamic monarchies. The po- 

litical chemistry has, however, seen U.S, republicanism destroy Mus- 

lim royalty; the U.S. embrace of foreign kings, when it has become 

too close, has turned into a kiss of death. It is as if the founding fa- 

thers of the United States were playing a supreme game of historical 

irony. The United States was intended as a beacon of opposition to 

royal privileges; yet, its twentieth-century leaders have instead tried 

to safeguard and strengthen Muslim kings. The additional irony 

arises when this embrace has helped to create revolutionary condi- 

tions in those monarchies that subsequently destroyed the royal 

houses. 

King Feisal of Iraq was destroyed partly because of British-U.S. 

attempts to create a Muslim extension of the North Atlantic Treaty 

Organization (NATO); this NATO extension was called the Bagh- 

dad Pact. Widespread Arab opposition to the pact finally ignited a 

revolution in Baghdad, and Iraq’s royal house was convincingly de- 

stroyed in a major upheaval. 

The shah of Iran was also too close to the United States. Presi- 

dent Jimmy Carter was the last U.S. president to pay the shah inor- 

dinate compliments in the presence of his subjects—Jimmy Carter’s 

equivalent of the kiss of death. Within months, the Iranian revolu- 

tion started and destroyed both the shah and Carter’s chances for re- 

election in the United States. The monarchy in Iran was succeeded 

by the most Islamic of all modern revolutions and the most revolu- 

tionary of all Islamic regimes. The shah’s political conservatism was 

succeeded by political radicalism; the shah’s pro-Western orientation 

was replaced by militant anti-Westernism. The stage was set for a 

decade of confrontation between Iran and the West. 

The most intriguing revolution took place in Afghanistan, not 

Iran. The overthrow of royalist Islam in Kabul in 1973 did not ini- 

tiate republican Islam; it set the stage for republican Marxism. Al- 

though initially the Afghan left-wingers reaffirmed their Islamic sym- 

pathies in Kabul, the trend was toward Marxist rather than Islamic 

radicalization. This double-jump was too strong for Afghan society. 

It is one thing to leap from conservative royalist Islam to radical re- 
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publican Islam; it is another to turn from the piety of rural Afghan- 

istan to the Marxist ideology borrowed from a more industrialized 

Eastern Europe. 

The Brezhnev regime in Moscow sensed the vulnerability of a 

Marxist republic in a Muslim society such as Afghanistan. Without 

trying to understand the sensibilities of this highly religious society, 

Moscow decided to safeguard the Marxist regime in Kabul with So- 

viet troops and tanks. In the short run, the world witnessed the tri- 

umph of Marxist republicanism in a society that, until 1973, had 

been a pro-Western Islamic monarchy. In time, Soviet intervention- 

ism was to boomerang in Moscow’s face, with global implications. It 

is to these complexities of international causation that we must turn. 

Between Iran and Afghanistan 

To what extent was the global resurgence of Islam in the 1970s a 

contributory factor to the Gorbachev revolution of the 1980s and 

1990s? What part did Muslims play in the ending of the Cold War? 

What price will Muslims pay for the rapprochement between the 

East and West? 
Two Muslim countries played an important role in creating the 

chain of events that produced the world of glasnost, perestroika, 

and the superpower accord. Afghanistan was one player that seri- 

ously affected the former Soviet Union’s will to hold onto its empire. 

The other was Iran; it fatally weakened the presidency of Jimmy 

Carter and produced the tough militarism of the first Reagan ad- 

ministration. Whereas Afghanistan succeeded in weakening the So- 

viet Union’s imperial resolve, the U.S. hostage crisis in Teheran 

toughened U.S. military resolve after Carter was ousted. The com- 

bined circumstances of a Moscow humbled by Afghanistan and a 

Washington newly emboldened by Iran set the stage for the dra- 

matic transformation in the relationship between the two superpow- 

ers in the second Reagan administration. 

Soviet frustrations in Afghanistan dealt a fatal blow to pax Sovie- 

tica and to future Soviet interventionism. To the surprise of much of 

the world, the people of Afghanistan put up a far greater resistance 

to Soviet occupation than had the people of Hungary in 1956, the . 
people of Czechoslovakia in 1968, or the people of Poland at any 
time since World War IJ. Afghan resistance was a sobering expe- 

rience for Soviet military and imperial calculations. If the Kremlin’s 

machinery could not subdue the Afghans, could the Soviets cope 
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with any future rebellions in their empire? Would the tenacity of 

Afghan resistance impact on future militants of Charter 77, or upon 

the underground militants of Solidarity in Poland? 

The fiasco in Afghanistan convinced the USSR of the risks of fu- 

ture military intervention in Eastern Europe. The Soviet defeat in 

Afghanistan was substantially due to an alliance between Islam and 

Afghan nationalism. It was that synthesis of religious fervor and 

militant Afghan patriotism that produced the mujahiddin (the Af- 

ghan Liberation crusaders). 

More specifically, how did the Afghan resistance set the stage for 

the era of glasnost and perestroika? There was first the high human 

cost to Soviet soldiers in the hills, valleys, and townships of Afghan- 

istan; estimates of dead Soviet troops exceeded 20,000. Many more 

were injured or maimed, and some were damaged psychologically 

by the war. These human costs were accompanied by a sharp de- 

cline in the morale of Soviet armed forces. Many young soldiers lost 

their sense of purpose and patriotic commitment; they were fighting 

a war in which they no longer believed. 

Moreover, far from Soviet intervention in Afghanistan preventing 

the radicalization of the Soviet Union’s own Muslims, there was a se- 

rious danger that prolongation of the war might trigger off precisely 

the radicalization it sought to prevent. Also, Soviet military occupa- 

tion of Afghanistan strained the Soviet Union’s relations with the 

rest of the Muslim world and became a general diplomatic embar- 

rassment to global Soviet prestige. 

Leonid Brezhnev did not adequately consult with the appropriate 

bodies in the Soviet hierarchy before he invaded Afghanistan in De- 

cember 1979. This arbitrary decision by Brezhnev was one of the 

main factors behind pressures for glasnost within the Soviet system. 

From December 1979, the story of Afghanistan can be seen as part 

of the old Soviet Union’s distorted military, political, and economic 

priorities. The war in Afghanistan was another unbearable drain on 

Soviet resources as well as a debilitating factor on military morale. 

A superpower was faltering. Resistance by the mujahiddin in Af- 

ghanistan further weakened the country and set the stage for East- 

ern Europe’s pro-democracy revolutions in 1989. 

The factors that weakened the Soviet Union and its will to inter- 

vene in Eastern Europe were not the same as those that strengthened 

Eastern Europe’s will to assert itself in 1989 and 1990. Certainly, 

Afghanistan, the only successful case of satellite resistance to Soviet 

power, profoundly encouraged Eastern Europe in its self-assertion.* 

The USSR’s invasion of Afghanistan was partly motivated by fear 
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of “Islamic fundamentalist contagion” from revolutionary Iran to 
Afghanistan and into Soviet Asia. The spectacular growth of the So- 

viet Union’s Muslim population at that crucial time added to the 
Kremlin’s anxieties. The 1979 census showed that this sector had 

grown five times faster than the rest of the population; in January 

1979, the Soviet Muslim population was forty-three million, up from 
thirty-five million in 1970. The Uzbeks, situated on both sides of the 

border between the USSR and Afghanistan, had increased in num- 

ber by 36 percent between the two censuses and were the largest So- 

viet Muslim group. In the 1979 census, they numbered 12,456,000. 

The Muslims of central Asia also showed the least inclination to 
cultural Russianization or to migration to other parts of the Soviet 
Union. 

Partly because of the great increase in Muslim population, the pro- 

portion of ethnic Russians in the union dropped “dangerously” close 

to the psychologically important dividing line of 50 percent of the 

population. In 1970, ethnic Russians accounted for 53.4 percent of 

the population. By 1972, they comprised 52.4 percent, and this down- 

ward trend continues.3 
It was the combination of internal demographic concerns and anx- 

iety about the effect of external Islamic radicalism that provided part 
of the background to Brezhnev’s decision to intervene in Afghanis- 
tan in December 1979. In the end, however, Islam in Afghanistan 

was radicalized more by the Soviet invasion than by the revolution 

in Iran. It was not just the Soviet Asian republics that were affected 

when Afghani resistance forced the USSR to withdraw. The rever- 

berations were felt by the entire Soviet empire, to the relief of East- 
ern Europe, and led to the transformation of the world. 

The importance of Iran in this venture was dual; its Islamic revo- 

lution alarmed the Soviet Union and caused it to intervene in Af- 
ghanistan. Iran’s subsequent capture and detention of U.S. hostages 

denied incumbent Jimmy Carter a second term. U.S. humiliation 

under Carter produced another type of president—Ronald Reagan— 

one who was prepared to send marines to Lebanon, invade Grenada, 

denounce the Soviet Union as an “evil empire,” proclaim a Strategic 

Defense Initiative (Star Wars), bomb Tripoli and Benghazi in Libya, 
send a naval armada to the Gulf to defend Kuwaiti ships against 
Iran, and (inadvertently?) shoot down an Iranian civilian aircraft. 

At the very time that Soviet losses in Afghanistan were creating a 

“kinder, gentler” Kremlin, Ronald Reagan, recoiling from the Carter 

years, demonstrated U.S. military weight around the world. The So- 
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viet Union was humbled by the setbacks in Afghanistan under 
Brezhnev; the United States was enraged by its setbacks in Iran 

under Carter. A more modest Kremlin and a more arrogant Wash- 

ington provided the setting for Gorbachev’s determination to sue for 

peace under the second Reagan administration. 

Gorbachev Revolution Versus Islam? 

Although revolutionary Islam in Iran and liberation Islam in Af- 

ghanistan played important roles in ending the Cold War between 

the East and West, Muslims found themselves to be among the ma- 

jor casualties. The issue began with the question: If communism is 

no longer feared, will the Western policymakers look for another 

adversary in world politics? Is Islam the leading candidate? The signs 

are inconclusive, but already ominous. 

In 1990, the Soviet Union abdicated its countervailing role as a 

balancing superpower to the United States. Because of Soviet eco- 

nomic difficulties, it sometimes appeared that Soviet foreign policy 

was held hostage to its own domestic financial needs. Was Soviet 

foreign policy toward the Muslim world for sale? Could radical 

Muslims afford the price? 

Certainly Soviet support for the Palestinian cause declined in the 
wake of perestroika, and Soviet interest in cultivating Israel increased. 
Soviet Jews were permitted to emigrate in large numbers to Israel, 

and the Soviet Union made no credible effort to negotiate with Is- 

rael for the protection of Palestinian rights in the wake of this Jew- 
ish influx. Further, no effort was made to ensure that Soviet Jews 

would not settle in the Occupied Territories of the West Bank or 

East Jerusalem. 

It would not have mattered if the emigration of Soviet Jews was 
just a trickle. But Jewish emigration became a flood, partly because 

glasnost in the Soviet Union had released pent-up popular anti- 

Semitism that made many Jews feel unwelcome in the land of their 

birth. Both glasnost and the East-West reconciliation hurt Palestin- 

ian rights and will continue to do so, unless the aftermath of Sad- 
dam Hussein’s invasion of Kuwait reverses the marginalization of 

the Palestinian issue. 
The end of the Cold War also witnessed Eastern European 

countries mending their fences with Israel. President Vaclav Havel 

of Czechoslovakia lost no time in paying an official visit to the Jew- 
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ish state in 1990. Such a high-powered visit from an East European 

country, other than Romania, would have been inconceivable before 

the Gorbachev era. 
Another cost paid by the Muslim world for the end of the Cold 

War was the reduced strategic value of Pakistan. Now that Soviet 

troops had withdrawn from Afghanistan, Pakistan’s proximity to 

the Soviet Union was no longer militarily valuable to the West. This 

made it easier for the United States to withhold aid to Pakistan un- 
less it submitted to an inspection of its nuclear facilities. 

