
The Middle East: 
new frictions, 
new alignments 
War or peace? In either event, Arab politics~nd U.S. 
foreign policy--may never be the same. 

PRESIDENT BUSH with u.s. troops Thanksgiving Day in Saudi Arabia. 

I
RAQ'S INVASION of Kuwait, its small, 
oil-rich neighbor, on Augu st 2, 
1990, altered political alignments in 

the Middle East, imperiled world en
ergy supplies and confronted the U.S. 
and the U.S.S .R. wi th the first interna
tional crisis since the end of the cold 
war. President George Bush declared 
that "the acqui sition of te rritory by 
force is unacceptable" and demanded 
Iraq 's "unconditional and complete 
withdrawa!''' To back hi s words and 
prevent Iraqi President Saddam Hussein 
from marching into Saudi Arabia, the 
President deployed U.S. forces to the 
Persian Gulf area in Operation Desert 
Shield. Their total number was ex-

pected to approach 400,000 by January 
199 L 

President Bush sought above all to 
make it clear that Iraq, by its act of ag
gression, stood condemned not by the 
U.S . alone but by the world. In this he 
was largely successful. He mobilized an 
international coalition agajnst Iraq and 
initiated a series of resolutions in the 
United Nations Security Council , in
cluding one which called for an em
bargo on trade with Iraq and another 
which authorized th e use of force 
against Iraq if it did not withdraw from 
Kuwait by January 15, 199L 

One of the most striking aspects of 
the crisis was the unprecedented degree 

of superpow er cooperation. At the 
summit in Helsinki, Finland, last Sep
tember with Bu sh, Soviet President 
Mikhail S. Gorbachev declared there 
had been "a kind of solidarity that has 
never been expressed before in the his
tory of the world." 

By December, the Administration 
appeared increasingly reluctant to wait 
to test the effectiveness of the embargo. 
Yet Bush said he had not yet decided 
whether to go to war. He had stepped 
up the deployment of U.S. force s in 
November but he also ex pressed a 
willingness to send his secretary of state 
to Iraq in an attempt to work out a 
peaceful solution. Time was the crucial 
factor : Was it on the side of George 
Bush or Saddam Hussein? 

As U.S . preparations for war in
creased, cracks appeared in the inter
national alliance. The frontline Arab 
states, such as Saudi Arabia, the United 
Arab Emirates (UAE), Bahrain and 
Syria, leaned toward war. If Saddam 
Hussein was not destroyed, they feared 
he would destroy them. Those more 
removed, such as the Soviet Union, 
China, France and Turkey, preferred to 
give the embargo more time to work 
before resorting to war. 

The American people were also di
vided over the commitment their gov
ernment had made in the Gulf. For 
Americans and for the Administration 
the stakes were high. "In all likelihood, 
history will judge the success or failure 
of. .. [Bush 'sl pres idency on the out
come of his confrontation with Saddam 
Husse in, " pred icted Th e Wall Street 
Journal. 

The regional response 
The cr isis in the Gulf took Middl e 
Easterners by surpri se. Aggression by 
one Arab country against another shat
tered the illusion of Arab sol idarity. 
Fearful that Saddam Hussein might at
tack, Saudi Arabia invited U.S. troops 
to defend the kingdom. In doing so the 
ruling House of Saud ri sked condem
nation by fellow Arabs for giving out
side powers-and non-Mu slim s, to 
boot-a chance to regain a foothold in 
the region. Partly thanks to the persua
sive powers of Egypt's President Hosni 
Mubarak , a majority of the Arab 
Leag ue-which speaks for 20 Arab 
nation s and the Pal estine Liberation 
Organization (PLO)-approved a 
resolution sending Arab forces to join 
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U.S., Briti sh and French troops in Saudi 
Arabia. 

The Arab League vote was by no 
means unanimous. Six of the twelve 
members voting in favor were the pro
Western, oil-rich Gulf monarchies
Kuwait, Saudi Arabia, Oman, Qatar, 
Bahrain and the UAE. T wo othe rs, 
Syria and Lebanon, were also special 
cases: Syria is Iraq 's archenemy and it 
effectively controls Lebanon 's vote. 
Iraq , Libya and the PLO rejected the 
reso lution. A lgeria and Yeme n ab
stained. 

To many Palestinians , Jordanian s 
and Yemen is, who had never shared in 
the oi l wealth, Saddam Hussein was a 
hero. They were happy to see the Sabah 
family, the fabulously wealthy rulers of 
Kuwait , have their comeuppance. They 
also admired Saddam Hu sse in for 
threatening to make war on Israel (the 
paramount military power in the Middle 
East) if it attacked Iraq 's weapons or 
nuclear facilities. 

U,S. policy 
By its forceful response to the crisis, the 
U.S. demonstrated that the " Vietnam 
syndrome"-the aversion to foreign 
involvement that gripped Americans in 
the wake of the V ietnam War-was 
over. As Secre tary of State James A. 
Ba ker 3d told Congress: "Iraq's 
unprovoked aggression is a political test 
of how the post-co ld-war world will 
work. Amidst the revolutions sweeping 
the g lobe and the transformation of 
East-West relations, I think we stand at 
a critical juncture in history. The Iraqi 
invasion of Kuwait is one of the defin
ing moments of a new era, a new era 
full of promise but also one that is re
plete with new challenges." 

In explaining his decision to send 
troops. President Bush said on August 8 
that the independence of Saudi Arabia 
was "of vi tal interest" to the U.S. He 
insisted that if President Hussein got 
away with annexing Kuwait , bu llies 
everywhere would be given a license to 
steal and world order would be endan
gered. If Saddam Hussein seized Saudi 
Arabia, he would control over 40% of 
th e world's oi l s upplies and have a 
stranglehold on the world economy. 

But four months late r, Americans 
were still unclear precisely what goals 
the U.S. hoped to achieve in the Gulf. 
The U.S. did forestall an invasion of 
Saudi Arabia, if that had been one of 
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Iraq 's objectives. But what other ob
jectives did the U.S. have? What , in
deed , would constitute success for the 
U.S. action? 

Beyond the immediate conce rn s, 
there were long-term issues to be con
sidered. Should a settlement in the Gulf 
be linked to other regional issues, no
tably a settlement of the Palestinian 
question? To what degree should the 
U.S. rely on the UN to manage this and 
future international crises? 

As GREAT D ECISIONS went to press, 
the nation had begun to debate the vital 
question of war and peace. Many ana
lysts felt that the consequences of a war 
had not been full y examined. Bush 's 
dec ision to double the number of U.S. 
forces by January 1991 and cancel a 
troop rotation policy led to fears, in the 
words of Senator Edward M. Kennedy 
(D-Mass.) , that the U.S. was on "a 
headlong course toward war" and not 
giving sanctions a chance to work. 

A rev iew of the tang led history of 
the Middle East and the U.S. role there 
can throw 1 ight on the issues in the na
tional debate. 

A troubled legacy 
In early 1990, conflict in the Persian 
Gulf was the last thing regional leaders 
expected . Only two years earlier, the 

long Iran-Iraq War had ended, to 
everyone's re lief. In 1980 Saddam 
Hussein had made a monumental mis
calculation and invaded Iran in hopes of 
toppling its leader. Ayatollah Ruhollah 
Khome ini, annexing Iran's oil-r ich 
Khuzi s tan province and gaining 
exclusive control over the Shatt al 
Arab, the waterway that forms part of 
the border between them. He had un
derestimated his enemy, and the war 
settled into a long sta lemate until the 
two weary antagonists, which had suf
fered an estimated I million casualties 
and great economic damage, agreed to 
a UN-brokered cease-fire in August 
1988. 