This clearly illustrates a double standard in U.S. policy. Certainly, 
Israel possesses a more advanced nuclear program than Pakistan 

and is in possession of a significant number of nuclear bombs. Israel 

has consistently refused to have its nuclear facilities at Dimona in- 

spected by either the United States or the International Atomic En- 

ergy Agency (IAEA). Yet there has not been even a Congressional 

whisper of the United States withholding its annual largesse of bil- 

lions of dollars to force Israel to submit to international inspection. 
Now that the Cold War is over, the United States will be able to in- 

dulge its nuclear double-standard policy with greater impunity and 

seek to prevent “the nuclearization of Islam.” The United States 

bought off Sadat’s Egypt by bribing it to sign the Nuclear Non- 

Proliferation Treaty (NPT). The United States is now in favor of end- 

ing any Iraqi nuclear program; even if it means bombing Baghdad 

again. And Washington is now attempting to bully Islamabad into 

nuclear abstinence while Israel remains unharassed by U.S. power 

on that nuclear issue. 

An additional cost paid by the Muslim world was its declining in- 
fluence in the United Nations. In 1974, Yassir Arafat, chairman of 

the Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO), came to New York 

and addressed the UN General Assembly in the face of Western dis- 

approval. In 1975, the General Assembly, in opposition to the United 

States and Israel, even passed a resolution describing Zionism as a 

form of racism. This has since been repealed by the UN General As- 

sembly by an overwhelming vote. 

For some twelve years, a Muslim, Amadou-Mahtar M’Bow of 

Senegal, headed UNESCO as its director general, and in 1980 a 

Muslim, Salim Ahmed Salim of Tanzania, nearly became secretary 

general of the UN, until his candidacy was sabotaged by the United 

States. The 1970s and the early 1980s witnessed Muslim influence in 

the UN system and Muslim leverage in alliance with Africa and 

other parts of the Third World. This was also the period when the 
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UN added Arabic as one of its official languages. The former Soviet 

Union helped the Third World whenever a clear Third World con- 

sensus emerged. Socialist votes in the UN usually sided with the 

Third World consensus. In 1989, however, the Soviet decision to 

abdicate its countervailing role as a balancing superpower no longer 

guaranteed its support for Third World causes. Also, Eastern Europe 

could no longer be relied on as a supporter of those causes. Both 

Islam and the Third World were the losers in the UN. 
Another area in which Islam lost out after the Cold War con- 

cerned the declining strategic value of Turkey. Its proximity to the 

Soviet Union was its paramount asset when the NATO confronted 

the old Warsaw Pact. With the disintegration of the Warsaw Pact, 

NATO no longer focused against the old USSR, and with the former 

Soviet republics asserting their independence from Moscow, Turkey 

became less and less important to the West. 

The possibility of Turkey being admitted as the first Muslim mem- 
ber of the European Community (EC) is remote. Also, in future 

Turkish confrontations with Greece, Western support for Athens may 

become more frequent. In the Gulf crisis, Saddam Hussein tempo- 

rarily helped to restore Turkey’s strategic value to the West, but the 

longer-term strategic prospects for Turkey are likely to entail greater 

marginalization. Thus, the end of the Cold War dealt one more blow 
against the Muslim world. 

Marxism De-Leninized 

Marxism-Leninism was an earlier casualty of this changed atmo- 

sphere in world politics. Marxists throughout the world often spoke 

about “the crisis of international capitalism.” What emerged from 

1989 onward was a crisis of international socialism. The credibility 
of the entire Marxist paradigm was at stake. 

Since the October Revolution in Russia in 1917, Marxism influ- 

enced the world in three distinct capacities: first as an ethic of dis- 

tribution, second as an ideology of development, and third as a 

methodology of analysis. As an ethic of distribution, Marxism was 
concerned with economic equality, social justice, and minimization 
of exploitation. As an ideology of development, Marxism placed 

special emphasis on the role of the state in the economy and the cen- 
tralized role of the Communist party in both the formulation and 

implementation of policy. As a methodology of analysis, Marxism 



512 Ali A. Mazrui 

emphasized class analysis and the study of economic determinants 

of social change and advancement. 

Of these three roles, it was the development ideology that was 

decisively discredited in Eastern Europe, the former Soviet Union, 

and much of the remaining old socialist world. In developmental 

terms, if Marxism constituted the emperor’s new clothes, the em- 

peror was naked. In one socialist country after another, it was re- 

vealed that Marxism could not deliver the goods to develop the 

country. 

The evidence clearly demonstrated that the genius of capitalism 

was production. No mode of production in human history has 

achieved greater results in terms of sheer productivity than capital- 

ism. The genius of socialism, on the other hand, may be distribution 

rather than production. No ideology in history aspired to greater dis- 

tributive justice. No system of values showed a greater distrust of 

inequalities of income and economic power than socialism. 

Marxism was a special school of socialism and by far the most in- 

fluential in the twentieth century. Marxism, as an ethic of distribu- 

tion, was not discredited by the upheavals in Eastern Europe and the 

former Soviet Union. On the contrary, many East Germans are nos- 

talgic for the “fairer” pricing system of consumer goods in the old 

German Democratic Republic, or the fairer rents for apartments, or 

the fairer access to jobs and employment. Other Eastern and Central 

European countries that moved toward the market economy since 

1989 are discovering similar stresses of social maldistribution and 

economic maladjustment in the 1990s. Many will miss socialism as 

an ethic of distribution. 
Unlikely to be missed, however, are the developmental and cen- 

tralizing pretensions of Marxism. When one looks more closely at 

these pretensions, the main culprit was V.I. Lenin, not Karl Marx. 

Lenin’s concept of a vanguard party resulted in the monopoly of 

power by the Communist party as the sole representative of the 

working class. Lenin’s principle of democratic centralism created a 
situation in which there was too little “democracy” and too much 

“centralism.” Lenin also laid the foundations for an excessively in- 
terventionist state in the economy. The worst features of Soviet stat- 

ism were not consolidated until the era of Joseph Stalin and contin- 

ued to distort economic development and political democracy in the 
Soviet Union for several decades after his reign of terror. 

In recent years, the Leninist additions to the Marxist heritage— 
the statist focus, the single-party obsession, the centralization of the 
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economy, and the polity—have been disgraced. These are part of the 

ideology of development. Marxism, as an ethic of distribution and a 

methodology of class analysis, is not factually discredited by events 

either in the socialist world or in Afghanistan. There is no justifica- 
tion yet for throwing out the Marxist baby with the Leninist bath- 
water. 

Yet, even before the war in Afghanistan, the Leninist side of the 

Marxist heritage was viewed with skepticism, even by Marxist be- 

lievers. The movement in favor of “Eurocommunism” in Western 

Europe in the 1970s was an affirmation of political pluralism by po- 
litical parties that had once been Stalinist. More and more, Western 

European Marxists accepted the principle of pluralism as a desired 

condition in their countries and not merely as a capitalist evil to be 

tolerated. The de-Sovietization of Western European Communist 

parties was underway, the de-Leninization of Western European 

Marxism had begun. The Socialist party in France gained strength 

while the Communist party declined. The Communist parties of Italy 

and Spain emphasized their independence of Moscow. Trade union 

newspapers throughout Western Europe were ominously declining in 

circulation and in political impact. Communist leaders of trade unions 

in Britain were losing their grip on union command. 
Although the 1970s witnessed the de-Sovietization and decline of 

communism in Western Europe, the 1980s saw this trend spread to 
Eastern Europe. Only one power, the Soviet Union, could stem the 

tide of de-Sovietization in Europe as a whole. The will of the USSR 

to intervene “in defense of socialism” was dealt a severe blow by the 

Afghanistan military stalemate, however, and the stage was set for 

the rapid shrinkage of Soviet power and influence in the world. 

The stage was also set for a long-delayed ideological experimenta- 

tion. Did Marxism have a chance of finding revolutionary fulfillment 

without Leninism? It may take some time before history provides an 

adequate answer to that question but it appears that the de-Leniniza- 
tion of Marxism has begun. 

There is one aspect of Leninism that most of the Muslim world 

will miss—Leninist anti-imperialism. It was Lenin, rather than Marx, 
who made the Marxist legacy an anti-imperialist force in world pol- 
itics. In the nineteenth century, Friedrich Engels applauded French 

colonization of the Muslims of Algeria, and Marx approved of Brit- 

ish imperialism in India as a historically progressive force. It was 

Lenin, half a century later, who wedded Marxist thought more firmly 

to the theory that imperialism was the highest stage of capitalism. 
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Lenin’s book launched the whole Marxist legacy into its momentous 

anti-imperialist role. 
There is much in Lenin’s contribution to Marxism that deserves 

to die, but his critique of imperialism is not one of them. For now, 

the process of de-Leninization is quite comprehensive. Those who 

were once comrades in arms against colonialism have become collab- 

orators with apartheid. To some extent this has narrowed the gap 

between Eastern Europe and the Muslim monarchies, and between 

the former Soviet Union and royalist Islam. But while Marxism is 

becoming de-Leninized, how much can Islam be dethroned? Is the 

royalist tradition in Islam, dating back to the Umayyads, about to 

decline as sharply as Leninism? 

The final historic moment for royalist Islam came with the Iraqi 

invasion of Kuwait rather than the overthrow of the Afghan shah in 

Kabul. Although the overthrow of the Afghan monarchy made a 

decisive contribution to the decline of Leninism, if not its demise, it 

was not particularly significant in the annals of royalist Islam except 

as oné more collapse of a Muslim throne. What put the entire future 

of royalist Islam in jeopardy was the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait on 2 

August 1990 and the massive international aftermath. After the Iran- 

ian revolution and the Afghan crusade, the Gulf crisis was the third 

most momentous event in recent Muslim history. 

The Contradictions of the Gulf 

In a chapter drafted in 1988 for my book, Cultural Forces in World 

Politics,4 | described the United States as an “indirect custodian of 

the Islamic Holy cities of Mecca and Medina.” This was written in 

1988, well before the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait in August 1990. In 

1989 (with the book still in draft), my publishers persuaded me that 

my description of the U.S. role would offend not only the Saudis 
but also many other Muslims. Although I still regarded my remark 

as valid, it was not fundamental enough to my argument to insist on 

its inclusion. I agreed to its deletion from the book. 

When the Gulf crisis led to the literal U.S. military presence in 

Saudi Arabia in defense of His Majesty King Fahd, the Saudi cus- 

todian of Mecca and Medina, I wired my publishers in London, 

asking them to reinstate my prophetic description of the United 

States as “indirect custodians of Mecca and Medina” (custodians of 

the custodians). The book was already in press but there was a 

chance. Or was there? 
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In population, the United States is the largest Christian country in 

the world; it is also numerically the largest Jewish country. In 1991, 

this large Judeo-Christian country was “defending” the holiest soil 
in Islam against a presumed threat from a Muslim country. Many 

Muslims were worried by this contradiction. 

Of course, constitutionally, the United States was a secular state 

whereas Saudi Arabia was a theocracy. This was a second contra- 

diction. The most secular of all the states of the Gulf was, in fact, 

Iraq under the Ba’ath Party. The United States was the first thor- 

oughly secular state in modern Western history; Iraq was arguably 

the first thoroughly secular state in modern Arab history. Lebanon 

had been an ecumenical state—sharing power among denominations— 

rather than a secular regime that separated the church from the state. 