The reasons behind the Iran -Iraq 
War, like those of the conflict between 
Iraq and Kuwait, can be traced back to 
the time when imperial powers con
tro lled much of the Midd le East. After 
World War I, the victorious Europeans 
dismembered the Ottoman Empire, 
based in Istanbul , Turkey, which had 
ru led large parts of the Arab world for 
four centuries. Britain and France cre
ated a system of mandates, really colo
nies, that they were 10 lead to indepen
dence. These mandates were supervised 
by the League of Nations, the forerun
ner of the UN. France got the mandates 
for Syria and Lebanon, while Britain 



got Iraq, Palestine and Transjordan. 
Winston Churchill later boasted that as 
colonial secretary, "I created Jordan 
with the stroke of my pen." 

The new borders, encompassing a 
variety of religious, ethnic and linguis
tic groups, formed states that had little 
sense of historic identity. Iraq is a prime 
example. Occupying the land once 
known as Mesopotamia. Iraq is a com
posite of three Ottoman provinces: 
Mosul in the north, dominated by non
Arab Kurdish tribesmen; Baghdad in 
the center, the heartland of Sunni Ar
abs; and Basra in the south, populated 
mainly by Shiite Arabs. (Sunnis and 
Shiites are the two major branches of 
the Islamic religion; Sunnis predomi
nate in the Islamic world but Shiites 
predominate in Iran and Iraq.) 

New leaders 
During World War I, Britain had 
formed an alliance with Sharif Hussein, 
an Arab leader of Hijaz in western 
Arabia. (Hussein led a clan called the 
Hashemites which traced its origins to 
Muhammad, the prophet of Islam.) 
Sharif Hussein agreed to lead an Arab 
revolt against Britain's enemy, the Ot
toman Turks, and, in return. Britain 
agreed to endorse the formation of an 
independent Arab stale or states in most 
of the Ottoman domain. 

Britain ignored the promise after the 
war when the mandates were estab
lished, but it did install as monarchs 
two of Sharif Hussein's sons, Faysal in 
Iraq and Abdallah in Transjordan. 
(King Hussein of Jordan is Sharif 
Hussein's great-grandson.) By pledging 
to respect the rights of Arabs in the 
Palestine mandate, Britain angered 
Jews to whom, in the Balfour Declara
tion, it had promised to create a national 
home. 

Sharif Hussein refused to approve 
the postwar treaties, and the British 
stood aside when a rival clan from 
eastern Arabia, led by Abdul Aziz Ibn 
Saud, overthrew him in 1924. Ibn Saud 
subsequently brought most of the Ara
bian peninsula under his rule and cre
ated the kingdom of Saudi Arabia in 
1932. His 11th son, King Fahd, is the 
current leader. 

The grip of the past 
In the Middle East, historical claims 
still have a powerful hold on the 
imagination and underlie present ac-
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tions. Arabs continue to recall their 
"golden age" in the seventh and eighth 
centuries A.D. They blame European 
imperialism, which gripped the region 
from the 19th to the mid-20th centuries, 
for dividing Arabs to keep them weak 
and seizing control of their oil re
sources. 

Saddam Hussein's appeal to histoLY 
in invading Kuwait was clear to many 
Arabs, if not Americans. In 1899, a 
member of the Sabah family, which had 
ruled the Kuwait area for almost 150 
years, signed a treaty of friendship with 
Britain. This treaty allowed the Sabahs 
to run internal affairs but made Britain 
responsible for Kuwait's defense and 
external relations. A 1913 agreement 
between Britain and the Ottoman Em
pire recognized Kuwait 's autonomy 
within the Ottoman Empire. 

In 1922, when the British High 
Commissioner for Iraq, Sir Percy Cox, 
delineated the modern borders of Iraq, 
Kuwait and Saudi Arabia, he gave Ku
wait a coastline of 310 miles, leaving 
Iraq a mere 36 miles. This was because 
the British War Office wanted to limit 
Iraq's influence in the Gulf, then a 
British preserve. Iraq. which became 
independent from Britain in 1932, was 

angered at being deprived of a port on 
the Gulf. 

When the British withdrew from 
Kuwait in 1961, Iraq threatened to in
vade but was dissuaded after Britain 
sent in troops. Partly in return for a 
large payment from Kuwait, Iraq 
dropped its claim in 1963 and ac
knowledged Kuwait's "independence 
and total sovereignty." But the two 
governments did not settle their dispute 
over ownership of the huge, 50-mile
long Rumaila oilfield , which lies be
neath the Iraq-Kuwait border. Most of 
the banana-shaped field, which is still 
estimated to contain 30 billion barrels 
(triple the original size of the Prudhoe 
Bay formation in Alaska), is in Iraq, yet 
over the past decade Kuwait has 
pumped out much more oil than Iraq. 

For Iraqis, the annexation of Kuwait 
settled the issue once and for all. It also 
satisfied their demand for a port on the 
Gulf, enabling them to drop their insis
tence on sharing the Shatt al Arab with 
Iran. But if Saddam Hussein's claim 
were to be upheld, it would open up a 
Pandora's box of disputes over borders 
in the Middle East, let alone in parts of 
Africa and Asia that inherited artificial 
boundaries from colonial powers. 

The modem 
Middle East 
A LTHOUGH OUTSIDERS frequently think 

of the Middle East as constituting a 
distinct region. the tenn only came into 
widespread use after World War II. As 
employed here, the term refers to the 
countries from Libya to Afghanistan, 
inclusive. Historically these lands con
stituted Arab, Persian and Turkish cul
tural zones; today they are divided into 
13 Arab states (containing half of the 
region's population of 262 million), 
two Persian-dominated states (fran and 
Afghanistan), plus Turkey and Israel. 
The largest countries, Egypt, Turkey 
and Iran, with over 50 million people 
each, have strong national identities and 
long histories as separate states. 

By invading Kuwait, a country 4% 
its geographic size with only 2 million 
people, Iraq broke the unwritten rule 
that the boundaries, and indeed the ex
istence, of modern Middle Eastern 

states are no longer subject to question. 
By overthrowing a government, in this 
case the Sabah family, which had ruled 
Kuwait for almost 250 years , Saddam 
Husse in set another dangerous prece
dent. 

Two serious problems threatening 
stability in the region are the lack of 
political legitimacy of most rulers and 
the absence of stable mechanisms for 
orderly succession. In traditional Is
lamic society, legitimacy was bestowed 
by the clerical class, or ulama. But af
ter independence, states were led by 
secular figures such as Gamal Abdul 
Nasser in Egypt, Mohammad Reza 
Shah Pahlavi in Iran and Kemal Ataturk 
in Turkey, who dismissed religion as a 
hindrance to modernization. 

Few present-day Arab leaders were 
chosen in free elections. Some, like 
Saddam Hussein and Syria's Hafez al-
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Assad, seized power in coups. King 
Hu ssein of Jordan, along with the 
leaders of the Gulf states, owe their 
thrones to the British. "That 's the real 
colonial legacy, and it 's one that won't 
go away even if Saddam is put in hi s 
place," according to Middle East ana
lyst Dilip Hiro. 

Most of the leaders have been in 
power a long time and are backed by 
powerful military establishments. As 
the rulers have grown more entrenched, 
the gap between them and their people 
has w iden ed. While governments 
moderni zed their economies after 
World War II , they made no compa
rable efforts to modernize political in
stitutions. 