Egypt, under Nasser, combined pan-Arabism with pan-Islamism. 

Since the revolution in 1958 and more so since the new Ba’athist 

takeover in 1968, Iraq has been the most clearly secular of all Arab 

regimes and certainly of all the Gulf states. The Gulf crisis put the 

United States in defense of a theocracy against the forces of secu- 

larism. 

On the seventieth anniversary of the nineteenth amendment to the 

U.S. Constitution, which gave women the right to vote, the U.S. 

armed forces were in Saudi Arabia defending a regime that would 

not even allow a woman to drive a car. Ironically, Margaret 

Thatcher—until November 1990 the most politically powerful woman 

in the world—joined forces with the United States in defense of the 

most chauvinist male rulers of the period—the King of Saudi Arabia 

and the Emir of Kuwait. 
In contrast, Iraq, although still far behind in gender justice, was 

far ahead of Saudi Arabia and the Gulf monarchies in extending 

rights to women. In Baghdad, little more than a decade after the 

Ba’athists captured power, many women were employed in the in- 

dustrial sector, a phenomenon not seen in other Muslim societies. 

The further expansion of the Iraqi army in the 1980s (as a result of 

the war with Iran) aided the economic liberation of Iraqi women; 
wives obtained work partly because their husbands were at war. Be- 

cause of the manpower enlisted into the army, Iraq hired more Iraqi 

women and also employed immigrant labor of both genders. Al- 

though Saddam Hussein was a brutal dictator, his regime was far 

less oppressive to women than the Saudi system. Men are better off 
under the Saudis than under the Iraqis. 

The United States, as mentioned earlier, was arguably the first 

successful and permanent anti-Royalist revolution in western history. 
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(Oliver Cromwell, in seventeenth century England, was only tem- 

porarily successful.) In the twentieth century, Iraq was the first Gulf 

state to overthrow its monarchy. The U.S. embrace of the Iraqi mon- 
archy in the 1950s, and the creation of the Baghdad Pact as a Mid- 

dle Eastern extension of the NATO, were among the causes of the 

Iraqi revolution of 1958. Closeness to the United States and Britain 

constituted the kiss of death for the Hashemite Kingdom of Iraq. 

Young King Feisal was killed in revolutionary Baghdad. 

Iran was the second Gulf state to overthrow its monarchy. As al- 

ready mentioned, in the 1950s, the CIA helped to save the shah of 

Iran from the secular nationalism of Muhammad Moussadeq. By 

the 1970s, the U.S. embrace of the shah partially caused his subse- 

quent downfall. This time, it was not secular Iranian nationalism 

that threatened the Shah; it was a combination of Iranian national- 

ism and Islamic fundamentalism. A more militantly anti-Western 

force than Moussadeq finally overthrew the Pahlavi dynasty in 1979. 

The dynasty’s friendship with the United States was part of its un- 

doing. 

We have argued that this is the double paradox of the republican 

legacy of the American revolution. By the twentieth century, U.S. 

administrations tended to befriend kings and enemies of revolutions— 

pro-Czar and anti-Lenin, pro-Farouk and anti-Nasser, pro-Idris and 

anti-Qaddafy, pro-Shah and anti-Khoumeini. Yet in an ironic twist 

of historic destiny, the United States inadvertently promoted repub- 
licanism by fatally befriending kings. The republican legacy of the 

U.S. revolution is indeed being implemented by the United States, 

but through an unintended kiss of death. 

The question now is whether the new U.S. military presence in 
the Gulf endangers the remaining royal houses in the region. Is Pres- 

ident Bush’s Gulf policy the latest U.S. kiss of death on foreign mon- 

archies? Is the republican legacy of the American revolution about 

to be promoted by default as Uncle Sam seeks to protect alien kings? 

Is the Saudi royal house at risk as a result? The possibilities are 

many. Some Gulf monarchies may become constitutional and dem- 
ocratic. One or two may be completely abolished by the twenty-first 

century. The United States will have contributed to their demise by 
straining too hard to protect them. 

If the United States is, indeed, “the indirect custodian of Mecca 

and Medina,” a central part of the explanation lies beneath the sacred 
soil rather than above it. The United States is the largest Christian 

consumer of petroleum, Saudi Arabia is the largest Muslim producer. 

Petroleum has created its own paradoxical ecumenicalism. 
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The Gulf crisis is sometimes perceived as a confrontation between 
the world of Islam and the Western world. In fact, the Muslim king- 

doms of the Gulf are among the most pro-Western countries in the 

Third World. What is more, the Gulf kingdoms are also among the 

most ritually pious of all Muslim societies. This involves yet another 

contradiction; the more pious Muslim regimes of the Gulf have also 

been the most pro-Western. 

Part of the explanation for this is feudal conservatism. Monarchical 

Muslim regimes in the twentieth century tended to be conservative 

across the board—socially, religiously, and politically. Their social 

and religious conservatism favored a pious form of nonconfronta- 
tional Islam. The political conservatism of Muslim monarchies fa- 
vored good relations with the West; especially in a world that, until 

recently, included the threat of atheistic communism. Saudi Arabia 

did not even have diplomatic relations with the Soviet Union until 
1990, after the Cold War. 

In addition to neo-feudal conservatism, the Gulf monarchies also 

developed bourgeois forms of conservatism. After all, those monar- 

chies and emirates were also petro-rich and had a vested interest in 

Western capitalism. In the summer and fall of 1990, Arab monar- 

chical faith in Western capitalist friends seemed to be vindicated. 

The United States, the largest and richest country in the world, rose 

to the defense of Kuwait, a rich but small country. Capitalist petro- 
consumers joined forces to protect feudal petro-producers. 

There were certainly obvious contradictions during the Gulf crisis. 

On one side was the precedent set by the United States: Military in- 
tervention could occur without military occupation, as exemplified by 
U.S. military interventions in Grenada, Panama, and the blockade of 

Nicaragua. On the other side of the Atlantic were the precedents set 

by Israel: Military intervention accompanied military occupation. 
These included Israel’s territorial expansion after most Arab-Israeli 

wars until the Camp David Accords granted Israel continued occu- 

pation of the West Bank and Gaza, its annexation of East Jerusalem 
and the Golan Heights, and its partial occupation of southern Leb- 
anon. 

The U.S. precedents of aggression against small neighbors never 

resulted in any UN Security Council resolutions; the United States 

veto saw to that. Israeli war games in intervention and occupation 

did result in Security Council resolutions, none of which gave rise to 
an international show of force that would compel Israel to comply. 
In October 1990, the Israeli cabinet added another insult to its list 

against the Security Council. The government refused to cooperate 
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with UN enquiries into the killing of twenty-one Palestinians and 

the wounding of over one hundred others by Israeli police in Jerusa- 
lem. The question arose: Would Israeli rejection of this latest UN res- 

olution result in international sanctions against Israel? 

There is an old adage that is worn down by repetition, yet is still 

valid. “Justice must not only be done; it must be seen to be done.” 

Double standards in dealing with international offenders do not help 

the cause of international justice or strengthen respect for interna- 

tional law. They will not save the royal houses of the Gulf either. 

Contradictions in world affairs are sometimes a dialectic in search of 
a synthesis, but contradictions may also be a negation of the positive. 

Where are the Gulf contradictions taking us? Where are they taking 

the human race? The region that proclaimed “In the beginning was 

the word” is silent about the end. 

Conclusion 

In this chapter I have attempted to demonstrate how three explosive 

events in the Muslim world changed the course of global history— 

the Iranian revolution, the war in Afghanistan, and the Gulf crisis. 

Their impact ranged from undermining the Soviet empire to the 

slow erosion of royalist Islam. 

I noted that the resurgence of Islam in Iran and Afghanistan were 

major contributory factors to the Soviet decision to intervene mil- 

itarily in Afghanistan in December 1979. Soviet military losses and 

political setbacks in Afghanistan helped to erode Moscow’s imperial 

will to intervene elsewhere. If the Afghans could fight Soviet troops 

to a stalemate, why not the militants of Charter 77 and of Solidarity 

in Europe? The Soviet empire was dealt a severe and eventually fa- 

tal blow by its defeat in Afghanistan. On the other hand, U.S. hu- 

miliation in Iran under the Carter administration resulted in the tri- 
umph of Ronald Reagan’s militarism in his first years in office. It 

was the combination of a humbled USSR and an emboldened United 
States that helped Gorbachev in his quest for a “gentler, kinder” 

East-West relationship. The end of the Cold War included among its 
origins the Iranian revolution and the war in Afghanistan. 

Although resurgent Islam was among the causes of East-West 
reconciliation, that reconciliation exacted a price from the Muslim 
world, ranging from large-scale emigration of Soviet Jews to Israel to 
the decline of Pakistan’s strategic value. The big question for the fu- 
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ture hinges on the long-term outcome of the Gulf War as the third 
most momentous Muslim crisis. Will the inconclusive Gulf crisis 
further damage the interests of the Muslim world or help to moderate 

the anti-Islamic tendencies of the post-Gorbachev revolution? 

It is too early to tell. The aftermath of the Gulf crisis exhibits too 

many contradictions—the dialectic between monarchies and repub- 

lics, wealth and power, piety and “unbelief,” and ultimately concern- 

ing Islam, the West and Zionism. There is a causal interrelationship 

between the resurgence of Islam and the decline of communism, but 

the full ramifications of this encounter still hang ominously in the 

balance. 

In terms of normative revolutions, we identified two global pro- 

cesses of wide-ranging implications. One process concerned the de- 

Leninization of Marxism as Lenin’s developmental and centralizing 

additions to Marxism were discredited in practice. Marxism, as an 

ethic of distribution and a methodology of analysis, remains part 

and parcel of the ancestral legacy of Marx and Engels. But ideas 

such as a vanguard party, democratic centralism, and socialist stat- 

ism are part of the revisions of Leninist and Soviet experience. 

“Eurocommunism” in Western Europe in the 1970s showed signs of 

disenchantment with the Soviet ideological leadership; Eastern Eu- 

rope followed with more fundamental disillusions in the 1980s and 

1990s. It was primarily the Afghan war that crippled the Soviet will 

to save its own empire. De-Leninization continued relentlessly in 

Europe, socialist Africa, and elsewhere. Unfortunately, the decline of 

Leninism included the decline of Leninist anti-imperialism, with 

significant costs to the Palestinians, South Africans, and other op- 
pressed peoples. 

Will the world also witness the dis-royalization of Islam? When 

Saddam Hussein invaded Kuwait in August 1990, he initiated a pro- 

cess that may eventually weaken what is left of royalist Islam in 

world affairs. The seeds of anti-royalist revolutions were sown in 

Operations Desert Shield and Desert Storm. The monarchies could 
become democratic or be fatally wounded. 

The fall of the Afghan shah in Kabul in 1973 was a larger reason 

for the decline of Leninism than of royalist Islam. The invasion of 

Kuwait by Iraq may have tolled the knell of parting royalty from the 

entire span of Muslim history although some republics have suffered 

more than some monarchies. What the twenty-first century has in 

store for humankind has probably been profoundly affected by these 

last few years of the twentieth century. It began with the convulsions 
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in the streets of Teheran in 1979 and implicated the world of Islam 

and the universe of neighboring communism. The momentous af- 

termath ranged from Afghanistan to glasnost—the miraculous syn- 

thesis of “Afghlasnost” in history. The Gulf crisis and its aftermath 

completed the triad of dramatic Muslim experiences of the last quar- 

ter of the twentieth century. As a result of that Islamic triad, the na- 

ture of the twenty-first century will be remarkably altered for better 

or for worse. 
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Global Apartheid? 