Winds of change 
The invas ion of Kuwait came on the 
heels of rising demands for democracy 
and greater politi ca l participation 
throughout the Middle East, especially 
in countries like Egypt, Jordan and Al
ger ia, sparked by glasnost (open
ness) in th e Soviet Union. Man y 
Middle Easterners do not want to be left 
out. Their demands focus on political 
and social reforms, including free elec
tions, mUltiparty systems, freedom of 
the press, respect for human rights, and 
economic reforms--especially an end 
to state ownership and control. 

The Iraq i invas ion stimulated the 
debate already in progress. "From Al
geria to Bahrain, public opinion in the 
Arab world is undergoing the most 
troubled soul-searching it has experi 
enced in modem times," writes reporter 
YoussefM. Ibrahim of The New York 
Times. Adds di ss ide nt Iraq i writer 
Samir aI-Khalil: "The Iraqi pillage of 
Kuwait has lifted the lid on the historic 
failure of Arab political culture to deal 
with questions of democracy, citizen
ship, ethnic minorities and, above all, 
the right of individual s, communities 
and states to be separate and different. 
Fissures have opened up that Arab na
tionalist rhetoric had successfully pa
pered over for decades. From now on, it 
is going to be much harder to go on 
living one reality while talking another, 
as Arabs have done for so long." 

One sign of the new political plural
ism is the bid for power by Is lamic 
parties-those led by Muslim funda
mentalists who want to implement Is
lamic law. Islamic candidates did well 
in the relatively free elections held in 
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Jordan in November 1989 and swept 
those in Algeria in June 1990. They 
rode to victory on the vague slogan , 
"Islam is the solution." How they will 
fare once in office is unclear. In Egypt, 
Mubarak calculates that by allowing 
Islamic parties to share power he will 
expose the impracticality of their ideas. 
Should economic conditions improve, 
the appeal of Islamic candidates may 
decline. 

Struggle over resources 
In the Middle East, wealth is distributed 
very unevenly. The huge run-up in the 
price of oil in the 1970s mainly ben
efited Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, Iran and 
Iraq, which together hold 80% of the 
region 's reserves. 

The new oil riches led to major 
shift s of manpower and money 
throughout the Arab world and pro
duced a new Arab social order. The 
great differences in wealth are symbol
ized by Egypt, poor and overpopulated, 
at one end of the sca le , and Saudi 
Arabia, rich and underpopulated, at the 
other. 

Egypt and Jordan and displaced mi
norities such as the Palestinians ben
efited from the bonanza by supplying 
manpower for the sparsely populated, 
oil-rich states. (In the late 1980s, about 
40% of lordan ' s work force was em
ployed in the Gulf region.) Such work 
eased un empl oyment in the hom e 
countries and provided foreign ex
change. Egyptian workers in Iraq, for 
example, sent back an est imated $5 
billion a year. 

When the price of oil decl ined in the 
late 1980s, the oil-producing states 
were still earning adequate profits 
(Saudi oil revenues fe ll from $120 bil
lion in 1981 to $22 billion in 1987), but 
the non-oil-producing states were hard 
hit because workers were laid off and 
their remittances dried up. This helped 
fuel a "politi cs of envy" among poor 
Arabs, who co mplained that their 
brothers did little to assist them. The 
Ku waiti s, who are estimated to have 
over $ 100 billion invested around the 
world, were regarded by poor Arabs, 
especially Palestinians, as arrogant and 
selfish. 

The rapid rise in oil prices since last 
August is now resulting in tremendous 
windfall profits for the oil-producing 
states but increased hardship for the 
expatriate labor since sent home. At the 

time of the Iraqi invasion the price of a 
barrel of crude oil was under $ 18. It 
climbed to over $40 in mid -October 
before falling to around $34 a month 
later. If war does not break out, the 
prospect is for the price to fall further 
since oil supplies may be higher than 
before the crisis began. If Saudi Arabia 
is pumping 8.5 million barrels a day by 
early 199 1, as expected, at the present 
price revenues would be running at an 
annual rate of $105 billion. Before the 
crisis broke, Saudi Arabia expected to 
earn $27 billion in 1990. 

Shifting alignments 
The outcome of the Gulf conflict wi ll 
he lp determine the new shape of the 
Middle East. The key variabl e is 
whether Iraq emerges unscathed or is 
defeated in war. Some other major de
velopments which bear watching are 
Egypt's renewed prominence in the 
Arab world, the recon stitution of 
Lebanon , the reconciliation between 
Iran and Iraq , and th e continuing 
struggle between Palestinians and Is
raelis. 

Iraq's bid for hegemony 
Iraq's invasion of Kuwait marked the 
resumption of Saddam Hussein 's quest 
to dominate the Middle East that had 
been on hold during the Iran-Iraq War. 
President Hussein reckoned that he had 
fought that war on behalf of all Arabs, 
shielding them from the Shiite 
mess iani slfl of Iran 's Khomeini . A 
grateful Arab people , he felt , should 
recognize him as the new "Nasser," the 
undisputed leader of the Arab world 
and leading proponent of pan-Arabism. 
At home, he ruled Iraq wi th an iron fi st, 
relying on the army and a tight circle of 
kinsmen. 

Saddam Hus sei n badly managed 
Iraq' s economy because of his grandi
ose ambitions. The war left him with a 
debt estimated as high as $80 billion, 
half owed to Saudi Arabia, Kuwait and 
the UAE. Had Saddam Hussein reor
dered hi s priorities by cutting back on 
military expenditures and investing in 
light industries, Iraq would have had a 
promi sing future, notes Iraq ex pert 
Phebe Marr. Instead he counted on high 
oil prices and when these collapsed in 
the first half of 1990, he was desperate 
for money. 

Kuwait not only refused to forgive 
the debt ; in the view of Baghdad (the 
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Iraqi capital), it deliberately flooded the 
oil market in violation of production 
quotas agreed to by the major oil pro
ducers, which depressed the price and 
hurt Iraq. In February and July 1990, 
President Hussein demanded money 
from the Gulf states but was turned 
down . In July, Kuwait did lower its oil 
production in response to Iraqi intimi
dation, but its move came too late to 
forestall the invasion. 

Saddam Hussein evidently regarded 
the capture of Kuwait as a low-risk ad
venture that its Arab neighbors would 
be powerless to reverse. Iraq's anny of 
I million, by far the largest in the re
gion (Kuwait had an army of 20,000), 
was battIe-tested and well-armed. 
President Hussein may also have be
lieved that the international community, 
including the U.S. and the U.S.S .R., 
would not intervene. 

Lebanon's future 
The crisis in the Gulf has already af
fected Arab politics farther afield, in 
Lebanon. Syria has reestablished its 
authority there with the West ' s bless
ing, and restored peace, if temporarily. 
Last October, the Syrian army ended 
the rebellion of Christian hard-liner 
Gen. Michel Aoun (who was backed by 
Saddam Hussein) and reestablished the 
authority of Lebanese President Elias 
Hrawi. By late November, Hrawi had 
expelled from Beirut the mi litias who 
had been battling one another since the 
Lebanese civil war began in 1975. 

Hrawi's government will now at
tempt to implement the accord reached 
in Taif, Saudi Arabia, in September 
1989 by members of the Lebanese par
liament. The Taif accord grants a 
greater political role to Muslims at the 
expense of Christians, which most ob
servers believe is long overdue. Al
though peace has been restored to 
Lebanon for the time being, Lebanese 
are unhappy that their country has be
come in effect a satellite of Syria, with 
Israel occupying the southern border 
area. 

Iran-Iraq reconciliation? 
The 1988 cease-fire in the Gulf war did 
not lead to real peace between the an
tagonists. It therefore came as a surprise 
to Iran last August when Iraq agreed to 
all Iranian peace terms , including 
shared sovereignty over the Shatt al 
Arab. Why had they fought the war? As 
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Middle East Profile 
GNP 

Population Annua! Pop. % Urban 
SSt capito 
( .5. dOllars, 

(mil!ioos, 1990) Grovvth Rote, % PopuloHon 19881 

Afghanistan 15.9 2.6 18 n.a. 

Bahrain 0.5 2.3 8 1 6,6 10 

Egypt 54.7 2.9 45 650 

Iran 55.6 3.6 54 n.3. 

Iraq 18.8 3.9 68 o.a. 

Israel 5.2 1.6 89 8,650 

Jordan 4. 1 3.5 64 1,500 

Kuwait 2.1 2.5 94 13,680 

Lebanon 3.3 2.1 80 n.3. 

Libya 4.2 3.1 76 5,410 

Oman 1.5 3.3 9 5,070 

Qatar 0.5 2.3 88 11 ,610 

Saudi Arabia 15.0 3.4 73 6,170 

Syria 12.6 3.8 50 1,670 

Turkey 56.7 2.1 53 1,280 

United Arab Emirates 1.6 1.9 81 15 ,720 

Yemen 9.8 3.5 30 540 

'l'eaII' , ,·' .·'el·:,·:" • .•. :' ..•. ~:5.~.'·::!-"", 

U.S. 251.4 

Source: Population Reference Bureau 

The Economist (London) magazine 
commented, "This was a war that 
should never have been fought. .. neither 
side gained a thing, except the saving of 
its own regime. And neither regime was 
worth the sacrifice." 

How could the two governments 
appear to bury their differences? De
spite historical animosity between Arab 
and Persian, and tension between Iraq ' s 
secular, Sunni government and Iran's 
Shiite theocracy, the countries share 
some common interests. One is main
taining a high oi l price: both are badly 
in need of money for reconstruction. 
They want foreign forces removed from 
the Gulf. Both detest the House of Saud 
and contend it is not properly protecting 
the Islamic shrines. However, Iran re
fused to recognize iraq's annexation of 
Kuwait (even though Iranians have 
little sympathy for the Kuwaiti royal 
family), and supported the UN sanc
tions. It thereby has gained Western 
goodwill and improved its chances for 
Western assistance, such as World 
Bank loans, in rebuilding the country. It 

0.8 74 19,780 

also solidified its alliance with Syria, • 
whose long-term interests, like those of 
Iran, call for a weak Iraq. 

The new influentials 
If Iraq is humbled, Egypt will likely 
emerge as one of the winners in this 
conflict. By orchestrating the Arab 
League vote to send troops to defend 
Saudi Arabia , Mubarak secured the 
gratitude of the Gulf states. In the fu
ture, Egypt is likely to win increased 
financia l support from Saudi Arabia. 
Mubarak also cemented his position as 
the leading Arab moderate in the eyes 
of the West. Before the Iraqi action, 
Mubarak was in a serious dilemma: a 
settlement of the Palestinian question 
was crucial to his credibility, yet none 
was in sight. He may now expect the 
U.S. to increase pressure on Israel to 
get the peace process going again. 

Saudi Arabia surprised outsiders by 
its vigorous stand against Iraq. Ac
cording to a senior Saudi official, "This 
crisis has shaken the country. We don't 
give a damn anymore about Arab unity, 
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which never existed anyway. You are worked there. Above all, Jordan re- unless there is a dramatic shift in Israeli 
going to see us defend ourselves." garded Iraq as its protector against public opinion. 

Yet a war could risk destruction of Israel. The king ' s opposition to outside The crisis in Kuwait temporarily 
the country. A debate is under way in military intervention in Arab affairs and distracted world attention from the 
Saudi Arabia, as in the U.S., over the his defiance of the UN embargo gener- intifada , or uprising of Palestinians 
merits of attacking Iraq. Younger Sau- ated strong public support at home, against Israeli rule that erupted in De-
dis appear more inclined to war than especially among Palestinians, who cember 1987. But on October 8,1990, 
older Saudis, who "do not want to risk make up over half of lordan's popula- the worst violence since the 1967 war 
it all because they know what it is like tion. The crisis over Kuwait, paradox i- erupted in Jerusalem. At least 17 Pal-
to have nothing, and they are proud of cally, has increased his popularity at estinians were killed in an incident near 
what they have built in this desert home. Al Aksa Mosque, one of Islam's holiest 
landscape. They will not make a deci- Criticizing the U.S. and its allies, the sites, and the Wailing Wall, sacred to 
sion to go to war lightly," according to king said in November, "their actual Jews. Pressure reportedly is rising 
an Arabic-speaking West European goals stem from their desire to control among Palestinians under Israeli occu-
diplomat. our destiny and the Arab nations' re- pation to take up arms to protect them-

In the short term, the House of Saud, sources." selves, something they have not done so 
by calling on the U.S. for help, assured 

.. . and the Palestinians 
far. 

itself continued control of its kingdom. As long as world attention is focused 
But the presence of U.S. troops may Many Palestinians, despairing that the on the Gulf, a solution to the plight of 
weaken the legitimacy of the regime 24-year Israeli occupation of the West the Palestinians appears remote. But a 
and revive anti-Western feeling among Bank and Gaza Strip will never end, settlement of the Kuwait conflict would 
Arabs. regard Saddam Hussein as a potential be likely to affect a sett lement of the 

Syria has taken advantage of the savior. They note bitterly that while the Palestinian question. 
crisis to playa more prominent role in U.S. was quick to call for the evacua-

Israel Arab politics and improve its relations tion ofIraqi troops from Kuwait, there 
with the West, which have long been has never been a corresponding demand Israel has kept a low profile during the 
strained by Syrian support for terrorist for Israel to withdraw from the West Gulf conflict. Yet Israelis feel an acute 
groups. Syria also needed to end its re- Bank and Gaza. sense of vulnerability, particularly in 
gional isolation, made worse by the re- The PLO, by refusing to openly light of Saddam Hussein's threats to 
duction of Soviet support. For sending condemn Iraq, has alienated the main retaliate with chemical weapons if Is-
troops to defend the Saudis, Syrian sources of its financial support. Over rael attacks Iraq. Israel had long 
President Assad has already had a pay- the last decade Saudi Arabia, Kuwait counted on Jordan to act as a buffer 
off: a free hand in Lebanon. He also has and the UAE are estimated to have between it and Iraq, and the virtual al-
had the personal satisfaction of seeing contributed several billion dollars to the liance of the two Arab countries was a 
Saddam Hussein, his old enemy and PLO-both to assist the Palestinian serious blow. Israel has reportedly 
rival for pan-Arab leadership, the butt cause and to keep the PLO from stirring counseled the U.S. to attack Iraq, de-
of Western anger. He hopes for in- up trouble in the conservative Gulf stroy its chemical weapons plants and 
creased financial aid from the Gulf monarchies. The Palestinians have also nuclear facilities and remove Saddam 
monarchs and increased U.S. pressure lost their main champion and interme- Hussein from power. It fears a negoti-
on Israel to give up the Golan Heights, diary with the West, Egyptian President ated sett lement that would leave Presi-
which it occupied in 1967. Mubarak. dent Hussein as the superman of the 

Syria's participation in the U.S.-led Finally, they have lost the sympathy Gulf. 
alliance against Iraq is not considered of many in the U.S. and Israel who Israel's relations with the U.S. have 
as dependable as Egypt's. The idea of wanted to bring the PLO into the peace had their ups and downs since March 
being an "ally" of the U.S. runs counter process. Because PLO chairman Yasir 1990, when a U.S.-backed plan for ne-
to long-term Syrian criticism of U.S. Arafat refused to denounce a failed raid gotiations between Palestinians and the 
and Israeli policies. on Israeli beaches by an Iraqi-backed Israeli government fell apart. The talks 