Race and Religion in the New World Order 

Ali A. Mazrui 

Now that secular ideological divisions between the East and West 

have declined in relevance, are we witnessing the re-emergence of 

primordial allegiances? Are we witnessing new forms of retribaliza- 

tion on the global arena—from Natal in South Africa to Bosnia and 

Herzegovina, from Los Angeles to Slovakia? In Europe, two levels 

of retribalization are discernible. In Eastern Europe, microretribaliza- 

tion is particularly strong. Microretribalization is concerned with 

microethnicity, involving such conflicts as Serbians versus Croats, 

Russians versus Ukrainians, and Czechs versus Slovaks. 

On the other hand, Western Europe shows strides in regional inte- 

gration despite hiccups as the 1992 referendum in Denmark against 

the. Maastricht Treaty. Regional integration can be macroretribaliza- 

tion if it is race-conscious. Macroretribalization can be the solidarity 

of white people, an arrogant pan-Europeanism greater in ambition 

than anything seen since the Holy Roman Empire. 

Is the white world closing ranks in Eastern Europe and the West? 

Will we see a more united, and potentially more prosperous, white 
world presiding over the fate of a fragmented and persistently indi- 
gent black world in the twenty-first century? Put in another way, now 

that apartheid in South Africa is disintegrating, is there a global 

apartheid in the process of formation? With the end of the Cold War, 
is the white world closing ranks at the global level—in spite of cur- 

rent divisions within individual countries such as Yugoslavia? Is the 

danger particularly acute between black and white people? 
In addition to the black-white divide in the world, Muslim 

countries, in particular, may have reason to worry in the era after 
the Cold War. Will Islam replace communism as the West’s perceived 

adversary? Did the West exploit the Gulf War of 1991 to put Islam 

and its holiest places under the umbrella of Pax Americana? It is to 

these issues that we turn. 
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Between Ideology and Race 

There was a time when the white people of the Soviet Union colon- 

ized fellow white people of Eastern Europe while at the same time 

Soviet weapons and money aided black liberation. In other words, 

Moscow was an imperial power in Europe and a liberating force in 

Africa. At the global level, alliances for or against imperialism did 
not coincide with racial differences. Indeed, the liberation of black 

people from white minority governments in Africa would probably 

have been delayed by at least a generation without the support of 

white socialist governments during the days of the Cold War. 

The end of the Cold War ended inter-white rivalries in the Third 

World. On the positive side, this meant an earlier end to African 

civil wars. The war in Eritrea would not have lasted thirty years had 

there been no external material support and encouragement. The 

war in Angola would not have lasted a decade and a half if the Cold 

War had ended sooner. Similar things can be said of the war in Mo- 

zambique, which was a child of external racist manipulation. 

On the negative side, former members of the Warsaw Pact lost all 

interest in supporting Third World causes. Leninist anti-imperialism 

seems to be as dead as other aspects of Leninism. V.I. Lenin added 

to Marxism some elements that are responsible for the present crisis 

of socialism worldwide. These factors included a vanguard party; 

democratic centralism; statism; and Marxism as an ideology of de- 

velopment, which in the end failed to deliver economic goods. 
But Lenin also rescued Marxism from ethnocentrism and racism. 

Karl Marx’s historical materialism once applauded British imperial- 

ism in India as a force that was destroying older precapitalist Hindu 

forms, propelling the country towards capitalism as a higher phase. 

Friedrich Engels also applauded French colonization of Algeria as 

two steps forward in the social evolutionary process. In other words, 

Engels and Marx were so Eurocentric that their paradigm legitimated 
European imperialism. 

It was Lenin, however, who put European imperialism on trial 

with his book, Imperialism: The Highest Stage of Capitalism.! From 

then on, Marxism-Leninism became one of the major anti-imperialist 
forces of twentieth century history. Now that even Marxists in East- 
ern Europe are de-Leninized, socialist anti-imperialism has declined. 
White socialists are far less likely to support black liberation today 
than they were two or three decades ago. De-Leninization strength- 
ened the bonds between white socialists and white imperialists. For 
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now, the process of de-Leninization is quite comprehensive. What 

were once Africa’s comrades in arms against colonialism are now 

collaborators with apartheid in South Africa. 

The demise of Leninism in Eastern Europe resulted in the decline 

of antiracism and anti-imperialism as well. Some Eastern European 

countries in 1990 moved almost obscenely toward full resumption of 

relations with the apartheid regime in South Africa before the racist 
structure had begun to be dismantled. Some newly democratized 

Eastern European countries started to violate international sanctions 

against Pretoria even before they held their first multiparty elections. 

The Soviet Union in 1990 used a subsidiary of a South African 

company, DeBeers, to market diamonds for Moscow—something 

that would have been unthinkable before glasnost and perestroika. 

Liberalization among the former Warsaw Pact members meant their 

greater readiness to do business with the world’s leading racist re- 

gime, Pretoria. 

Between Ideology and Religion 

Meanwhile, another tilt was taking place—not a shift from ideology 

to race, but a transition from anticommunism to anti-Islamism. 

Western fears of Islam are centuries older than Western fears of 

communism. But in recent times, Western anti-Islamic tendencies 

were ameliorated by the indisputable superiority in technological and 

military power held by the West. Western nervousness about Islam 

was also ameliorated by the West’s need for Muslim allies in its con- 

frontation with the Soviet Union and the Warsaw Pact. 

Three things occurred in the last quarter century to affect this 

shift. First; some elements in the Muslim world learned that those 

who are militarily weak have one strategy of last resort against the 

mighty—terrorism. They became convinced that terrorism was no 

worse than any other kind of warfare; if anything, it killed far fewer 

civilians than conventional, let alone nuclear, warfare. 

As the fear of communism receded in the 1980s, however, the 

West felt freer to be tough about terrorism from the Muslim world. 

Libya was bombed. Syria was put into diplomatic cold storage. U.S. 

ships went to the Persian Gulf in the midst of the Iran-Iraq War to 
intimidate Iran and protect Kuwaiti ships. In the process, the United 

States shot down an Iranian civilian airliner and killed all—over 300 
passengers—on board. 
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Second, if terrorism becomes the weapon of the militarily weak, 

nuclear weapons are for the technologically sophisticated. While some 

elements of the Muslim world were experimenting with terrorism 

and guerrilla warfare, others explored the nuclear option and other 

weapons of mass destruction. Ancient Western worries about Islam 

were rekindled. Egypt must be bribed to sign the Nuclear Nonpro- 

liferation Treaty whether or not Israel complied. Pakistan must be 

stopped from acquiring a nuclear capability. And Iraq must be given 
enough rope to hang itself over Kuwait so that all Iraqi weapons of 

mass destruction could then be destroyed. 

The third reason for Western anxiety about Islam was the impor- 

tance of Muslim oil for Western industry. Although Western techno- 

logical power was still preeminent and undisputed, its dependence 

on Middle Eastern oil made it vulnerable to political changes in the 
Muslim world—changes of the magnitude of the revolution in Iran 

or of Iraq’s annexation of Kuwait. 

It seems almost certain that Muslims became the frontline mil- 

itary victims of the new world order while Blacks became the front- 

line economic victims of this emerging global apartheid. Muslims, 

especially in the Middle East, felt the firing power of U.S. guns and 

U.S.-subsidized Israeli planes. Blacks felt the deprivations of eco- 
nomic exploitation and neglect. 

The military victimization of Muslims took either the direct form 

of Western bombing, as in the war against Iraq, or the surrogate 

Western aggression of heavily subsidizing Israel without adequately 

criticizing its repressive and military policies. There have also been 

Western double standards of crying “foul” when Muslim killed Mus- 

lim (as when Arab Iraqis repressed Kurds), but remaining apathetic 

when the Indian army committed atrocities in Kashmir. 
Was the Gulf War against Iraq part of global apartheid? Aspects 

of the war were certainly ominous including Soviet submissiveness to 

the United States, Western hegemony in the United Nations, the at- 
tempted recolonization of Iraq after the war, and Western insensitiv- 
ity to the killing of over two hundred thousand Iraqis. It was not a 
war; it was a massacre. Admittedly, it was triggered by Iraq’s unfor- 
givable aggression against Kuwait. But Bush, in turn, was more keen 
on saving time than saving lives. He refused to give sanctions enough 
time, even if it meant killing hundreds of thousands of Iraqis. 

The coalition against Iraq was multiracial. Its leadership was de- 
cidedly and unmistakably white. Bush regarded the war against Iraq 
as the first major war of the new world order. Perhaps one day we 
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will also lament the Gulf War as the first major war of the era of 

global apartheid. Just when we thought apartheid in South Africa 

was over, apartheid on a global scale reared its ugly head. 
The apparent demise of Soviet and East European anti-imperialism 

hurt the Muslim world in other ways. When a U.S. ship shot down 

an Iranian civilian airliner over international airspace, the new So- 

viet Union under Gorbachev did not attempt to rally the world 

against this act of manslaughter committed by Americans. Would 

the Iranian airliner have been shot down if there was a chance that 

European passengers were on board? Would Soviets have been si- 

lent if Soviet citizens were aboard? Moscow said it was deliberately 

not going to follow the accusatory precedent set by the United States 

in 1983 when Washington led the world in vigorously denouncing 

the Soviet Union’s shooting down of a Korean civilian airliner. When 

the Soviets shot down South Korea’s Flight 007, the Cold War was 

still on. Many of the passengers killed were Westerners, including a 

U.S. Congressman. The United States served as the conscience of 

the world. But when a U.S. battleship shot down the Iranian air- 

liner, the Cold War was ending, there was no reason to believe that 

any Westerners or Soviet citizens were on board, and the USSR re- 

fused to serve as the conscience of the world and to denounce this fa- 
tal “accident.” 

If there is global apartheid in formation, how will it affect the Eu- 

ropean Soviet Union in relation to the Asian Soviet Union? One out 
of five citizens of the former USSR was a Muslim, and the Muslim 

pace of natural reproduction was much faster than that of non- 

Muslims. One future scenario could be an alliance between the Rus- 

sian Federation and the Muslim Republics. Indeed, the possibility of 

a Muslim president of the USSR was already in the cards, although 
with much reduced power. Gorbachev even considered appointing a 

Muslim vice president. . 

No less likely a scenario is one in which the European parts of 
what used to be the Soviet Union would align more closely to the 

newly integrated Western Europe, while the Muslim parts of the 

former USSR developed relationships with the rest of the Muslim 

world and Third World. Pakistan is now seeking new markets in 

places such as Uzbekistan and may open a consulate there. Turkey 
is seeking a new role in that part of the Muslim world. Such a trend 
would once again reinforce global apartheid. There is even a risk 

that the former Muslim republics would become Russian Bantustans, 

“backyards” with even less power than they had before. 
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But not all aspects of the newly emerging global apartheid may be 

detrimental to Muslim interests globally. After all, the new world 

order is predicated on the foundation of Pax Americana. An impe- 

rial system values stability and peace (hence the “pax”), but on its 

own imperial terms. Objectively, the main obstacle to peace in the 

Middle East since the 1970s is Israel. Will Pax Americana not only 

force Israel and the Arabs to the negotiating table, but compel them 

to consider exchanging land for peace as well? Indeed, will the Gulf 

War against Iraq turn out to be the undoing of Israel as we have so 

far known it? 

Before he went to war against Iraq, George Bush vowed that there 

was no linkage between the Gulf crisis and the wider Arab-Israeli 

conflict. Almost as soon as the war was over, Secretary of State 

James Baker started a series of diplomatic trips in order to start a 

peace process in the Arab-Israeli conflict. There was de facto linkage. 