The losers: Jordan ... 
PLO faction in May 1990, the U.S. foundered on procedural issues and-
broke off the dialogue it had carried on many believe-stalling by Prime Min-

Regardless of the outcome of the inva- with him since December 1988. ister Yitzhak Shamir. A chronic stick-
sion of Kuwait, Jordan's international Most Palestinians consider the PLO ing point is how to select Palestinian 
standing-and its economy-has been their legitimate voice, and most gov- representatives for the peace talks. 
hurt badly by King Hussein's decision ernments accept it as such. It therefore The long sta lemate in the peace 
to cast his lot with Saddam Hussein. seems improbable that a peace settle- process is partly attributable to domes-
Egypt and Saudi Arabia feel betrayed ment can be achieved without PLO tic political divisions in Israel. From 
by the king's stand. The Saudis have participation. Whether it will still be led 1984 until March 1990, a "national 
cut off oil exports and ended their sub- by Arafat is uncertain: Arafat himself unity" coalition government, alternately 
sidy of the Jordanian economy. has been counted out many times, but headed by Shamir of the Likud coali-

King Hussein may have felt he had he is a survivor. What Palestinians tion and Shimon Peres of the Labor 
no choice. Iraq was supplying most of desperately want, however-a state of party, governed Israel. During this time 
Jordan's oil, and many Jordanians their own-they are not likely to get the government, and the electorate, was 
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split almost down the middle on 
whether to make territorial concessions 
to the Palestinians in exchange for 
peace. 

Last June, Shamir put together a 
new coalition government in which re
ligious and right-wing parties hold the 
balance of power. Shamir has laid down 
conditions for negotiations that the 
Palestinians are unlikely to accept, such 
as excluding the PLO from the talks 
and ruling out eventual statehood for 
the territories. He has also been am
bivalent about whether or not to settle 
Soviet Jews, over 180,000 of whom 
were expected to immigrate in 1990, in 
the occupied territories. (Some 400,000 
more are expected in 1991.) After the 
Iraqi invasion, the peace camp in Israel 
lost most of its followers. 

MIDDLE EAST 

Subsequent to the Iraqi attack, the 
Bush Administration eased pressure on 
the Likud government to make conces
sions to the Palestinians. To bolster 
Israel ' s defenses, the U.S. will provide 
$700 million in arms. Israel would like 
the U.S. to wipe out its $4.6 billion 
military debt. (The U.S. recently wrote 
off Egypt's military debt of $6.7 bil
lion.) Shamir said in November that his 
priority was peace with neighboring 
Arab states , not negotiations with the 
Palestinians. 

ANTI-U.S. JORDANIAN demonstrators carry poster of Sad dam Hussein. 

After the Al Aksa incident, bilateral 
relations deteriorated, with Bush criti
cizing Israel for not acting "with more 

restraint." The U.S. , which supported 
two Security Council resolutions criti
cal of the Jewish state, was further irri
tated when Israel ruled out receiving a 
UN delegation to investigate the Al 

Policies for the future 
SINCE WORLD WAR II, access to oil 

has been a critical U.S. interest in 
the Middle East. But the U.S. did not 
commit its own forces to the Gulf's 
defense until fairly recently. British 
troops had guaranteed Gulf security 
until their voluntary withdrawal in 
1971 ; afterward, the U.S. depended on 
Iran and Saudi Arabia to safeguard 
Western interests . This policy, how
ever, was heavily dependent upon the 
U.S. maintaining close ties with the 
shah of Iran. The shah's overthrow in 
January 1979 created a power vacuum 
in the Gulf. 

When Soviet troops marched into 
Afghanistan in December 1979, the 
U.S. feared they would try to use it as a 
springboard to a warmwater port on the 

Gulf. In January 1980, President Jimmy 
Carter warned the Soviets that "an at
tempt by any outside force to gain 
control of the Persian Gulf region ... will 
be repelled by the use of any means 
necessary, including military force ." 
The so-called Carter Doctrine was 
backed by the formation of the Rapid 
Deployment Force (later renamed the 
Central Command), meant to respond 
to threats in the Gulf. 

Iran-Iraq War 
The major threat to stability in the Gulf, 
it turned out, came not from the Rus
sians but from the conflict between Iran 
and Iraq. The main U.S. interest then 
became protecting Saudi Arabia and the 
Gulf states from an Iranian attack or 

Aksa incident. Israel feared the probe 
would undermine its claim (never ac
cepted by the U.S. or the UN) to 
sovereignty over the entire city of 
Jerusalem. 

internal subversion. (U.S. relations with 
Iran had plummeted after the overthrow 
of the shah in January 1979 and the 
detention of U.S. hostages there from 
November 1979 until January 1981.) 
The U.S. declared itself neutral in the 
war but in reality it tilted toward Iraq, 
with which it restored diplomatic rela
tions in November 1984 after a 17-year 
hiatus. 

To end the stalemate in the war and 
increase pressure on Iran, Iraq initiated 
a tanker war in which over 500 ships, 
most from neutral nations, were at
tacked. In order to protect oil exports 
against Iranian attack and assure free
dom of navigation, the Reagan Admin
istration sent an armada to the Gulf in 
July 1987. The U.S. "reflagged," or 
transferred to U.S. registry , some Ku
waiti oil tankers and escorted them 
through the Gulf. By sending in its 
Navy, the U.S. gained credibility as a 
reliable friend of the Gulf Arabs and 
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quietly increased its defense ties with 
them. It also exposed its own forces to 
danger: an accidental strike by Iraqi 
aircraft on the U.S.S. Stark in May 
1987 killed 37 American sailors. 

Dealing with Iran 
The U.S., like the Soviet Union, has 
always regarded Iran as a greater stra
tegic prize than Iraq. When President 
Bush took office he signaled a desire 
for better relations, saying in his inau
gural address that "goodwill begets 
goodwill." The Administration says it 
bears no hostility to Iran, but it will not 
consider resuming relations until Iran 
ceases support for international terror
ism and helps to get American hostages 
in Lebanon released. Until then , U.S. 
economic sanctions, which ban nearly 
all bilateral trade, will remain in place. 

Progress on the hostage issue was 
stymied by civil war in Lebanon and 
the turmoil in Iran's domestic politics 
after the death of Khomeini. But in 
April 1990, Iran used its influence to 
help gain the release of two American 
hostages held in Lebanon, leading Bush 
to express thanks. The consolidation of 
Syrian military authority over most of 
Lebanon and the truce reached last 
November between the two main Shiite 
militias-the mainstream Amal and the 
more radical Party of God, or 
Hezbollah- may increase chances for a 
hostage release. After the Iraqi invasion 
of Kuwait the U.S. appealed to Iran to 
observe the UN boycott , and Iran 
promised to do so. Both Bush and Ira
nian President Ali-Akbar Hashemi 
Rafsanjani appear to be trying to set the 
stage for better relations, but public 
opinion in each country does not seem 
quite ready. 

Dealing with Iraq 
In 1984, Iraq used mustard and nerve gas 
against Iranian troops, and in 1988 it 
employed poison gas against its own 
Kurdish civilians. Iraq has also been a 
notorious human-rights abuser: in Feb
ruary 1990, the State Department char
acterized Iraq 's record as "abysmal ," 
noting the repression of political oppo
sition, the use of torture and the lack of 
freedom of the press, speech, assembly 
and association. In addition, Iraq was 
believed to be building nuclear weapons. 