The Gulf War that Bush and his allies launched was not really a 

war; it was a massacre. On the other hand, Desert Storm temporarily 

made Bush so strong in domestic politics that he was able to stand 

up to the pro-Israeli lobby and defy the Israeli prime minister. 

George Bush may turn out to be the toughest president on Israel 

since Eisenhower. Are there signs that the Gulf War may turn out to 

be the beginning of the political undoing of the old, defiant Israel af- 

ter all? 

Israel’s political decline in Washington, although modest, may be 

due to two very different factors: the end of the Cold War and the 

new U.S.-Arab realignments following the Gulf War. The end of 

the Cold War, as indicated, reduced the strategic value of Israel to 

the United States. It also increased Syria’s desire to be friends with 

the United States. Israel may become a less intimate friend to the 

United States; Syria has already become less objectionable as an ad- 

versary to the United States. The Gulf War provided a test for U.S.- 

Syrian realignment. Damascus and Washington moved closer as a 

result of the Gulf War. 

Most commentators focused on the political and economic losses 
the Palestinians sustained as a result of the Gulf War. Few noted 
that this was balanced, at least to some degree, by the political losses 

sustained by Israel as a result of a new U.S.-Arab realignment and 

by the popularity of George Bush in the aftermath of the war. The 

popularity was great enough to withstand the criticism of the pro- 

Israeli lobby, at least for one year. 

On the other hand, the end of the Cold War also reduced the stra- 
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tegic value of Pakistan to the Western world. Pressures on Pakistan 
to conform to Western prescriptions have already increased and its 
nuclear credentials have become even more of an issue in its rela- 
tions with the United States. As far as the West is concerned, Islam 
must on no account be nuclearized. This means (1) stopping Paki- 
stan from developing nuclear capability, (2) destroying Iraq’s capac- 
ity in weapons of mass destruction, (3) neutralizing Egypt by getting 
it to sign the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, (4) coopting Syria 
into pro-Western respectability, and (5) preventing Qaddafy from 
buying nuclear credentials. 

On the other hand, the United States’ conventional capability—al- 
though originally targeted at the Second World of Socialist countries— 
in reality tended to be used against the Third World. There were 
disproportionate numbers of Muslim victims. Under the Reagan and 
Bush administrations the United States (1) bombed Beirut from the 

sea, (2) invaded Grenada, (3) bombed Tripoli and Bengazi in Libya, 

(4) hijacked an Egyptian plane in international airspace, (5) shot 

down an Iranian civilian aircraft in the Gulf and killed all on board, 

(6) invaded Panama and kidnapped General Manuel Noriega, and 

(7) bombed Iraqi cities as part of an anti-Saddam coalition. More 

than two-thirds of the casualties of U.S. military activity since the 

Vietnam War were Muslims, amounting to at least a quarter of a 

million, and possibly half a million, Muslim deaths. 

Between Ideology and Economics 

If the first military victims of global apartheid were disproportion- 

ately Muslims, the first economic victims of global apartheid may be 

Blacks. The good news is that Europe, in spite of Yugoslavia and 

the fragmentation of the Soviet Union, is carrying forward the torch 

of continental unification and regional integration. The bad news is 

that countries such as France, often “champions of African inter- 

ests” in world affairs, are beginning to turn their eyes away from 
Africa toward Europe. 

In the struggle against old style narrow nationalism and the nation- 

state, Western Europe led the way. The Treaties of Rome created the 

European Economic Community (EEC) in March 1957 and set the 

stage for wider regional integration. In 1992, an enlarged European 

Community achieved even deeper integration as more walls between 
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members disappeared (or came down). The former German Demo- 

cratic Republic was reunited with the Federal Republic of Germany 

as part of this wider Europe. And the newly liberated Eastern Euro- 

pean countries are seeking new links with the European Community, 

further eroding narrow nationalism and enlarging regional integration. 

Yugoslavia and the Soviet Union, torn by ethnic separatism, still 
manifest in the European areas an eagerness to be accepted into the 

wider European fraternity. The decline of socialist ideology through- 

out Eastern Europe is accompanied by a resurgence of primordial 

culture. Marxism has either died or been de-Leninized, but a pan- 

European identity is reasserting itself on a scale greater than the Holy 

Roman Empire. 

Marxism-Leninism, while it lasted, was transracial. It made Euro- 

pean Marxists seek allies and converts among people of color. But 

European identity is, by definition, Eurocentric. It increases the 

chances of pan-Europeanism. The bad news is that pan-Europeanism 

can carry the danger of cultural chauvinism and even racism. 

Anti-Semitism has been on the rise in Eastern Europe as an aspect 

of this cultural chauvinism. And racism and xenophobia in the re- 

unified Germany have reached new levels. Racism in France took its 

highest toll among North Africans. And all over Europe, there is a 

new sense of insecurity among immigrants who are of a darker hue 

than the local populations; some of the immigrants farther north may 

even be Portuguese mistaken for Turks or North Africans. Where 

does xenophobia end and racism begin? An old dilemma once again 

rears its head. 

Then there is the racial situation in the United States with all its 
contradictions. On the one hand, the country produced the first black 

governor of a state (Virginia) and the first black mayor of New 

York City. On the other hand, in 1991 the state of Louisiana pro- 

duced a startling level of electoral support for David Duke, a former 

member of the Ku Klux Klan and former advocate of Nazi policies. 

Duke got a majority of the white votes that were cast, but lost the 

election because of the other votes. In April 1992, a mainly white 

jury in California found that beating and kicking of a black suspect 
(Rodney King) while he was down was not excessive use of force. 

The verdict sparked some of the worst riots in U.S. history in Los 
Angeles in which nearly sixty people were killed. 

George Bush exploited white racial fears in the presidential ae 

toral campaign of 1988. A television commercial of the Bush cam- 
paign exploited to the utmost the image of a black convict, Willie 
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Horton, who had been prematurely “furloughed” in Massachusetts 
and who killed again. The television commercial was probably a sig- 
nificant factor behind George Bush’s victory in the 1988 presidential 
election. 

Meanwhile, the Supreme Court of the United States moves farther 
and farther to the right, endangering some of the interracial consti- 

tutional gains of yesteryear. The new right wing Supreme Court le- 

galized atrocities, ranging from violence by prison wardens to kid- 

napping by U.S. agents in countries such as Mexico. The economic 

conditions of the black underclass in the United States are as bad as 

ever. Poverty, drug abuse, crime, broken homes, unemployment, in- 

fant mortality, and now the disproportionate affliction by AIDS are 

a stubborn part of the black condition in the United States. 

The holocausts of the Western hemisphere continue to inflict pain 

and humiliation on native Americans and descendants of enslaved 

Africans. Approximately 40 percent of the prisoners on death row in 

the United States are African Americans. The jails, mortuaries, and 

police cells still bear anguished testimony to the disproportionate 

and continuing suffering of U.S. holocausts. In the United States 

today, there are possibly more male descendants of enslaved Afri- 
cans in prison than in college. 

Equally ominous on a continental scale is the economic condition 

of Africa. The continent still produces what it does not consume, 

and consumes what it does not produce. Agriculturally, many Afri- 

can countries have evolved dessert and beverage economies, produc- 

ing cocoa, coffee, tea, and other incidentals for Northern dining ta- 

bles. In contrast, Africa imports the fundamentals of its existence 

from basic equipment to staple foods. In addition, Africa is liable to 

environmental hazards that lead to drought and famine in certain 

areas. The Horn of Africa and the Sahel were particularly prone to 

these ecological deprivations. . 
The external factors that retarded Africa’s economic development 

included price fluctuations and uncertainties about primary commod- 

ities, issues over which Africa had very little say. The debt crisis in 

Africa is also a major shackle on the pace of development. Although 

the debts of African countries are modest compared with countries 

such as Brazil and Mexico, it is important to remember that African 

economies are not only smaller, but also more fragile than those of 

the major Latin U.S. states. The West demonstrated more flexibility 
in recent times about Africa’s debt crisis, and some Western countries 

extended debt forgiveness. Speedy action toward resolving the debt 
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problem would be a contribution in the fight against the forces of 

global apartheid. 
Just as African societies are becoming more democratic, African 

states exert less influence on the global scene than ever. African peo- 

ple are increasing their influence on their governments just when 

African countries are losing leverage on the world system. As the 

African electorate is empowered, the African countries are enfeebled. 

Africa’s international marginalization does include among its causes 

the absence of the Soviet bloc as a countervailing force in the global 

equation. A world with only one superpower is a world with less 

leverage for the smaller countries in the global system. Africa’s mar- 

ginalization is also a result of the re-emergence of Eastern European 

countries as rivals for Western attention and Western largesse. 

Africa is also being marginalized in a world of such mega-econo- 

mies as an increasingly unified North America, an increasingly uni- 
fied European Community, an expanding Japanese economy, and 

some of the achievements of the member states of the Association of 

South East Asian Nations (ASEAN). In the economic domain, global 

apartheid is a starker and sharper reality between white nations and 

black nations than between white nations and some of the countries 

of Asia. 

In the United Nations and its agencies, Africa is also marginalized, 

partly because Third World causes have lost the almost automatic 

support of former members of the Warsaw Pact. On the contrary, 

former members of the Socialist bloc are now more likely to follow 

the U.S. lead than to join forces with the Third World. Moreover, 

the African percentage of the total membership of the UN system is 

declining. In 1991, five new members were admitted to the UN, none 

of them African (the two Koreas and three Baltic states). The disinte- 

gration of Yugoslavia and the Soviet Union has resulted in at least 

ten more members. The numerical marginalization of Africa within 

the world body is likely to continue. 

In the financial world, the power of the World Bank and the Inter- 

national Monetary Fund (IMF) not only remains intact, but is bound 

to increase in the era of global apartheid. It was once said of a British 
monarch that the power of the king has increased, is increasing and 

ought to diminish. This philosophy is especially applicable to the 

power of the World Bank in Africa. Unfortunately, all indications 
continue to point in the direction of greater escalation of Africa’s 

dependence upon such international financial institutions. 
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On the other hand, the World Bank sometimes acts as an ambas- 
sador on behalf of Africa, coaxing Japan, for example, to allocate 
more money for African aid. The World Bank may help to persuade 
Western countries to bear African needs in mind even as the West 
remains mesmerized by the continuing drama in the former Soviet 

Union and Eastern Europe. At its best, the World Bank can be a 
force against the drift towards global apartheid. But at its worst, the 
World Bank is an extension of the power of the white races over the 
darker peoples of the globe. 

It is virtually certain that German money is already being diverted 
from Tanzania and Bangladesh toward the newly integrated East 
Germany, to compensate the Soviet Union for its cooperation with 

German reunification. Before long, larger amounts of Western money 

will be going to Poland, Hungary, the Czech and Slovak republics, 

and the newly independent republics of Lithuania, Latvia, and Es- 
tonia. 

Western investment in former Warsaw Pact countries may also be 

at the expense of investment in Africa. Western trade may also be 

redirected to some extent. Now that white Westerners and Easterners 

no longer have an ideological reason for mutual hostility, are their 

shared culture and race acquiring more primary salience? Are we 

witnessing the emergence of a new Northern solidarity as the hatchets 

of the Cold War are at last buried? Are Blacks the first economic 

victims of this global apartheid? 

Conclusion 

Are we witnessing new forms of retribalization and race conscious- 

hess just as the more localized apartheid of South Africa is coming 

to an end? I argued that if there is a new world order, its first eco- 

nomic victims will be black people of Africa, the Americas, Europe, 

and elsewhere. I also argued that the new world order’s first military 

victims are Muslims; about half a million have been killed by the 
West or Western-subsidized initiatives since the Vietnam War. Pales- 
tinians, Libyans, Iraqis, and Lebanese are among the casualties. 