Despite strong congressional pres
sure to do so, the U.S. government re
frained from imposing sanctions against 
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Iraq, citing the importance of U.S. oil 
imports and grain exports. After Iraq's 
invasion of Kuwait, the Administration 
was severely criticized for appeasing 
Saddam Hussein. "We were so desper
ate to believe we could convert him that 
we were taken completel y in ," com
plained Senator Alfonse M. D' Amato 
(R-N.Y.). 

Return to the Gulf 
President Bush responded to Iraq 's ag
gression by embargoing U.S. trade and 
freezing Iraqi and Kuwaiti assets in this 
country . In announcing the dispatch of 
U.S. forces to Saudi Arabia on August 
8, Bush declared that "a line has been 
drawn in the sand" to forestall an Iraqi 
invasion of Saudi Arabia. The President 
risked his political future by taking such 
a high-profile approach. "Our jobs, our 
way of life, our own freedom and the 
freedom of friendly countries around 
the world would all suffer if control of 
the world's great oil reserves fell into 
the hands of Saddam Hu ssein," Bush 
told Pentagon employees on August 15. 
At that time he staked the success of his 
policy on an embargo; by late faU many 
feared it would not work. 

Of the troops, Bush said in August, 
"hopefully , they will not be needed 
long." Although patrioti sm was high 
among U.S. soldiers, they were suffer
ing in the 120°F heat and wanted to go 
home. Military commanders feared 
they would lose their fighting edge if 
left in the desert too long. Everyone 
remembered what had happen ed in 
Beirut, Lebanon: a U.S. Marine con
tingent sent there in 1982 to evacuate 
PLO fighters had stayed on as part of a 
peacekeeping force. In October 1983, 
terrorists blew up the Marine barracks, 
killing 241 Americans, and the contin
gent was recalled . Troops and com
manders were also mindful of the ex
perience of Vietnam, where public op
position to the war led to a bittersweet 
homecoming for many veterans. 

By December, the troops were be
coming impatient and their families in 
the U.S. were increasingly apprehen
sive that military action might be im
minent. And famili es of the nea rly 
1,000 Americans who were trapped in 
Iraq and Kuwait were anxious for their 
release. A defensive force was be ing 
transfonned into an offensive one. How 
long could so ldiers remain without 
waging war or going home? 

Policies for a new era 

As the first major regional crisis since 
the end of the cold war unfolded, it 
quickly became c lea r that the U.S. 
alone had the military might, and the 
will to use it. when the world's oil re
serves were threatened. Europe, Japan 
and even the Soviet Union looked to the 
U.S. for leadership. 

The publication in early 1988 of The 
Rise and Fall of the Great Powers: 
Economic Change and Military Con
f1ictfrom 1500 to 2000 by Yale histo
rian Paul Kennedy had spurred a wide
ranging debate about the U.S. role in 
world affairs. The lesson in it for 
policymakers was that due to an im
balance between economic resources 
and military commitments, the U.S. had 
entered a period of relative decline. 

The U.S. intervention in the Persian 
Gulf, some maintained, had proven 
Kennedy wrong. "The Gulf crisis, 
which has pointed up West Germany 's 
and Japan 's one-dimensional power, 
shows that the declinists have greatly 
exaggerated the rise of these countries, 
and have underestimated U.S. strength 
in hard military and soft coalition
building power resources," according to 
Joseph S. Nye Jr. , director of the Center 
for International Affairs at Harvard 
University. 

Debate on goals 
There was widespread confusion about 
U.S. objectives. Bush's major stated 
policy goal- the protection of Saudi 
Arabia against attack-was achieved, at 
least temporarily, early on. In explain
ing his actions, Bush compared Saddarn 
Hussein to Adolf Hitler and emphasized 
the dangers of appeasement. Standing 
up to aggression was a goal many 
Americans could embrace. Bush sought 
to downplay the idea that oil was a key 
reason for the U.S. intervention. In 
early November he declared, "The fight 
isn 't about oil. The fight is about naked 
aggression that will not stand. " But 
later Secretary of State Baker said the 
main reason the U.S. was in Saudi 
Arabia was to protect American jobs. 
He said, "we cannot permit a dictator 
such as this to sit astride that economic 
life line ," referring to the region 's oil 
resources. 

Many Americans remained uneasy. 
Obviously U.S. forces were not being 
sent to safeguard democracy, a frequent 



justification for intervention during the 
cold war, and certainly oil was a factor. 
"Laid bare, American policy in the Gulf 
comes down to this: troops have been 
sent to retain control of oil in the hands 
of a pro-American Saudi Arabia, so 
prices will remain low," wrote Thomas 
L. Friedman, diplomatic correspondent 
of The New York Times. 

The critics 
Criticism of the President's actions 
came initially from the fringes of the 
political spectrum but has now broad
ened. Although the immediate issue is 
policy in the Persian Gulf, the larger 
question is the U.S. role in the world 
after the cold war. 

The debate has split the right wing 
of the Republican party. One faction, 
represented by syndicated columnist 
Patrick 1. Buchanan , displays isola
tionist sentiments reminiscent of the 
period before World War II. This group 
believes that U.S. vital interests are not 
threatened by Iraq, and with commu
nism dead the U.S. should not interfere 
with foreign governments. Others, 
dubbed neoconservatives, want the U.S. 
to act as a global leader for democracy. 
Columnist William Safire of The New 
York Times, for example, has pressed 
for a U.S. military strike against Iraq to 
head off more trouble in the future. 

Some liberals are uneasy wi th U.S. 
military intervention abroad, particU
larly on behalf of autocratic regimes 
such as Saudi Arabia and Kuwait. They 

MIDDLE EAST 

also question why the U.S. should risk 
the lives of its so ldi ers to secure 
cheaper gasoline. George S. McGovern, 
the Democratic presidential nominee in 
1972, urges a negot iated solution, re
minding Americans that "all wars 
eventually end at the conference table." 
He also points out that "there is no 
challenge in the Persian Gulf that is as 
serious for America as our fi scal and 
economic crisis at home .. .. " 

War or peace? 
At presstime, the Administration was 
speed in g up the timetable for the 
conflict's resolution. Was it wise to do 
so? What should be U.S. aims? Should 
the U.S. insist on an Iraqi withdrawal 
from all of Ku wait? Or ' COUld Iraq be 
all owed to retain some oi l wells and 
territory on the Gulf in exchange for 
getting out? Should the U.S. take the 
war to Iraq, ousting Saddam Hussein 
from power? Or could he be success
fully contained by a future regional se
curity alliance? 

As the possibility of war increased, 
more Americans were taking a stand for 
or against war. The National Council of 
Churches, which speaks for mainline 
Christians, strongly criticized the 
Administration's policy and called for 
the immediate withdrawal of most U.S. 
forces from the Gulf. In contrast, ex
ecutives of the Council of Jewish Fed
erations backed Bush 's policy, while 
opposing his plan to sell advanced anms 
to Saudi Arabia. Those favoring U.S. 

military action, such as Richard N. 
Perle, assistant secretary of defense in 
the Reagan Administration, argued for 
an attack, saying that it was dangerous 
to sett le for a political solution. Unless 
Saddam Hu ssein were forced out of 
Kuwait and removed from power, and 
Iraq' s chemical and nuclear weapons 
facilities dismantled, Hussein wou ld 
remain a threat to other nations, espe
cially Israel. And if he remained, those 
Arab leaders who stood against him 
might be in mortal danger. He will in
timidate Saudi Arabia and playa major 
role in setting oil prices, to the detri
ment of Western interests. This would 
affect the world's economy, leading to 
inflation and unemployment in the in
dustrial world and mounting debts for 
developing countries unable to pay for 
oil. 