Since World War II, far more Muslims have been killed by the West 

than have citizens of the former Warsaw Pact, from the Suez War of 

1956 to the Gulf War of 1991. 
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One advantage of the old East-West divide was that is was trans- 

racial and interracial. White socialist countries supported black liber- 
ation fighters militarily against white minority governments in Africa. 

But now the former Socialist countries are among the least suppor- 

tive of Third World causes. In the UN, the former communist ad- 

versaries are often more cooperative with Washington than are some 

Western allies. In reality, Paris is more independent of Washington 

than is Moscow since the Gorbachev revolution. 

With regard to this new world order, are there racial and racist dif- 

ferences between the Western response to Iraqi aggression against 

Kuwait in 1990 and to Serbia’s aggression against Bosnia and Her- 

zegovina in 1992? Both Bosnia and Kuwait had prior international 

recognition as sovereign states. Both had prior historical links with 

the countries that committed aggression against them, Serbia and 

Iraq respectively. Bosnia and Serbia had once been part of Yugosla- 

via; Kuwait and Iraq had once been part of the same province of 

the Ottoman Empire. Iraq in 1990 had territorial appetites masquer- 

ading as a dispute over oil wells between Iraq and Kuwait; Serbia 

had territorial appetites masquerading as protection of ethnic Serbs 

in Bosnia. 

The West, under the leadership of the Bush administration, said 

to Iraqi aggression: “This will not stand!” To end Iraqi aggression in 

Kuwait, the West and its allies bombed Baghdad and Basra. To end 

Serbian aggression in Bosnia, was the West in 1992 prepared to 

bomb Belgrade? If not, why not? Did the reasons include racism? 

Was it all right to bomb Arab populations thousands of miles away, 

but insupportable to bomb fellow Europeans next door? 

The new idea of creating a European army answerable to the Eu- 

ropean Community, as well as to NATO, also seemed to draw a 

sharp distinction between “military intervention” outside Europe and 

“peacekeeping” within Europe. 

According to Joseph Fitchett, writing for the International Herald 

Tribune: 

Braving Bush administration objections, France and Germany 

are proceeding . . . to establish a substantial joint military 

force that could assume functions previously reserved for 

NATO. 
Conceived as the core for a future European army, the pro- 

posed Euro-corps is supposed to ready the equivalent of two 

divisions by 1995 for military intervention outside Europe and 
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for peacekeeping and other, as yet undefined, operations within 
Europe.? 

Is there a clear reluctance to shed European blood among some na- 

tions, such as France and Britain, which have very recently shed 

Arab and Muslim blood? 

Regarding the war in Bosnia, Anthony Lewis of The New York 

Times said in 1992: 

The Americans and Europeans have plenty of warplanes, 

based near enough . . . to take command of the air. . . . We 

could have said to Mr. Milosovic, and still could: Stop your 

aggression at once, or our military aircraft will control your 

skies. Not just over Dubrovnik or Sarajevo, but over Belgrade. 

. The failure of nerve and imagination in the face of Ser- 

bian aggression is Europe’s as well as America’s. But Mr. Bush 

raised expectations so high in the Gulf War that disappointment 

naturally focussed on him. What happened to the man who 

three days after Iraq grabbed Kuwait said, “This will not 

stand?”3 

Was it a “failure of nerve” on the part of the United States or Eu- 

rope? Or was it a triumph of macroracial empathy? It was easier to 

remember British planes bombing Baghdad in 1991 than to imagine 

British planes bombing Belgrade in 1992. And U.S. planes bombing 
Sarajevo or Dubrovnik in the 1990s in order to save them seems dis- 

tasteful. It was easier to bomb parts of Kuwait in 1991 and would 

be easier to rebomb Tripoli and Baghdad in 1992 and 1993. 

Long before the end of the Cold War, I had occasion to worry 

publicly about a “global caste system” in the making. I argued in a 

book published in 1977 that the international stratification did not 
have the flexibility and social mobility of a class structure, but had 

some of the rigidities of caste: 

If the international system was, in the first half of the twentieth 

century a class system, it is now moving in the direction of rig- 

idity. We may be witnessing the consolidation of a global caste 

structure. . . . Just as there are hereditary factors in domestic 

castes, so there are hereditary elements in international castes. 

Pre-eminent among those factors is the issue of race. . . . If 

people of European extraction are the Brahmins of the interna- 
tional caste system, the Black people belong disproportionately 
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to the caste of the untouchables. Between the highest interna- 

tional caste [Whites] and the lowest [Blacks] are other ranks 

and estates such as Asians].4 

What prevented this global caste system from becoming global 

apartheid at that time was, ironically, the Cold War, which divided 

the white world ideologically. Rivalry between the two white power 

blocs averted the risk of racial solidarity among the more prosperous 

whites. The white world was armed to the teeth against each other. 

This was unlike apartheid in South Africa. At the global level, we 

had Brahmins at dagger point.* 

But there is now a closing of ranks among the white peoples of 

the world. The ethnic hiccups of Yugoslavia and the Soviet Union 
notwithstanding, and after allowing for Denmark’s caution and Brit- 

ain’s relative insularity, the mood in Europe is still toward greater 

continental union. Pan-Europeanism is reaching levels greater than 

anything experienced since the Holy Roman Empire. The question 

that arises is whether this new pan-European force, combined with 

the economic trend towards a mega-North America, will produce a 

human race more than ever divided between prosperous white races 

and poverty-stricken Blacks. Is a global macroretribalization in the 

making? 

The era of global apartheid coincided with the era of a unipolar 
world—a global system with only one superpower. The declining 

fear of communism may reactivate an older Western fear of Islam. 

The location of petroleum disproportionately in Muslim lands, com- 

bined with the tensions of the Arab-Israeli conflict, cost the Muslim 

world upward of half a million lives as a result of military actions by 

the United States and its allies during the Reagan and Bush admin- 

istrations. The main victims were Libyans, Iranians, Lebanese, Pal- 
estinians, and, most recently, Iraqis. 

Race and religion remain potent forces in global affairs. Histori- 

cally, race has been the fundamental divisive factor between West- 

erners and people of African descent almost everywhere. Religion has 

been the fundamental divisive factor between Westerners and people 

of Muslim culture almost everywhere. Was the collapse of the Berlin 

Wall in 1989 the beginning of the racial reunification of the white 

world? Did the Gulf War of 1991 put the holiest places of Islam un- 
der the imperial umbrella of Pax Americana? Is the twentieth century 
getting ready to hand over to the twenty-first century a new legacy of 

global apartheid? The trends are ominous, but let us hope that they 

are not irreversible. 
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Democracy Died at the Gulf 

Richard Falk 

Those states with long and deep traditions of democracy seemed all 

too ready to rush headlong into the cruel, merciless, and vengeful 

war in the Gulf; to deploy massive force to maintain resource hege- 

mony and satisfy geopolitical ambitions. Despite the rhetoric that 

legitimized the war in the name of democracy, this was a war about 

pricing oil and the U.S. capacity to establish itself as the leader of 

post-cold war global security arrangements or, as George Bush ex- 

pressed it, the new world order. 

The relevance of democracy to the behavior of belligerent states in 

such a conflict is always overdetermined. There were differences, for 

example, between the U.S. intervention in Indochina and the Soviet 

intervention in Afghanistan, and some of these could be linked to the 

presence or absence of a democratic political culture. The role of 

public opinion and domestic opposition was more significant in the 
United States, but it was easier to reverse official policy in the Soviet 

Union. Yet from the perspective of target societies, the similarities 
undoubtedly outweighed the differences. In both cases, the political 

life of a Third World country was manipulated to validate military 

intervention against its civilian society. In both, the battle confined to 

the Third World arena was characterized by unequal combatants—a 

superpower pitted against an underdeveloped, yet stubborn, national- 

ist adversary. Both wars could be classified as imperialist expressions 
of East-West geopolitical rivalry. Although military superiority and 

decisive technological advantage were on the intervening side in both 

instances, the U.S. style of intervention emphasized techno-war more 

than did its Soviet counterpart. This is not surprising given the U.S. 

role as the leader of militarist aspects of modern industrial society. In 
fact, it could be argued that this capacity for techno-war is itself a 

reflection of the degree of innovation that can be sustained only by a 

democratically constituted polity, although the evidence for such a 
position is scant. 

536 
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The most ardent belligerents in the Gulf War—the United States 
and Great Britain—possessed the best credentials among the coali- 
tion states for democratic governance, having sustained political mod- 
eration and the rule of law without rupture for centuries. It was 
ironic that Germany and Japan, whose democratic allegiance was 
imposed after 1945, and then only as the outcome of military defeat, 
were the most troubled among the coalition partners by the war, 
both among their leaders and public. Furthermore, and for a variety 
of motives, it was nondemocratic states such as the Soviet Union, 
Iran, Yemen, and Algeria that struggled valiantly to restore peace. 
Along the same lines, the most severe societal resistance within the 
coalition occurred in the least democratic states, especially Syria, 
Egypt, and Morocco. Those governing elites that most closely re- 
flected popular mass sentiments (for example, Jordan and the Pales- 
tinian Liberation Organization) sided in the war with Iraq and were 

“punished” by the victors for their alignment, despite its democratic 
backing, implying far better treatment by the “democratic” victors if 
their leaders had ignored, or even repressed, the will of the people. 

Of course, the situation was complex. Iraq, and especially Saddam 
Hussein, were easily cast in the role of the evil Other. Saddam was 
guilty of bloody crimes against his own people and against nature. 

His Iraq continuously worshipped at the altar of the war gods, dis- 

torting priorities to build an extravagant war machine, embarking on 

aggressive war-making against Iran before the conquest of Kuwait, 

and mindlessly allowing the encounter with Kuwait’s mighty protec- 

tors to drift from crisis to war. Saddam Hussein was likened in some 

circles to Hitler. This analogy provided a useful tool to mobilize 

support for a military response by the citizenry in liberal democracies. 

These same democracies held themselves partially accountable for 
failing to stop Hitler earlier, a failure interpreted as a direct cause of 

World War II. Leaving aside the questionable accuracy of this prem- 

ise, “the lesson of Munich” has been influential in recent decades: to 

guard the global order against aggressive challenges at their earliest 

manifestations. This lesson was reinforced by the conviction that the 

cold war was won by a democratic West because it was willing and 
ready to engage in warfare to contain the Soviet-led communist chal- 

lenge. Such readings of the past partly explain why democratic 

countries so easily embraced a militarist conception of their own se- 

curity and even succumbed to the seductive illusion that war-making 
could be the keystone in the arch of a peaceful world. 

There is a reinforcing factor that operates in a democratic political 
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culture of the sort that emerged in the West, especially in the United 

States, namely the simplifying impact of the political energy required 

to mobilize the citizenry on behalf of the war effort. War is presented 

as a polar struggle in which compromise is unthinkable: slow to war, 

but even slower to peace had been the U.S. experience. Walter Lipp- 

mann eloquently criticized this tendency to absolutize the enemy as 

making more disruptive adjustments among states on the basis of 

shifting power relationships. ! 

Historically, the U.S. disposition toward isolationism in relation 

to European warfare raised the threshold of persuasion and became 

associated with the sense that war is justifiable only if the enemy can 

be absolutely destroyed. When it comes to war, the U.S. orientation 

is that of the crusader, not the merchant looking for a decent bar- 

gain, or the diplomat seeking a dignified compromise. 

To some extent, the emergence of nuclear weaponry eroded this 

crusader mentality. The prospect of mutual annihilation aroused 

apocalyptic fears and generated a managerial approach premised on 

cost-benefit calculations. The cold war produced a maximal mobili- 

zation for war, but also an imperative to avoid a direct encounter. 

Thus, the awakened crusader sought combat on more remote battle- 

fields. The U.S. frustrations in Korea and Vietnam—wars in which 
military superiority could not be translated into victory—generated 

deep disappointment. In the Gulf crisis, the conditions for victory 

seemed apparent: an encounter in which one-sided military tactics 

could not be neutralized by the terrain and the struggle could not be 

shifted to a political arena shared with the Soviet Union. From this 

perspective, providing Iraq with modern armaments had to be ac- 

complished before Iraq could be defeated. The Pentagon’s enthusiasm 

for “mid-intensity” warfare was finally tested and vindicated, showing 
how technological differences could dominate battlefield outcomes 

and produce military victory while avoiding the catastrophic effects 

of “high-intensity” warfare, that is, wars in which weapons of mass 

destruction could devastate the homelands of both sides. As long as 
only one side was vulnerable, threats and the use of nuclear weapons 

could sustain the mid-intensity character and keep victory within the 
range of acceptable cost-benefit ratios. The limits of war under mod- 
ern conditions have been the subject of continuous debate among 
strategic planners, raising questions about the rationality of war as 
an instrument of foreign policy. 

Relevant here, also, is the proclaimed enthusiasm for overcoming 
the Vietnam syndrome. George Bush’s 89 percent or better approval 
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rating among the American people after the Gulf War confirmed 
what seemed only a suspicion in the aftermath of the 1983 Grenada 
invasion, the 1986 Libyan bombing, and the 1989 Panama interven- 

tion. That is, the Vietnam syndrome proved a political inhibition 

only to unsuccessful and prolonged war. The American people dem- 

onstrated, as the post-Vietnam political leadership in the United 

States believed, that war can be successfully prosecuted under a vari- 

ety of conditions in the Third World, and that if it ends in a quick 

victory, the public will adore the experience and celebrate the out- 

come. The Gulf War inscribed a bellicose message in the U.S. politi- 

cal consciousness of citizenry and leadership alike—military interven- 

tion in the Third World is effective abroad and good politics at home. 

Taking on Iraq was further encouraged by a variety of situational 

factors. Most Arab governments in the region, each acting in re- 

sponse to diverse interests but converging on the desirability of re- 

storing Kuwaiti sovereignty and containing Iraq, were ultimately fa- 

vorable to war. These regional supporters of the war policy regarded 

the political risks of participating in the U.S.-led military campaign 

as real, but as less dangerous than an unchecked Saddam Hussein. 

This Arab participation at the governmental level helped obscure the 

North-South and the inter-religious characteristics of the conflict. 

Further, Israel, regarded by the West as an island of Western 

values including adherence to the principles of liberal democracy, 

keenly supported war as a response to the Gulf crisis and regarded 

as unacceptable anything less than the destruction of Iraq’s war ma- 

chine. This was a further mobilizing influence in the United States, 

particularly in building support for the Bush approach in a closely 

divided Congress. There were no comparable countervailing forces 

active in the political arena of the United States to build the case for 

diplomacy and sanctions as a better alternative. This absence of a 

peace constituency tells us more about the militarist configuration of 

social forces in democracies at present than about the structures of 

political democracies in general, or in the United States in particular. 
Such a militarist temptation was reinforced by the post-cold war 

availability of the UN for such purposes. The initial Security Council 
resolutions after the Iraqi conquest of Kuwait, which imposed exten- 

sive sanctions to achieve the goal of unconditional Iraqi withdrawal, 

seemed consistent with the Charter commitment to protect the vic- 

tims of aggression while searching for a peaceful resolution of inter- 
national disputes. Even the early post-August 1990 deployment of the 

U.S. military forces in the region was consistent with an effort to 
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contain Iraq during a period of increasing pressure through sanctions 

and diplomacy. In retrospect, there were serious flaws in this use of 

the UN: Washington exercised too large a degree of control over the 

language and rituals of the UN Security Council. George Bush in- 

sisted, and no one challenged him, that the friends of Kuwait had 

the authority to act militarily on their own even if the United Nation 

withheld its endorsement from recourse to force. Events of the period 

and features of the UN colluded to provide such a climate. These 

were the willingness of the Soviet Union and China to bargain away 

an independent international voice because of their domestic troubles 

and the over-representation of Europe and the under-representation 

of the Third World in the Security Council. The UN appeared de- 

ficient from a democratic standpoint, relying on representation by 

way of rich states and thereby excluding important social forces in 

the world, lending itself on this occasion to the geopolitical maneu- 

verings of a single member state. From the outset, it was evident that 

only the United States, aside possibly from Israel, had the resolve 

and capabilities to check Iraq’s ambitions in the region, and thus the 
world found itself dependent on Washington’s priorities and outlook. 

In effect, the presence and absence of democratic forms and sub- 
stance worked in tandem to help produce the Gulf War. Democratic 
dispositions in the United States encouraged its citizenry to heed a 
presidential summons to war whereas democratic deficiencies in the 
UN removed obstacles in the path of the United States and its allies 
to turn the organization, by stages, into an instrument legitimizing a 
war that could and should have been avoided. The sanctions alterna- 
tive was abandoned despite the evidence of its remarkable effective- 
hess in cutting Iraq’s gross national product by more than half in its 
first six months of operation. 

Abandoning sanctions also meant diminishing the prospect of a 
more democratic regime in Iraq. Journalists and opposition leaders 
in exile noted the rising tide of anti-Hussein sentiment in Iraq be- 
fore the outbreak of war. Sanctions might have exerted sufficient 
pressure on the Iraqi regime to have enabled a successful challenge 
by more moderate political forces in Iraq. Such a possibility remains 
no more than informed conjecture, but the onset of war unified Iraqi 
society, gave Saddam Hussein considerable street support through- 
out the region, and undermined whatever hope existed for the emer- 
gence of an indigenous democratic process. In the aftermath of the 
Gulf War, the tragic circumstances of the Iraqi people were rein- 
forced, combining a degree of Lebanonization by way of persistent 
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civil strife with external strangulation, even insisting that their ruined 
country pay the cost of rebuilding Kuwait. 

Coalition forces, especially the United States, let it be known that 
late in the period of combat Saddam Hussein was to be treated as 
the lesser evil. The organized opposition to Saddam Hussein was 
not supported: Shi’a resistance in the South aroused concern because 
its success could strengthen Iran’s regional influence and Kurdish 
resistance in the North was feared because it could destabilize Tur- 
key and Syria (both had large and restive Kurdish minority popula- 
tions). The reemergence of old geopolitical games in the region was 
not surprising, but the blatant repudiation of the idealistic claims be- 
ing made by the victors in the Gulf War might have put off such be- 
havior for a decent interval. 

In the last decade, the U.S. government had been intent on giving 
the process of democratization a capitalist coloring. In the 1980s, the 
Reagan doctrine identified adherence to a market economy as the 
crucial defining feature of a democratic polity. The wider dynamics 
of the market included a green light for arms sales, especially as an 
aspect of the cold war game of projecting influence overseas and 
diminishing negative trade balances. The militarization of Iraq in the 
1970s and 1980s was facilitated by both of these factors; the Soviets 
supplied arms to gain influence and earn some hard currency—the 
West.later gained a piece of this profitable market. The revealed char- 
acter of Saddam’s criminality—launching an aggressive war against 
Iran, introducing poison gas on the battlefield, and using poison gas 
and chemical weapons against Kurdish villages in Iraq—did nothing 
to impair Iraq’s status as a privileged customer for Western technol- 
ogy. Bush, who claimed to be appalled by Saddam in August 1990, 
was the same man who only weeks earlier had intervened with the 
U.S. Congress to discourage terminating a U.S. $200 million credit 
in Iraq’s favor. At that time Bush had reminded lawmakers that 
Saddam Hussein was a fact of life, better to befriend than to alien- 
ate. Other disclosures about U.S.-Iraq relationships reinforced the 
impression of a U.S. government eager to appease Saddam’s regime. 
To the extent, then, that Iraq became the monster of the region, it 
did so as a direct result of the way the existing international capital- 
ist and political order worked—no anomaly here. 

Democratic orientations toward governance were consistently sub- 
ordinated to racist dispositions embodied within political cultures. 

There had long been tension between the humanistic aspirations as- 
sociated with democracy and the racist practices of specific democra- 
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cies, but, internally at least, some progress had been made in several 

countries toward overcoming racial discrimination. Such internal 

progress was fragile, however, as the recent backlash against refugees 

and Third World immigration in Europe illustrates. But externally, 
democracies were quick to associate the evil other with non-white, 

non-Christian peoples, and with support from their biblical heritage 
of divine backing, they easily assumed a religious self-righteous pos- 

ture to justify an exterminist ethos. This cruel side of democratic atti- 

tudes expressed itself most crudely in the United States and Britain 

during the Gulf War in the form of popular support for nuking 

Baghdad. More generally, there seemed little or no sympathy in the 

West for the Iraqi civilian population victimized by the indirect but 

massive effects of the most sustained and intensive bombing cam- 

paign in human history. 

This indifference to the suffering of innocent civilians has many 

sources and cannot be properly associated with any particular politi- 

cal or cultural form. Yet the moral pretensions of democratic societies 

in the West made their enthusiasm for destructive warfare somewhat 
surprising. The modernist democratic sensibility had been shaped by 

the commercialization of violence, an addiction to entertainment built 

around grotesque encounters between various idioms of violence, and 
a culture shaped by rising crime, official corruption, and pervasive 

fear even at the neighborhood level. A culture immersed in violence 

can easily shift gears into displays of flag-waving support for a merci- 

less war against a society that cannot retaliate, especially if victory is 

achieved and the outcome can be celebrated. An unacknowledged 

part of the enthusiasm was undoubtedly racist in character—a re- 

covered confidence that the tools of white supremacy were again 

working well and encouraging the belief that the privileged order fa- 

voring the North could be maintained for the indefinite future. Such 
a reading of the war also affected the domestic “text,” suggesting the 
fate that awaited those nonwhite hordes if they dared to challenge 
directly the domestic status quo that during the 1980s had deliber- 

ately shifted income from poor to rich and offered little opportunity 
to the mass of minority poor, especially among the urban young. 

Even here there are twists and turns of historical memory. The 
flags that waved so furiously to support the U.S. troops in the Gulf 
expressed a belated acknowledgment that the citizenry had deserted 
their own soldiers during the last stages of the Vietnam war. In a 
sense, U.S. society refused to participate in the failure of the Viet- 
nam War, and this distancing embittered those who had fought there, 



Democracy Died at the Gulf 543 

more than two million of whom returned from Indochina to tor- 

ment family and neighbors, as much by their depression and with- 
drawal as by their anger. The poison of embitterment was exchanged 

for the poison of jingoism. More significantly, in both Vietnam and 

the Gulf, and countless other places as well, U.S. political identity 

was defined and redefined at the expense of distant peoples of a dif- 
ferent race and religion on Third World killing fields that diverted 

energies from the anguish on street corners at home, a reality tem- 

porarily brought home by the Los Angeles riots in the spring of 1992. 