The case against war 
Others argue that that there is no U.S. 
interest in the Gulf worth dying for. 
They say that as the sanctions become 
more effective, the probability increases 
of Saddam Hussein being toppled by 
internal opposition. In the meantime, 
some analysts, such as Zb igniew 
Brzezinski, President Carter's national 
security adviser, believe it is important 
to leave Saddam Hussein with a way 
out: "The attempt should be to squeeze 
but not to strangle Iraq." 

Administration critics note that the 
U.S. has ignored other cases of inter
national aggression (for examp le, 
Turkey' s invasion of Cyprus) and can 
hardly be said to be defending democ
racy in Kuwait. They also question the 
need to safeguard control of oi l re
sources. While a takeover of Saudi 
Arabia would give Pres ident Hussein 
control of over 40% of world oil re
serves, he would st ill control less than 
16% of world production, according to 
The Cato Institute, a libertarian public 
policy research group in Washington, 
D.C. And the U.S. could live with that. 

The actual course a war would take 
is unpredictable. Most take for granted 
a U.S. victory, but it would be a costly 
one. Any war would be primarily a U.S. 
operation and would surely lead to 
thousands of American casualties. A 
short, decisive clash that reli ed on 
massive air strikes would be preferable, 
but there is widespread agreement that 
a land engagement cannot be avoided. 

Iraq 's army, battle-tested and fight-
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ing on home ground, could be tenacious 
in defense of its homeland, and it would 
probably employ chemical weapons. 
Iraq would likely seek to bring Israel 
into the war, which would pose dilem
mas for alliance partners such as Syria 
who would be forced to choose whether 
to fight against Iraq or against Israel. 
The vital oil installations the U.S . seeks 
to protect might be destroyed. 

A decisive defeat of Iraq might not 
even be "in the interest of the long-lenn 
balance of power in this region," ac
cording to General H. Norman 
Schwarzkopf, commander of U.S. 
forces in the Gulf. There would cer
tainly be massive damage to Iraq's in
frastructure and large-scale civilian ca
sualties. A U.S. war against an Arab 
state would swell anti-Western senti
ment and probably endanger Arab 
leaders now friendly with the U.S. It 
could lead to increased terrorism 
against U.S. interests in the Middle East 
and abroad and would probably give 
the Islamic revival a major boost. 

And who would replace Saddam 
Hussein as leader of Iraq? He has 
eliminated any vestige of opposition 
and other members of his ruling circle 
might be almost as bad. 

Role of Congress 
Bush's decision to deploy abroad the 
largest ground force since the Vietnam 
War was taken while Congress was on 
summer recess. After the November 
elections , Bush ordered another 
150,000 or more troops to the Gulf, 
again without consulting Congress. 

Congressional uneasiness grew as 
war seemed increasingly inevitable. 
Senator Richard G . Lugar (R-Ind.) 
cautioned that Bush "has set the U.S. on 
a collision course" with Iraq. A New 
York Times editorial urged Bush not to 
go to war on his own authority, re
minding him that a refusal to consult 
Congress had robbed his predecessors 
of popular support for war policy
Truman on Korea, Johnson on Viet
nam, and Nixon on Cambodia. 

The Constitution accords Congress 
the power to declare war, yet Bush re
served the right to attack without ad
vance consultations. Like his predeces
sors , he refused to invoke the War 
Powers Resolution of 1973, which was 
enacted in order to circumscribe the 
President's power to make war. Under 
this resolution, the President is required 
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to inform Congress within 48 hours of 
introducing troops into a situation of 
"imminent hostilities" abroad. He must 
withdraw them within 60 to 90 days 
unless Congress declares war or autho
rizes the troops to stay longer. Sup
porters say the resolution can prevent 
the President from initiating an unde
clared war; opponents say it danger
ously ties the President's hands. With 
the new crisis in the Gulf, there were 
renewed demands to put more teeth into 
congressional war powers. 

Congressional leaders underscored 
that they expected U.S. allies, espe
cially Germany and Japan, to share the 
burden, financial if not military. The 
U.S. hoped to/raise about $22 billion to 
pay for the Gulf crisis, with $8 billion 
contributed by Saudi Arabia, $4 billion 
by Kuwait, $4 billion by Japan, $2 bil
lion by the European Community and 
$2 billion by Germany. In addition, the 
World Bank and the International 
Monetary Fund were expected to lend 
$2 billion to those countries hardest hit 
economically by the boycott. 

The unity of the U.S. a llies was 
gratifying to the Administration, al
though it had to mount a major lobby
ing campaign to gain the UN Security 
Council's approval of the use of force . 

The Soviet role 
Because of superpower detente, the 
Gulf conflict is much less threatening 
than il wou ld have been a few years 
ago, when the Soviets might have been 
expected to back Iraqi objectives. But 
the Soviet response was entirely in tune 
with the new directions in Soviet for
eign policy since Gorbachev's acces
sion to power in March 1985. 

Important features of the new diplo
macy are a Soviet move toward nor
malization of ties with Israel and the 
resumption of ties with Saudi Arabia, 
decreased support for radical Arab 
states such as Syria and Libya, and a 
bid to improve relations with Iran. The 
Soviet abandonment of an old a ll y, 
Iraq, has not been without cost: Iraq 
was a large market for Soviet anTIS. 

For the U.S., Soviet support of its 
objectives and cooperation in the UN 
Security Council have not come cost
free. The Soviets won an important 
concession, that is, U.S. acceptance of 
the U.S.S.R. as a legitimate power in 
the region and a potential player in the 
Middle East peace process. The Middle 

East is the "backyard" in which the 
Soviet Union seeks to prevent instabil
ity and ethnic str ife from spreading to 
its own republics . 

The Soviets acquiesced in the huge 
U.S. military buildup in the Gulf on the 
understanding that U.S. forces would be 
withdrawn when the crisis was over. 
But they were uneasy at the conse
quences of a military solution, and 
urged the U.S. to follow a diplomatic, 
nOl military, course. The overriding 
reason for Soviet support of the U.S. 
initiative is Gorbachev's concern that 
nothing interfere with badly needed 
U.S. economic aid. 

The UN 
The key role of the UN in responding to 
the Gulf crisis may be a harbinger of 
how international conflicts will be re
solved in a post-cold-war world. The 
UN is now playing the peacekeeping 
role its founders had intended but that it 
had been largely prevented from carry
ing out due to Soviet-American rivalry 
in the post-World War II period. 

Since the crisis broke, there has been 
unprecedented unanimity in the Secu
rity Council, whose permanent mem
bers are the U.S., the U.S.S.R., Britain, 
China and France. This has led to a se
ries of resolutions against Iraq, declar
ing its annexation of Kuwait «null and 
void," demanding immediate and un
conditional withdrawal, imposing eco
nomic sanctions, and instituting an 
embargo on air and naval traffic to Iraq. 

Bush was careful to get UN approval 
before enforcing the naval blockade. In 
the future, if the Security Counci l is 
divided over military action, should the 
U.S. defer 10 the UN or proceed on its 
own? 

Regarding Israel, shou ld the U.S . 
agree to a greater role for the UN in 
resolving the Palestinian problem, per
haps by supporting a UN force in the 
occupied territories or a UN peace 
conference? 

Long-range issues 
The conflict in the Gulf challenges U.S. 
policymakers to reconsider short- and 
long-term goals in the Middle East. One 
interest is to remain friendly with 
moderate Arab governments. Any 
military confrontation in which Ameri
can soldiers kill Arabs, or that is inter
preted as threatening to Islam, might 
inflame popular opinion and endanger 
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moderate, pro-Western Arab leaders. 
Another interest is to assure Israel's 

survival. Yet during the Gulf crisis the 
U.S. sought to distance itself from Is
rael to avoid alienating America's Arab 
partners. 

An argument could be made that 
U.S. interests now lie more with mod
erate Arab states than with Israel. If oil 
is the key interest, so must be keeping 
on good terms with its producers such 
as Saudi Arabia. Egyptian President 
Mubarak's leadership in lining up Arab 
support for collective action against 
Iraq also has marked him as a valuable 
U.S. regional ally. 

Many Arab leaders are likely to 
press in the future for a settlement of 
the Palestinian problem. What this boils 
down to is a request for the U.S. to 
pressure Israel. Should the Bush Ad
ministration oblige? Even if it is so in
clined, it will be difficult to convince 
Israel unless there is a shift in public 
opinion in that country, which at 
present seems unlikely. 

A package deal? 
The Bush Administration at first re
sisted the idea of linking a settlement of 
the Palestinian and Gulf conflicts , 
though it has acknowledged their in
terdependence. In the eyes of the Arab 
masses, the issues are joined. Saddam 
Hussein, in his "peace plan" of last 
August 12, suggested tying an Iraqi 
withdrawal from Kuwait to an Israeli 
withdrawal from the West Bank and 
Gaza. At the UN on September 24, 
French President Fran~ois Mitterrand 
suggested that an Iraqi pullout could 
lead to the solution of other regional 
disputes, such as the Palestinian ques
tion and the Lebanese conflict. 

Security structure 
When the current crisis is defused, U.S. 
policymakers will have to turn to the 
question of how the future security of 
the Gulf can be assured. Arab govern
ments , particularly the oil-producing 
Gulf states, may find it necessary to 
have a long-term U.S. military presence 
there. Should the U.S. insist on bases as 
the price for its protection? Should it 
demand that Arab states recognize 
Israel? 

Another issue is whether the U.S. 
should insist governments do more to 
promote pluralism and democracy. 
According to Egyptian sociologist Saad 
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Eddin Ibrahim, if Americans are "going 
to continue to have a benign role in the 
region, they have to encourage democ
ratization and lobby for it with the re
gimes they helped protect and save." If 
Kuwait is freed, an immediate question 
is whether the U.S. should agree to the 
reinstatement of the Sabah family or 
whether to press for free elections. But 
if the U.S. promotes democracy, it must 
be prepared to accept popular expres
sions of anti-Americanism and Islamic 
fundamentalism , as in Jordan. 

Weapons proliferation 
Related to the question of a new secu
rity structure is the issue of the prolif
eration of weapons of mass destruction, 
including chemical, biological and 
nuclear. Western experts estimate, for 
example, that if not stopped, Iraq will 
be able to deploy nuclear warheads in 
five to ten years. To get countries to go 
along with limitations, their security 
needs mu s t be addressed. Without 
progress on limiting such weapons, the 
next war in the Middle East may be far 
more lethal than any to date. What steps 
should the U.S. take to prevent this 
grim prospect? 

There is also the question of massive 
conventional anns sales to the region. 
Over the past eight years, according to 
the Congressional Research Service, 
Saudi Arabia and Iraq were the world's 
top military purchasers, each spending 
close to $50 billion for armaments and 
facilities. And this was before the cur
rent crisis. 

The Administration has proposed a 
$26 billion arms package for Saudi 
Arabia and other countries threatened 
by Saddam Hussein, part of which was 
approved by Congress in the fall of 
1990. The Administration held off pro
posing another $14 billion worth of 
aircraft, tanks and missiles until the 
new Congress convened in January. 
Some in Congress opposed the arms 
deals on the grounds the weapons could 
be eventually used against Israel or fall 
into hostile hands-as did top-of-the
line U.S. antitank and antiaircraft mis
siles Iraq seized from Kuwait. 

U.S. policy options 
01. Use military power, if necessary, 
to force Iraq's withdrawal from 
Kuwait. 

Pro: The U.S. as a global leader has 
the responsibility to maintain world 

peace, with or without th~ backing of 
the other members of the UN Security 
Council. 

Con: The U.S. has no interests in the 
Gulf that are worth dying for. It should 
rely on Arab states 10 maintain regional 
security , and it should accede to the 
wishes of the majority in the UN Secu
rity Council. 
02. Destroy Iraq's nuclear and 
chemical weapons facilities. 

Pro: If Iraq 's capability to wage 
chemical war and eventually nuclear 
war is not destroyed now, Iraq will pose 
a much graver threat to world peace in 
the future. 

Con: If Iraq's security needs are 
addressed, Baghdad will be willing to 
negotiate limitations. 
o 3. Obtain congressional approval 
before committing American forces 
to war. 

Pro: The Constitution gives Con
gress the power to declare war. The 
War Powers Resolution also requires 
the President to consult Congress be
fore exposing U.S. troops to imminent 
hostilities. 

Con: The President is the com
mander in chief and must decide when 
it is necessary to use force to protect 
U.S. national interests. Furthennore, the 
constitutionality of the War Powers 
Resolution has not been established. 
o 4. Reduce or withdraw U.S. forces 
from Saudi Arabia now. 

Pro: The U.S . has succeeded in 
protecting Saudi Arabia and it should 
not start a war with Iraq. 

Con: A troop withdrawal would 
only heighten Iraqi intransigence and 
could endanger U.S. credibility in the 
Middle East and elsewhere. 

* * * 
One of th e Arab world's most 

prominent commentators on interna
tional affairs, Egyptian Muhammad 
Heikal , recently reflected that he had 
"never seen the Arab world more di
vided than it is now. There is much 
emotion and little clarity. The old order 
does not want to die and the future is 
refusing to be born." The Iraqi invasion 
has marked a turning point for Arab 
politics. It may have done the same for 
U.S. foreign policy in the post-cold-war 
world. 
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DISCUSSION 
QUESTIONS 

head in the sand ," remarked Senator 
Edward Kennedy (D-Mass.). Should 
Congress have more say in foreign 
policymaking decisions that could lead 
the country into war? 

izalion a condition for U.S . political or 
economic support for governments in 
the Middle East? 

6. Did you approve of the Bush 
Administration's sending troops to the 
Gulf last August? Do you still approve 
of stationing them there? Do you think 
that , given more time, the sanctions 
would work, or do you believe Iraq 
could evade them? Which U.S. goals, if 
any, do you believe are worth fighting 
for in the confrontation with lraq? 

1. If Iraq's annexation of Kuwait 
stands, it would set a bad precedent for 
international order. Are present-day 
borders sacrosanct, or are there reasons 
to justify changing them? Would you 
be willing to see the borders of states 
such as Iraq and Israel changed in order 
to accommodate di splaced minorities 
such as the Kurds and Palestinian s? 
Would you be willing to hand back 
U.S. territory formerly in Mexico 's 
possession? 

3. How have U.S. ties with Israel been 
affected by the crisis over Kuwait? 
What goals do the two countries share? 
Where do their intere sts diverge? 
Should the U.S. make good relations 
with Israel secondary to improved re
lations with Arab states? 

4. To what extent should the U.S. be 
prepared to subordinate its own objec
tives to those bf the international com
munity as represented in the UN? * 

2. "We do not want to wake up one 
morning soon and find America at war 
in the desert because Congress put its 

S. Does the fact that Kuwait's govern
ment was not a democracy affect your 
attitude toward liberating it from Iraq? 
Should the U.S. make political Iiberal-

* * 
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