One chilling dimension of the Gulf War was disclosed during the 

televised debates in Congress between the Bush forces that obtained 

their mandate to wage unrestricted warfare after 15 January and the 

liberal critics who favored sanctions because they did not want U.S. 

boys coming home in body bags. These critics were reluctant oppo- 

nents, often suggesting that if there were some kind of assurance 

that the war could be waged from air and sea, without a ground 

fight, they would support it. The ideal war would be conducted by 

high-tech weaponry that could inflict damage and pain at will and 

face no threat in return. What was called war in these debates and 

what unfolded after 15 January is more accurately described as a 

massacre. This is the latest version of the sort of unequal war char- 

acteristic of the settler conquests of indigenous peoples in the “age 

of discovery” and of colonial warfare ever since. The mixture of de- 

mocracy, capitalism, and technology has generated a powerful war 

machine. There is little resistance except at the margins. The meta- 

phors of victory are overpowering. The assumption that God is on 

the side of the better technology is deeply engrained in the preten- 

sions of Western civilization. 
Discussions of the failures of modernity are so familiar by now as 

to seem rather tedious. The extent to which modernity offers a man- 

date for unequal war remains obscure. The inner logic of modernity 

helps explain the evolution of warfare over the centuries, the pro- 

gressive shift from fighting prowess to relative technological capabil- 

ity and what Anthony Giddens calls the displacement of “the tradi- 

tional warrior ethic that flourished when warfare was associated with 
spectacle and display.”2 

The technologizing of war proceeded in two directions: the delit- 

eralization of war or what Mary Kaldor identified as “the imaginary 

war”3—too awful to fight as a matter of intention, but a persuasive 
dark cloud dominating the political landscape—and the Nintendo 

war in which money inserted at one end would generate techno- 
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power that inflicted one-sided destruction at the other end and which 

depended for its reality on denying the weaker side the technological 

and political means to fight back. The cold war was an imaginary 

war; the Gulf War is better understood as a Nintendo war. 

In order to make the world safe for Nintendo war, the adversary 

must be denied the capacity to leap over the technology gap. The 

nonproliferation of nuclear weapons is crucial in this respect as is the 

denial of other weapons of mass destruction and the effective means 

of long range missile delivery. Iraq was an important enemy because 

it challenged this technology gap. It possessed chemical weapons 

and was evidently pursuing both nuclear and biological capabilities 

with vigor. Moreover, the SCUD missiles, although largely ineffec- 

tive, indicated an ability to expand the scope of the battlefield beyond 

the target society, a capacity that neither Vietnam nor Afghanistan 

possessed. Terrorism against Western targets was an additional means 

of carrying the war beyond Iraq and Kuwait, and even the dumping 

of oil in the Gulf could be understood as a futile attempt by Iraq to 

inflict pain in retaliation. 

The new world order will attempt to deepen the vulnerability of 

the entire non-Western world to Nintendo war by widening the tech- 

nological gap through a process of continuous innovations that im- 

proves the effectiveness of electronic warfare and increases the con- 

trol and surveillance over Third World acquisitions of weapons that 

threaten the relative invulnerability of the West. The sinister underly- 
ing drive is now, metaphorically and potentially, to turn the entire 

Third World into “a desert,” giving night vision and precision muni- 

tions the capacity to do in jungle and mountain terrain what they 

achieved in the receptive settings of the Gulf War. At the same time, 

every attempt will be made to keep the scenarios of an imaginary 

war in the North as latent as possible, retaining much of the weap- 
onry but, in light of the pro-Western outlook of Russia, seeking to 
redirect political energy toward a more collaborative framework. 

The Gulf War both embodied and prefigured high-tech, North- 
South warfare. The military commander, General Norman Schwarz- 

kopf, summarized the war with a hunting image: “It’s been like a 

beagle chasing a rabbit. It’s been all pleasant surprises.”4 The image 
captured the essence of Nintendo—the hunter pursuing the hunted 
with no self-risk. But the abandonment of a high intensity imaginary 
war was also relevant because of Soviet diplomatic support for the 
war and the consequent mantle of UN legitimacy. This new world or- 
der was threatened on the one side by the SCUD missiles and on the 
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other by the Soviet peace initiatives that almost ended the war prior 
to its ground phase. The Bush administration made no secret of its 

resentment of this initiative; leaks indicated that Bush was “biting his 

lip” to refrain from lashing out at the Soviets and spoiling the illusion 

of consensus; more discreetly, U.S. government officials let it be 

known to the press that Mikhail Gorbachev’s strenuous last-minute 

efforts to avert the Gulf War, even while achieving the stated UN 

goal of unconditional withdrawal, had done more harm to Soviet- 

USS. relations than “all the head-knocking in the Baltics.”5 

It is evident that the new world order as conceived in Washington 

is about control and surveillance, not about values or a better life. 

Whether this geo-strategy for the next phase of U.S.-led world capi- 
talism can be successfully maintained is highly uncertain. Even the 

victory in the Gulf may be seen in retrospect as a crucial step in the 

final unraveling of Western hegemony. The oil wells aflame in Kuwait 

for more than a year may be seen not only as an ecological disaster 

and an economic waste, but also as a beacon that Islamic masses will 

eventually follow in a spirit of militant anti-Western fundamentalism. 

The U.S. war machine may in the end imperil control over Gulf oil 

to a greater extent than Saddam Hussein’s expansionism. Already 

units of the Republican Guard were permitted by coalition forces to 

escape to the North so that they could turn their guns on the Iraqi 

resistance in Basra and thereby deny Iran political gains from the 

outcome of the Gulf War. Recall that earlier during the 1980s Sad- 

dam was less threatening to Western regional interests than Ayatol- 

lah Khomeini’s Islamic Revolution. Still earlier, the Islamic funda- 

mentalists were viewed as an ally against leftist threats to the stability 

of the shah’s rule, and even earlier in 1953, a constitutional form of 

nationalism under Muhammad Mossadegh in Iran was displaced 

with the heip of the U.S. Central Intelligence Agency to make way 

for the shah. The opportunism of Western diplomatic influence in 
the region has been consistently guided by considerations of oil and 

regional hegemony. 

The Gulf War also promises new life for Star Wars, but now 

adapted to a North-South axis of conflict as well as a more general- 
ized and intensified effort to extend the technologies of Nintendo 

war into space. Similarly, there will be some restrictions on arms 
suppliers in the North to prevent future acquisitions by countries in 
the South of weaponry and technologies that threaten the military in- 
vulnerability of the North. Whether even these restrictions will be 
maintained is questionable. One can expect formidable market pres- 
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sures to be mounted, especially by the U.S. arms exporters, to lift 

restrictions. This will enable the suppliers to cash in on the perfor- 

mance of their weaponry in the Gulf War and contribute their earn- 

ings to the reduction of U.S. trade deficits. The U.S. government 
may even tempt Third World countries to aspire after some form of 

regional invulnerability, thereby increasing the demand for expensive 

items and building the case at home for a bigger research and devel- 

opment effort to retain a decisive military edge in the North. 

More broadly, there are other problematic aspects of the Bush re- 

design of world order: can the United States continue to offset its 

economic and societal weaknesses by military muscle? Will not West- 

West economic rivalry induce the formation of security alternatives to 

continued dependence an the United States? Will the Commonwealth 

of Independent States avert chaos or reversion to a pre-Gorbachev 

anti-Western stance? Will economic distress in the Third World gen- 

erate an array of political challenges to current arrangements? Will a 

new North-South split, anchored in the hostility between Islam and 

the West, produce a variant of the cold war although without the 

constraint of mutual deterrence? Is there the will and capability on 

the part of political leaders to address the various aspects of ecologi- 
cal decay? 

Modernity also has a normative dimension that can be associated 
with the UN Charter as a visionary instrument pointing the way to a 

less violent global order rather than the UN as a political actor (in 
tension with its own Charter) mainly responsive to the power struc- 
ture of the state system. The Gulf War dramatized the tension be- 
tween visionaries and geopoliticians and confirmed that the latter 
are in firm control of the UN and enjoy widespread popularity even 
in constitutional democracies. The miles of yellow ribbon festooning 
American residential and commercial areas in celebration of victory 
in a one-sided war is as depressing as the devastation of Iraq by 
what came to be called World War III weaponry. Indeed, one cru- 
cial feature of the U.S. triumph was the degree to which it relied on 
battlefield experience in the Gulf War to insist anew on its superior 
technological prowess over Europe and Japan, implying that military 
technology was the real test of “civilization,” temporally displacing 
anxiety among Americans about economic overextension and the 
prospects of decline. 

Visionaries and progressive forces were effectively marginalized in 
this war. To varying degrees, they were disoriented in the wake of 
the collapse of socialist thinking at the end of the cold war, confused 
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by the demonic persona of Saddam Hussein, distracted by the ap- 

parent recourse of the United States to internationalism in response 

to aggression, and quickly swayed in the main by the intoxicating 

thrill of a painless victory that included the decimation of an aggres- 
sive Islamic society. Antiwar efforts were widespread during 1990 

and 1991 but were incoherent and lacked an alternative conception 

of a new world order. They were, therefore, caught between an out- 

dated and arid “anti-imperialism” and a predisposition toward “paci- 
fism” that lacked any credible response to aggression. The complexi- 

ties of a sophisticated view of peace-oriented collective security did 

not lend itself to political mobilization. Peace politics included sup- 

port for sanctions; an emphasis on containment and defensive de- 
ployments; a reliance on diplomacy, especially in relation to a long 

deferred and overdue Middle Eastern peace conference with Palestin- 

ian self-determination at the top of the agenda; encouragement of 

regional security arrangements; and a scrupulous attitude of respect 

for the UN Charter and the autonomy of the Security Council as 

imposing real constraints on superpower discretion. 

At this stage of reflection upon the reality of the Gulf War, those 

of us associated with struggles for peace and justice are confronted 

by a master project under U.S. auspices to lead the world. This pro- 

ject is still being constituted. It is, in many respects, a resumption of 

what seemed successful to power wielders in the nineteenth century, 

“a long peace” at the geopolitical core of techno-financial power and 

one-sided mastery over the non-Western world. The Gulf War re- 

vived the plausibility of aspiring to master geopolitics and, with al- 

most religious finality and patriarchal zeal, associated this vision of 

renewed Northern domination of the South with the militarization 
of space. Such a conception of order is content to witness the spread 

of Lebanonization in countries of the South, reserving an interven- 

tionary option for exceptional cases where crucial resources or stra- 

tegic chokepoints are threatened by hostile forces or where a country 

in the South seems on the verge of acquiring the sort of military 
capability and political will that endangers the sense of Northern 
invulnerability. 

Such a geopolitical project, while menacing, is but the latest stage 

in a long struggle that has gone on for several centuries in a variety 

of settings. Although it is necessary to acknowledge this latest set of 
moves connected with weapons innovations, it is also imperative to 
realize that military superiority rarely controls political change for 

very long, although it may influence shifts in tactics and perceived 
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opportunities by those whose struggle is against oppression on behalf 

of greater equity and solidarity. The ebb and flow of history has 
proceeded with great force during the past decade, raising hopes here, 

dashing them there, suggesting above all that the present casts a short 

shadow. What seems definite beyond ambiguity at this juncture is 

predictably likely to be superseded in significance within a period of 

months or, at most, a few years. Amid all of these contradictory 

tendencies, there exist many opportunities to reestablish confidence 

that the struggles for a just world order will not be long frustrated by 

the temporary post-Gulf War triumphal proclamation of a new world 

order. 

The revealed roots of war in the political culture of the West sug- 

gest that analysis, action, and hope must be recast along more radical 

lines touching directly on the deep structures of political life. It is 

necessary to confront the unpleasant truth that militarism can be 

democratic and that so long as beliefs, myths, and glory are bound 

to the traditions and imagination of patriarchy, there can be no fun- 

damental challenge mounted against the war system. Perhaps, most 

depressing, is the degree to which multitudes of women as well as 

men seem to be still patriarchally entrapped. 
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